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Foreword
A consolidated body of research in recent years, in particular from neuroscience,
shows that early childhood education and care (ECEC) provides a crucial foundation for
future learning by fostering the development of cognitive and non-cognitive skills that are
important for success later in life. Research also suggests that much of the benefit of
ECEC for children’s future learning and development depends on the quality of ECEC
services. Therefore, governments are also increasingly looking to international
comparisons of ECEC’s opportunities and outcomes as they develop policies to mobilise
resources to meet rising demands.
For over 15 years, the OECD’s Directorate for Education and Skills has contributed
to these efforts by conducting policy analysis and developing new data on ECEC to
provide valid, timely and comparable international information to help support countries
review and redesign policies to improve their early childhood services and systems.
The publication "Starting Strong 2017: Key OECD indicators on early childhood
education and care" is a first attempt to bring together all of the key OECD ECEC
indicators. The report addresses the needs and interests of a wide audience, including
national and local policy makers and researchers interested in better understanding what
is happening in the ECEC sector, as well as national statisticians who collect and report
education data to international organisations. Together with OECD country policy
reviews, the indicators published in this report can be used to help governments build
more effective and equitable ECEC systems.
The publication is a comprehensive and catalogued data source for international
ECEC data. The policy relevance, the adherence to quality standards and the
interpretability of indicators were the three main criteria for selection. Some recent
reforms are also highlighted in this volume when they are useful for the interpretation of
the data. The indicators are organised in five chapters:
•

Chapter 1: An overview chapter with the main findings and challenges for
improving the ECEC sector.

•

Chapter 2: Focusing on contextual information, this chapter provides a general
review of a range of socio-economic and other factors that may determine the
need for ECEC, policy on ECEC, the kinds of ECEC provided and uptake of what
is on offer.

•

Chapter 3: This chapter on policy inputs presents indicators of the resources
invested in a system, such as the level and type of ECEC financing, the
regulations of staff-child ratios, and some indicators on the teaching workforce at
the ECEC level (e.g. level of qualification, teacher salary, and working time of
teachers).

•

Chapter 4: This chapter on policy outputs includes indicators that are the result
of the policy inputs put in place, such as enrolment rates by age and type of
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institution, duration of early childhood education, and content areas of curriculum
frameworks.
•

Chapter 5: This chapter on policy outcomes includes indicators on the outcomes
of children associated with both policy inputs and policy outputs. For example, it
includes indicators on student performance, health, well-being and labour market
outcomes.

While much progress has been accomplished in recent years, member countries and
the OECD continue to strive to strengthen the link between policy needs and the best
available internationally comparable data. Thus, additional efforts are needed to fill in
remaining gaps in system-level indicators, for instance: by collecting more robust and
comparable indicators on ECEC settings that enrol children under the age of 3; by
improving the definitions of public and private funding; and by improving the country
coverage, time series and quality of the key ECEC indicators related to actual child-tostaff ratios, content areas of the curriculum, public support to families, and average time
children spend on intentional pedagogical or educational activities.
The OECD will continue to address these challenges vigorously and develop ECEC
indicators where it is feasible and promising to develop data; it will also advance in areas
where considerable investment still needs to be made in conceptual work.
However, international efforts are also necessary to develop new indicators, especially on
child outcomes and process quality (e.g. on the quality of pedagogical interactions
between ECEC staff and children, the quality of communications between staff and
parents, and, most importantly, the quality of interactions among children, as well as the
quality of interaction of children with space and materials). Therefore, the OECD
programme of work over the period 2017-2020 includes a series of projects to develop
the scope of available data on ECEC. These include:
•

The Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS), Starting Strong,
is the first international survey of ECEC staff and the quality of the learning and
well-being environment in different ECEC settings across OECD member and
non-member economies. This will contribute to a better understanding of the
quality of the learning and well-being environment that children experience
(instrument development and pilot study in 2015/16, main study in 2018 and
reporting in 2019).

•

The Policy Review on Quality in ECEC is a project that aims to influence how
to interpret quality dimensions, in particular, quality beyond regulations, for
which a common understanding is yet to be established at the international level.
The project will enable countries to draw on the most recent available
international evidence on the effectiveness of both structural and process quality
standards, and to learn from other countries' experiences and challenges in this
regard. The project started in 2017 and will undertake different steps until 2020.

•

The International Early Learning and Child Well-being Study is an
international study to measure the non-cognitive and cognitive learning outcomes
of children. The results of this pilot study will show what is possible in children’s
early learning in various socio-emotional and cognitive domains, and will help
countries monitor progress at a system level. The conceptual framework for the
assessment of children’s learning was developed in 2015, with a scoping exercise
conducted in 2016 and reporting scheduled for 2020.
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Executive summary

The first years of life lay the foundations for future skills development,
well-being and learning.
Early childhood education and care (ECEC) can improve children’s cognitive abilities
and socio-emotional development, help create a foundation for lifelong learning, make
children’s learning outcomes more equitable, reduce poverty, and improve social mobility
from generation to generation.
The number of years spent in early childhood education and care (ISCED 0) is also a
strong predictor of the level of performance reached at later stages, both in and out of
school. Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) 2015 data show that
children who attended early childhood education for at least two years perform, on
average, better than others at age 15. After accounting for student and school-level
socio-economic status, the difference is still statistically significant in half of the
57 countries with available data.

The benefits of ECEC are not limited to learning outcomes.
Affordable and high-quality ECEC with an adequate number of hours per week
contribute to an increase in the participation of women in the labour force.
The relationship between a mother's labour market participation and enrolment rates
in formal childcare is strong, especially for mothers with their youngest child under the
age of 3.
Thus, in countries where mothers’ labour market participation rates are highest, such
as Denmark, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal, Slovenia and Switzerland
(above 70% employment among women aged 15 to 64 with their youngest child under
the age of 3), the proportions of young children enrolled in formal childcare are also the
highest.

In recent decades, governments have recognised the importance of public
investment in ECEC and have delegated responsibility for ECEC public funding
to local authorities.
ECEC has experienced a surge of policy attention in OECD countries in recent
decades. In 2013, expenditure on ECEC (ISCED 0) accounted for an average of
0.8% of GDP, of which around three quarters went to pre-primary education (ISCED 02).
In most OECD countries, there is substantial public investment in ECEC, and parental
fees are often publicly subsidised. In early childhood educational development
(ISCED 01), public sources account for an average of 69% of total expenditure,
while in pre-primary education (ISCED 02), it amounts to 83%.

STARTING STRONG 2017: KEY OECD INDICATORS ON EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CARE © OECD 2017

12 – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Many governments delegate responsibility for ECEC public funding to local
authorities. Therefore, public funding is also more decentralised in early childhood
education (ISCED 0) than at any other level of education. On average across
OECD countries, only 34% of public funds for early childhood education came from the
central government, after transfers to regional and local levels of government.

The level of qualification required to be a teacher in pre-primary education has
increased. However, their salaries are still below those of other tertiaryeducated workers.
Prospective teachers should be provided with high-quality initial training.
In 27 out of the 37 countries with available data, an individual can teach at the
pre-primary level of education after earning a bachelor’s degree or equivalent (ISCED
level 6) at the end of initial teacher education. Despite this increase in the level of
qualification required for being a teacher in pre-primary education, teachers’ salaries
remain below those of other tertiary-educated workers in most countries.
On average, pre-primary teachers in OECD countries earn only 74% of the average salary
of a tertiary-educated, 25-64 year-old full-time, full-year worker.

Universal or quasi-universal access to at least one year of ECEC has become
the norm. However, ECEC provision for children under the age of 3 takes
different forms across OECD countries.
Access to ECEC is on the rise in all countries, partly because of increased public
spending to extend legal entitlements to a place in ECEC, as well as efforts to ensure free
access, at least for some ages and selected population groups. In 2015, most OECD
countries provided free access to ECEC to all children for at least the last year before
entering primary school.
High enrolment rates are also observed for lower age groups: among 4-year-olds,
90% or more are already enrolled in pre-primary (or primary education) in two-thirds of
the 37 countries with available data, while 70% of 3-year-olds are already enrolled in
ECEC.
The share of children under the age of 3 enrolled in ECEC settings is also on the rise
in most countries. On average across OECD countries, around one third of children under
the age of 3 were enrolled in formal childcare in 2014. This percentage increased by over
eight percentage points between 2005 and 2014. However, enrolment rates and intensity
of participation at these ages vary significantly across countries. For instance, ECEC
settings in some countries, such as Estonia, Finland, Greece, Hungary, Latvia and Poland,
provide long hours per week to a small proportion of children under the age of 3.
By contrast, fewer hours per week are provided to an above-average proportion of
children under the age of 3 in a small group of other countries.

Universal access is not a guarantee for high-quality ECEC. A move towards an
integrated ECEC system regarding curricula and governing authority is
observed in several OECD countries.
Recent international trends show that an increasing number of countries with split
systems are moving towards integrated ECEC settings regarding curricula and/or
governing authority. The integration of ECEC systems administered under the
responsibility of one ministry (or agency) is associated with better ECEC quality and can
STARTING STRONG 2017: KEY OECD INDICATORS ON EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CARE © OECD 2017
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help enhance universal entitlement, more affordable access, better qualified staff and
smoother transitions.
Today, more than half of OECD countries have an integrated ECEC system.
The other countries have a split system, where the settings enrolling most children under
the age of 3 are often under the authority of the Ministry of Social Affairs, while the
settings providing ECEC for older children are under the authority of the Ministry of
Education. In these countries, different standards are often set for different ECEC settings
or for different age groups of children. In contrast, in all countries and jurisdictions with
an integrated system, the same standards are applied to any ECEC setting.

Some challenges remain for improving the ECEC sector.
•

Financing: Developing clear and consistent strategies for efficiently allocating
public resources to ECEC priority areas.

•

Teaching workforce: Improving the working conditions and professional
education of ECEC staff.

•

Parents: Engaging parents, especially in ensuring high-quality learning at home
and communicating between ECEC staff and parents.

•

Curriculum: Developing broad guidelines and curricular standards for all ECEC
services.

•

Access and governance: Increasing public provision for children under 3 and
facilitating the transition from childcare to early education are two key challenges,
especially for countries with split systems.

•

Equity in access to ECEC: Ensuring equitable access for all children to attend
quality ECEC, with a focus on children under the age of 3.

•

Knowledge gaps: Filling in the knowledge gaps of child outcomes with
longitudinal designs would allow the study of developmental trajectories and the
ECEC process quality’s long-term effects on particular groups of children.
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Chapter 1.
Overview: Why we need indicators on early childhood education and care1

Early childhood education and care (ECEC) has experienced an increase in policy
attention globally over the two past decades, with major initiatives recently launched at
the international level. ECEC is one of the 10 targets Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs), while the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED 2011) was
implemented in 2011 and better captures programmes for very young children. For more
than 15 years, the OECD has conducted analysis and developed new data on ECEC to
provide valid, timely and comparable international information to help support countries
review and redesign policies to improve their early childhood services and systems.
This publication brings together for the first time all the key indicators in one volume
dedicated to ECEC. This overview chapter includes the main findings of the publication
and the challenges for improving the ECEC sector. The scoreboard at the end shows the
data underlying some key indicators on ECEC.

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities.
The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and
Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.
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Why a full volume dedicated to OECD indicators on early childhood education and
care?
Early childhood education and care (ECEC) has experienced an increase in
policy attention across the world over the two past decades.
Early childhood education and care has experienced a surge of policy attention in
OECD countries in recent decades, at the national as well as international level.
However, this increasing attention is not the only change; the nature of the public debate
has also significantly evolved over this period. Policy makers have recognised that
equitable access to quality ECEC can strengthen the foundations of lifelong learning for
all children and support the broad educational and social needs of families, and they have
therefore increased the resources allocated to this sector over the last decade. With this
trend, governments have taken recent initiatives that aim to enhance the quality of ECEC
services and improve the equity of access to ECEC settings. This is in contrast to the
public debates of the past, which were limited to quantitative issues, and public spending
was mainly concentrated on measures to expand access to affordable ECEC.
This new policy direction is a positive step and is supported by several international
studies, programme evaluations and quality measurements that have repeatedly shown
that access to ECEC programmes has positive effects on children’s well-being, learning
and development. However, to ensure that children can access ECEC services is not
enough; positive results for children can only be achieved if the level of quality of these
services is high. Otherwise, children may even be harmed by low quality care and
education.
Major initiatives have been recently launched at the international level: ECEC is
one of the 10 targets in the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)…
At the international level, there is the same increasing policy attention on early
childhood education issues. For instance, when world leaders in 2015 defined the global
ambitions for the next 15 years by adopting 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) at
the United Nations Summit in New York, they first considered "Education" as a
cornerstone of the sustainable development agenda. This was in recognition of the
relevance of the topic for envisaging living in a more inclusive world. Second, they
decided that the aim of one the 10 main education-related goals was to "ensure by 2030
that all girls and boys have access to quality early childhood development, care and
pre-primary education so that they are ready for primary education” (Target 4.2 of the
SDG project). This initiative is a supplementary incentive to develop policy relevant,
comparable and robust indicators to assess in the next decade if this goal is achieved or
not across the world.
…while the revised International Standard Classification of Education
(ISCED 2011) better captures programmes for very young children that provide
ECEC (ISCED 01).
Major changes are not limited to an increase of the policy relevance of ECEC in
public debate; technical improvements of ECEC indicators have also been implemented
to produce internationally comparable education statistics (OECD/Eurostat/UNESCO
Institute for Statistics, 2015). For instance, the International Standard Classification of
Education (ISCED) - the reference classification for organising education programmes by
education levels - was revised in 2011, and programmes for very young children
(i.e. under the age of 3) were included for the first time in the nomenclature if they
STARTING STRONG 2017: KEY OECD INDICATORS ON EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CARE © OECD 2017
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adhered to several criteria (e.g. duration and intensity of participation, staff qualification,
governance, curriculum content).
The first level (ISCED 0) previously encompassed only pre-primary education
programmes designed for children from the age of 3 to the official primary school
entrance age. In the new version, this level has been expanded to include an additional
sub-category of educational or pedagogical programmes designed for children below the
age of 3. Acknowledging that learning starts at birth, and that quality in care and support
for the youngest children's development and learning is important, these types of
educational and pedagogical programmes for very young children are becoming
increasingly important and prevalent. This new provision will therefore make it possible
to compare data on this sub-level for the first time.
This classification is significant progress and was implemented in international data
collection in 2015. However, further progress is still needed as ISCED 2011 is not yet
capturing some ECEC programmes that are an integral part of countries’ ECEC systems,
but that are not in adherence with one or several of the ISCED criteria. Therefore, this
publication will go beyond the ISCED 2011 classification and will also present indicators
on participation in ECEC, including the other registered ECEC settings outside the scope
of ISCED 2011 (see mapping of ECEC programmes in Table 2.1 and Figure 4.2).
This publication is a first attempt to bring together all of the key OECD ECEC
indicators. The policy relevance, the adherence to quality standards and the
interpretability of indicators were the three main criteria for selection.
For more than 15 years, the OECD has conducted policy analysis and developed new
data on ECEC to provide valid, timely and comparable international information to help
support countries review and redesign policies to improve their early childhood services
and systems. This publication brings together for the first time all the key existing ECEC
indicators in one volume.
The indicators volume of Starting Strong is a comprehensive and catalogued data
source for international ECEC data. Each chapter covers around 10 indicators, and this
overview chapter includes the main findings and challenges for improving the ECEC
sector. There were three main criteria for the selection of the indicators: 1) policy
relevance; 2) adherence to quality standards (e.g. adequacy of the concepts and
definitions that set out what the indicator seeks to measure; adequacy of the calculation
methods used to implement the indicators; quality/availability of the data); and 3) an easy
understanding of the indicator (for example, an indicator may be difficult to interpret in
the national institutional context where international standards deviate from national
ones).
Some recent reforms are also highlighted in this volume when they are useful for the
interpretation of the data. This publication will be useful for policy makers and
researchers interested in better understanding what is happening in the ECEC sector, as
well as for national statisticians collecting and reporting data on education to international
organisations.
The scoreboard at the end of this chapter (Table 1.1) shows all the data underlying
some key indicators on ECEC. Six main themes on ECEC are covered in the scoreboard
(access and intensity of participation, financing, governance, legal entitlement to place,
teaching workforce and equity). These are all taken from the analytical work presented in
this publication, and each ECEC dimension includes several indicators. Countries are
ranked according to the indicators underlying each dimension. The scoreboard highlights
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(using colour coding) countries in the bottom 25%, countries in the top 25% and those
around the OECD average (in the remaining part of the distribution). A sharp threshold
has been applied, which means that some countries can be classified in one group
(e.g. the bottom 25%) but be close to the other group (e.g. average).

OECD indicators on ECEC: What do the data reveal and what are the main
trends?
The indicators are organised in four chapters (contextual information, policy inputs,
policy outputs and policy outcomes). The first chapter on contextual information
provides an overview of the main contextual factors influencing ECEC policies, such as
the legal entitlements to access ECEC, the nature of the programmes, and the earliest
starting age. It also includes indicators illustrating the socio-economic context, some
recent demographic patterns, and some changes in family structure. The second chapter
on policy inputs presents indicators of the resources invested in a system, such as the
level and type of ECEC financing, the regulations of staff-child ratios, and some
indicators on the teaching workforce at the ECEC level (e.g. level of qualification,
teacher's salary or working time of teachers). The third chapter on policy outputs
includes indicators that are the result of the policy inputs put in place, such as enrolment
rates by age and type of institution, duration of early childhood education, and content
areas of curriculum frameworks. Finally, the fourth chapter on policy outcomes
includes indicators on the outcomes of children associated with both policy inputs and
policy outputs. For example, it will include indicators analysing the relationship between
attendance in ECEC and performance reached at later stages, mainly drawn from the
Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) 2015 data (OECD, 2017a).
The next sections include the main findings by theme underlying the indicators.

Governance
More than half of OECD countries have an integrated ECEC system regarding
curricula and governing authority.
Findings from the literature show that having integrated ECEC systems administered
under the responsibility of one ministry (or agency) are associated with better ECEC
quality and help to enhance universal entitlement, more affordable access, better qualified
staff and smoother transitions (Bennett, 2008). A study conducted by Kaga, Bennett and
Moss (2010) on five countries (Brazil, Jamaica, New Zealand, Slovenia, and Sweden)
suggested that the integration of ECEC systems from age 1 until entry into compulsory
education had several positive effects: 1) it increased access and enrolment (particularly
for programmes designed for children under the age of 3; 2) it improved staff working
conditions and status; 3) it increased staff recruitment levels and training; and
4) it had a positive impact on pedagogical practices and curriculum development.
A move towards integrated ECEC settings is observed in several OECD countries.
Today, in more than half of the countries with available data - Australia, Estonia, Finland,
Germany, Kazakhstan, New Zealand, Norway, Slovenia and Sweden - the ECEC settings
enrolling most children under and above the age of 3 are administered under the
responsibility of one ministry, or have integrated curricula. The main advantage of
integrated systems is that they provide a continuum in learning and services.
Whether or not to have education or social affairs ministries responsible for all
ECEC settings is ultimately a decision for countries, and both strategies have pros and
cons.
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In the other countries, including, for example, Belgium, France, Israel, Italy, Korea,
Japan, the Netherlands, Portugal, Switzerland, Turkey and the United States, some ECEC
settings for children under 3 are officially registered but provided in distinct settings
and under the responsibility of different ministries (split model). Among these countries,
Italy and Korea are moving towards integrated ECEC settings regarding curricula
or/and governing authority (see Box 2.1 for Italy). In split systems, the settings enrolling
most children under the age of 3 are often under the authority of the Ministry of Social
Affairs, while the settings providing ECEC for older children are under the authority
of the Ministry of Education. In these countries, different standards are often set for
different ECEC settings or for different age groups of children. In contrast, in all
countries and jurisdictions with an integrated system, the same standards are applied to
any ECEC setting.
In early childhood education and care, many governments delegate
responsibilities of ECEC to local authorities. As a result, public funding is more
decentralised in early childhood education than at any other level of education.
The devolution of tasks in the early childhood field can be needed as the concrete
acknowledgement of the rights of local communities, but also for reasons of practical
management. A shift towards more devolution can also be 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. Thus, central authorities can delegate
responsibility to centres and school-based settings to manage a variety of tasks, including
implementation, monitoring, evaluation and reporting. Local authorities can better
co-ordinate with parents and communities to determine the appropriateness of national
ECEC goals (Mahon, 2011).
Public funding is more decentralised in early childhood education (ISCED 0) than at
any other level of education. In 2013, on average across OECD countries, only 41%
of public funds for early childhood education came from central government, before
transfers to regional and local authorities. After transfers, this share drops to 34%, and the
share of local funds rises from 45% to 54%. Central government is the source of over
80% of funds after transfers only in Australia, Colombia, Ireland and New Zealand.
Local government is the source of over 90% of funds after transfers in 11 countries:
Brazil, Estonia, Finland, Iceland, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, the Slovak
Republic, Slovenia and the United Kingdom (Figure 3.5).
The devolution of powers had also some disadvantages, and 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 devolved powers to local authorities on the one hand, and a national
approach to goal setting, legislation and regulation, financing, staffing criteria, and
programme standards on the other.
The proportions of children enrolled in private early childhood educational
development settings (ISCED 01) are considerably larger than for pre-primary
education (ISCED 02), and exceed 50% in two thirds of OECD countries.
As countries continue to expand their early childhood education programmes, it will
be important to consider parents’ needs and expectations regarding accessibility, cost,
programme and staff quality, and accountability. When these needs are not met in public
settings, some parents may be more inclined to send their children to private pre-primary
settings.
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When analysing private settings, a distinction needs to be made between
government-dependent and independent-private settings: (1) independent-private
ECEC settings are controlled by a non-government organisation or with a governing
board not selected by a government agency that receive less than 50% of their core
funding from government agencies, (2) government-dependent private ECEC settings
are controlled by a non-government organisation or with a governing board not selected
by a government agency that receive more than 50% of their core funding from
government agencies.
Some 10% of children in pre-primary education (ISCED 02) are enrolled
in independent-private settings on average across OECD countries. When considering
government-dependent private schools or ECEC institutions, 32% of children are enrolled
in private pre-primary programmes. This proportion exceeds 45% in Australia, Belgium,
Chile, Germany, Japan, Korea, Norway, New Zealand and Portugal. The proportions of
children enrolled in private early childhood educational institutions (ISCED 01) are
considerably larger compared to pre-primary education. In two thirds of the countries
with available data on early childhood development programmes, more than 50% of
children are enrolled in private institutions (Figure 4.6).

Financing of ECEC
Expenditure on ECEC (ISCED 0) accounts for an average of 0.8% of GDP.
However, significant variations are observed across countries, mainly because of
significant differences across countries in the number of years children spend in
ECEC.
Expenditure on all ECEC (ISCED 0) accounts for an average of 0.8% of the
collective GDP, of which 0.2% goes to early childhood educational development
(ISCED 01) and 0.6% to pre-primary education (ISCED 02). Differences between
countries are significant. For example, while 0.2% or less of GDP is spent on ECEC
(ISCED 0) in Japan, Ireland and Switzerland, more than 1.0% of GDP is spent in Chile,
Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Israel, Norway, the Russian Federation, Slovenia and Sweden
(Figure 3.2).
These large variations are mainly explained by significant differences across
countries in the participation in ECEC services, the mode of enrolment (full-time versus
part-time), teaching working conditions (e.g. teacher's salary and working time),
child-to-staff ratios, the fees requested, and public support provided to families to enrol
their children in ECEC settings and in the number of years children spend in ECEC.
In some countries, such as Ireland and the United Kingdom, children typically enter
primary education at age 5, while in Estonia, Finland Latvia, Poland and Sweden,
they typically enter this level at age 7. In all other countries, children typically enter
primary education at age 6.
Governments have recognised the importance of public investment in ECEC,
especially for pre-primary education.
Public spending on ECEC is an important guarantee for equity. Without sufficient
public spending, there is a greater risk that access to ECEC programmes will be restricted
to affluent families, and that the quality of programmes will vary. In most OECD
countries, there is substantial public investment in ECEC. Publicly-funded ECEC tends
to be more prevalent in the European OECD countries than in the non-European.
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However, a distinction should be drawn between pre-primary education (ISCED 02)
and a programme typically designed to enrol younger children. Thus, in most countries
with data for both categories, the share of public spending tends to be smaller in
early childhood educational development (ISCED 01) than in pre-primary education
(ISCED 02). On average, in early childhood educational development (ISCED 01), public
sources account for 69% of total expenditure, while in pre-primary education
(ISCED 02), the share of public expenditure is 83% (Figure 3.4; OECD, 2016).
The annual expenditure per child enrolled in early childhood educational
development programmes (ISCED 01) is significantly higher than in pre-primary
education (ISCED 02) in most countries.
In pre-primary education, annual expenditure per child for both public and private
institutions is an average of USD 8 070 in OECD countries. Expenditure ranges from
USD 4 000 or less in Turkey, to more than USD 14 000 in Luxembourg and Norway.
Annual expenditure per child enrolled in early childhood educational development
programmes (ISCED 01) is significantly higher than in pre-primary education
(ISCED 02) in 10 out of the 13 OECD countries with available data for both programmes,
with an average of USD 12 501 (Figure 3.1; OECD, 2016).
Smaller child-to-teacher ratios observed in early childhood development programmes
is the main factor influencing this pattern. On average across the 12 OECD countries with
available data for both programmes, there are 14 children per pre-primary teacher
working in pre-primary education, while the ratio is only 9 children per teacher in early
childhood development programmes (Figure 3.10; OECD, 2016).
Similar levels of expenditure among countries can mask a variety of contrasting
policy choices. This helps to explain why there is no simple relationship between
overall spending on education and quality of ECEC settings.
Four main factors influence the salary cost of teachers per child enrolled in
pre-primary education (ISCED 02): 1) time children spend on intentional pedagogical or
educational activities; 2) contact time of teachers with children; 3) teachers’ salaries; and
4) estimated group size. Specific levels of the salary cost of teachers per child may result
from different combinations of these four factors.
Higher levels of expenditure on education cannot automatically be equated with better
performance at later stages. This is not surprising, as countries spending similar amounts
on ECEC do not necessarily have similar education policies and practices.
For example, at the pre-primary level, the Netherlands and Norway had very similar
levels of teacher salary costs per child in 2014, both slightly above the OECD average.
In Norway, this can be explained by an above OECD average time children spent on
intentional pedagogical or educational activities, above-average contact time of teachers
with children, average level of teacher salaries, and below-average estimated group size.
In the Netherlands, there were above-average teacher salaries, average contact time of
teachers with children, and small estimated group size compared to the average, however,
these were more than offset by a significant below-average amount of time children spent
on intentional pedagogical or educational activities (Figure 1.1).
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Figure 1.1. Contribution of various factors to salary cost of teachers per child, pre-primary education (2014)
Contribution of estimated group size
Contribution of contact time of teachers with children
Contribution of time children spend on intentional pedagogical or educational activities the last year of pre-primary education
Contribution of teachers' salary
Difference with OECD average

Luxembourg

Norway

Netherlands

Austria

Spain

Italy

Portugal

Greece

Turkey

France

Poland

Hungary

Mexico

Chile

USD
9 000
8 000
7 000
6 000
5 000
4 000
3 000
2 000
1 000
0
-1 000
-2 000
-3 000

Notes: This chart shows the contribution (in USD) of the factors influencing the difference between salary cost of teachers per
child in the country and the OECD average. For example, in Hungary, the salary cost of teachers per child is USD 877 lower
than the OECD average. This is because Hungary has lower teachers’ salaries (- USD 1 392) than the OECD average, aboveaverage time children spend on intentional pedagogical or educational activities the last year of pre-primary education (+ USD
921), above-average contact time of teachers with children (- USD 357), and slightly above-average estimated group size (- USD
49).
Countries are ranked in ascending order of the difference between the salary cost of teachers per student and the OECD average.
Source: OECD (2017b), OECD Online education database, OECD, Paris, www.oecd.org/education/database.htm.
StatLink 2

http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487130

Comparing the relative salary cost of teachers per child using this analysis affects the
ranking of some countries when compared to measuring in USD. For example, because
of Luxembourg’s high USD salaries, it has by far the highest salary cost in pre-primary
education: at USD 9 729, it is over triple many countries shown in Figure 1.1.
However, when differences in countries’ wealth are considered, Luxembourg is still
in first position, but the differences with other countries are significantly smaller.

Teaching workforce
There are few teachers from minority and ethnic communities, and women
represent the overwhelming majority of ECEC teachers in OECD countries.
The diversity of staff is particularly beneficial to open the minds of disadvantaged
children and to ease their integration. It is also important for children – particularly boys
– to have a strong male role model in the classroom or centre. However, teachers in
ECEC are mainly women. A reinforced male presence is critical to counter traditional
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views of women in childrearing positions, and to ensure that school and learning remain
gender neutral. Among the predominantly female workforce, there are few teachers from
minority and ethnic communities.
The age distribution of teachers varies widely across OECD countries.
However, a common pattern emerges when the gender of teachers is analysed.
The highest proportions of women teachers are concentrated in the earlier years
of schooling, and shrink at each successive level of education. On average across OECD
countries, around 97% of teachers in pre-primary education are women. While women
represent 97% of the teaching workforce in pre-primary education on average across
OECD countries, the average drops to 43% at the tertiary level.
In 35 out of the 39 OECD and partner countries with available data, 93% or more of
pre-primary teachers are women. The exceptions are France, where 92% of pre-primary
teachers are women, the Netherlands (87%), Norway (91%) and Spain (93%)
(Figure 3.6).
A bachelor degree has become the minimum qualification required in most
countries to be a teacher at the pre-primary level of education. However, the
duration and pedagogical component of initial teacher training vary significantly
across countries.
Better educated ECEC staff with specialised training are more likely to improve
children’s cognitive outcomes through larger vocabularies, increased ability to solve
problems, and increased ability to develop targeted lesson plans (NIEER, 2004).
However, it is not only qualifications that affect outcomes; it is the ability of staff
members to create a better pedagogic environment that makes a real difference.
In 2014, almost all teachers were awarded a tertiary qualification upon completion
of a teacher training programme. In 27 out of the 37 countries with available data,
an individual can teach at the pre-primary level of education after earning at least
a bachelor’s degree or equivalent (ISCED level 6) at the end of initial teacher education.
However, the duration of initial teacher training for pre-primary teachers ranges widely
among the 37 countries with relevant data: from two years for basic certification in Japan
and two years of college for kindergarten teachers and high school graduates and one year
training for childcare teachers in Korea, to five years in Austria, Chile, France, Iceland
and Italy.
There are two models of teacher education: concurrent and consecutive
(OECD, 2014). In 23 out of the 35 countries with available data, initial teacher training
for pre-primary teachers is organised according to the concurrent model, in which
pedagogical and practical training is provided at the same time as courses in subject
matter (Chapter 3). In the other countries, pedagogical and practical training follow
courses in subject matter (Consecutive model).
Teachers’ salaries in pre-primary education vary widely across countries, and
remain below those of other tertiary-educated workers in most countries.
Competitive salaries and good working conditions may attract young people
to teaching in some countries and, in others, help to retain effective teachers in the
profession (Huntsman, 2008). Teachers’ salaries in pre-primary education (ISCED 02)
also vary widely across countries. For instance, the annual statutory salaries
of pre-primary school teachers with 15 years of experience (before taxes and converted
into USD using purchasing power parity) range from under USD 20 000 in the
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Czech Republic, Hungary and the Slovak Republic, to more than USD 50 000 in
Australia, the Netherlands and the United States, and exceed USD 100 000 in
Luxembourg (Figure 3.7).
ECEC systems differ not only in how much they pay teachers, but in the structure
of their pay scales. Salaries at the top of the scale for teachers with typical qualifications
are, on average, 65% higher than starting salaries in pre-primary education. In 2014,
teachers’ salaries in pre-primary education remained below those of other tertiaryeducated workers in most countries. On average, pre-primary teachers in OECD countries
earn only 74% of the average salary of a tertiary-educated, 25-64 year-old full-time,
full-year worker (Chapter 3).
At the pre-primary level, 83% of teachers’ statutory working time is spent, on
average, on teaching, and the rest on non-teaching tasks.
In most countries, teachers are formally required to work a specific number of hours
per year. This may be specified as the number of hours that teachers must be available
at school for teaching and non-teaching activities. It corresponds to official working hours
as specified in contractual agreements. On average across countries with data, for both
teaching and total working time at school for pre-primary teachers, 83% of teachers’
working time is spent on contact with children, with the proportion ranging from less
than 65% in Colombia, Chile, England (UK) and Greece, to more than 90% in France,
Hungary, Israel and Turkey.
Translated into salary per hour for pre-primary school teachers, the average statutory
salary per teaching hour and for working hour after 15 years of experience is USD 44,
compared to USD 33. Salaries per teaching hour at the pre-primary level are USD 65
or more in Australia, the Flemish Community of Belgium, Luxembourg and Korea
(Chapter 3).
Both teacher salaries and the number of teaching hours per year in pre-primary
education vary considerably across countries.
Teachers’ salaries are only one part of the equation for improving teacher quality.
In order to attract the best candidates to the teaching workforce, countries need to offer
adequate pay, which is evidence that teachers are valued by society, but also provide
an environment in which teachers are given the autonomy to work as professionals
and are given a direct role in school improvement.
Teacher salaries and working time are not strongly correlated. However, as with
teacher salaries, countries vary considerably in the number of teaching hours per year
required of the average public school teacher in pre-primary education. Required teaching
time at the pre-primary level in public schools varies more across countries than it does
at any other level.
The number of teaching days ranges from 162 days in France to more than
220 days in Iceland and Norway. Annual contact time with children ranges from less than
700 hours in Greece, Korea and Mexico to more than 1 450 hours in Iceland and Norway.
On average across OECD countries, teachers at this level of education are required to
be in contact with children 1 005 hours per year, spread over 40 weeks or 190 days
of teaching (Figure 1.2). Translated into hours per day, teachers are required to be
in contact with children between four and six hours a day in 17 out of 25 countries
with available data.
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Annual net teaching time, in hours

Figure 1.2. Organisation of teachers' teaching time over the year in pre-primary education (2014)
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Access to early childhood education and care
Universal or quasi-universal access to at least one year of ECEC is now a reality
in most countries, which is significant progress towards the Sustainable
Development Goals education targets.
In most countries, more than 90% of children are already enrolled in pre-primary
education (or in primary education in some countries) at age 5. These countries are
already close or have reached the SDGs target recommending the universal participation
in organised learning one year before official primary entry age. High enrolment rates are
also observed for lower age groups. Therefore, among 4-year-olds, 90% or more are
already enrolled in pre-primary (or primary education) in two-thirds of the 37 countries
with available data (Figure 1.3).
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Figure 1.3. Enrolment rates in early childhood education and primary education, by age (2014)1

%
100

Enrolment rates at age 5

Enrolment rates for children under the age 3

Enrolment rates at age 3

Enrolment rates at age 4

90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
Ireland
Australia
France
Mexico
Germany
Netherlands
Luxembourg
United Kingdom
Denmark
Belgium
Switzerland
New Zealand
Israel
Norway
Spain
Iceland
Italy
Portugal
Japan
Austria
Latvia
Hungary
Sweden
OECD average
Korea
Chile
Brazil
Poland
Greece
United States
Slovenia
Estonia
Czech Republic
Russian Federation
Slovak Republic
Finland
Turkey

0

1. Children under the age of 3 are enrolled in formal childcare (ISCED 0 and other registered ECEC services); children at ages 4
and 5 can already be enrolled in primary education in a small gorup of countries.
Sources: OECD (2017c), OECD Family Database, OECD, Paris, http://www.oecd.org/els/family/database.htm and OECD
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Enrolment in ECEC settings has continued to rise over the last decade, partly
due to the extension of legal entitlements to a place in ECEC, as well as efforts
to ensure free access, at least for some ages and selected population groups.
The increase in access has been made possible, in part, by the extension of legal
entitlements of a place for younger children, and efforts to ensure free access for the older
age group (e.g. 3-5). However, there are major differences across countries in the age
groups covered by legal entitlements to a place in ECEC. For instance, some countries,
such as Norway and Germany, cover ages 1 to 5 (or even 7 or 8 years in some cases
in Germany), while others, such as the Czech Republic and Portugal, only guarantee
children a place for the year before entering primary school.
Similarly, the time per week covered by the legal entitlements to a place in
ECEC also differs greatly across countries and jurisdictions. For example, Norway grants
universal access to 41 hours of ECEC, French pre-primary schools provide 24 hours,
Austria provides between 16 and 20 hours for the year before entering primary school,
and Scotland (United Kingdom) provides only 16 hours for 3-4 year-olds (Table 2.2 and
OECD, 2015).
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The legal entitlement to a place in ECEC is not a guarantee of free access, especially
for younger children. However, most countries with available data provide free access to
all children for at least the last year before entering primary school (Figure 2.9).
The share of children under the age of 3 enrolled in ECEC settings is also on the
rise in most countries.
On average across OECD countries, around one third of children under the age of
3 are enrolled in formal childcare (ISCED 0 and other registered ECEC settings outside
ISCED 2011). However, enrolment rates at these ages vary significantly across countries,
and range from less than 10% in the Czech Republic, Mexico and the Slovak Republic,
to more than 45% in Nordic countries, except Finland, in “Benelux” OECD countries
(Belgium, Luxembourg and the Netherlands), and in France and Portugal
(Figure 4.2; OECD, 2017b; OECD, 2017c).
Despite significant differences across countries, a common pattern has emerged:
the share of young children enrolled in ECEC settings is on the rise. On average across
OECD countries, enrolment rates for children under the age of 3 increased by over eight
percentage points between 2005 and 2014, from 26% to 34% (Figure 4.4).
These trends are the result of policy initiatives across OECD countries that have aimed to
expand ECEC services and simultaneously improve the quality of early childhood
education (see more details at the end of Chapter 4).
This move is particularly marked in many European countries, and is the result of
a further stimulus by the 2010 objectives set by the European Union (EU) at its Barcelona
meeting in 2002 (e.g. supply subsidised full-day places for one-third of children under the
age of 3). In 2014, fourteen EU countries – Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany,
Iceland, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain,
Sweden and the United Kingdom – had reached the Barcelona targets, although
at different levels of quality and at different level of intensity in participation
(see Chapter 4).
However, significant differences are still persistent across OECD countries in the
quality of ECEC programmes provided to young children and in the usual number
of hours per week that each child is enrolled.
While participation rates by age provide a proxy of how long children are enrolled
in ECEC over their childhood (e.g. in years), they do not provide any information about
the intensity of participation in ECEC services (i.e. whether children participate only for
a few hours per day or full-time), or globally about the quality ECEC services.
Quality in ECEC settings is a complex endeavour, and countries are at differing stages
in the development of a quality monitoring system (see OECD, 2015 for an overview
of quality monitoring systems and challenges).
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Figure 1.4. Access to early childhood services versus intensity of participation (2014)
Enrolment rates in formal childcare (ISCED 0 and other registered ECEC settings outside ISCED 2011) of children under the
age of 3, and intensity of participation in these services during a usual week
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The intensity of participation is easier to capture, and significant variations
are observed across and within countries in what is provided to young children.
Thus, when participation rates and average hours during a usual week are analysed
together, different patterns emerge, reflecting policy choices made by countries.
For example, ECEC settings in some countries, such as Estonia, Finland, Greece,
Hungary, Latvia and Poland, provide long hours per week to a small proportion of
the children under the age of 3. The opposite is observed in the Netherlands
and New Zealand. In these two countries, fewer hours per week are provided to an
above-average proportion of children under the age of 3 (Figure 1.4).

Curriculum frameworks
Access is not a guarantee of high-quality ECEC. Therefore, in many countries,
the curriculum framework in pre-primary education has recently been extended to
enhance ECEC quality and to ensure better transition between pre-primary and
primary education.
Curriculum frameworks can play a pivotal role in ensuring the quality of
ECEC services. In 2015, as in 2011, most OECD countries and jurisdictions with data
for both reference years still placed a high importance on arts, literacy, music, numeracy,
STARTING STRONG 2017: KEY OECD INDICATORS ON EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CARE © OECD 2017

1. OVERVIEW: WHY WE NEED INDICATORS ON ECEC – 29

physical education and science in their curriculum frameworks designed for pre-primary
education. In contrast, practical skills were slightly less common content areas of
the frameworks/guidelines in 2015 than in 2011, while the importance in the curriculum
frameworks given by countries to social sciences significantly decreased between
2011 and 2015. Data on play time were only collected in 2015. However, countries place
importance
on
"unguided
playtime"
in
their
curriculum
framework.
In addition, as mentioned by several of them, this field now being embedded into other
content areas to stimulate learning through play (Figure 1.5)
Figure 1.5. Content areas included in ECEC curriculum (2011 and 2015)
Proportion of countries and jurisdictions which declared in 2011 and 2015 that the following content areas are included in their
ECEC curriculum framework
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A significantly higher proportion of respondent countries have included newly
emerging subject matters in their pre-primary curriculum, which responds to changing
needs in present-day society. By including these new fields, such as ICT skills, learning
foreign languages, developing ethics and citizenship values, learning religion or ensuring
health and well-being for children, pre-primary curriculum has been aligned with
the content areas of primary education. The increase between 2011 and 2015
is particularly marked for ICT skills, with around 40% of respondent countries
(Chile, Finland, Greece, Italy, Korea, Mexico, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Slovak
Republic, Spain, Sweden, some provinces in Canada and some regions in Germany)
citing ICT skills as a content area of their curriculum framework in 2015 (Figure 1.5).
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Access to early childhood education and participation of women in the labour
market
Affordable and high-quality ECEC with an adequate number of hours per week
can contribute to an increase in the participation of women in the labour force.
In recent decades, policies implemented in most countries for children under the age
of 3 emphasised the expansion of services as a necessary support for maternal
employment in a strong economy, rather than as a public service that can benefit both
children and parents. However, there are recent signs of convergence among OECD
countries, and the concept of services for children under the age of 3 is progressively
broadening from “childcare” to support working parents to include educational
and pedagogical, gender equality, social integration, and family support objectives.
Working parents, mothers in particular, are more likely to drop out of the labour
market or work fewer hours to take up childcare duties, especially when their children
are young. Therefore, women need high-quality, affordable ECEC to be able to return
to work with confidence that their children are well cared for, and in order to achieve
a better work balance (OECD, 2011). For instance, in Canada, the province of Quebec
introduced a low-fee child care policy in the mid-90s, which resulted in a significant
increase in the labour force participation of women.
Figure 1.6. Relationship between mother's labour market participation (with the youngest child under the
age of 3) and enrolment rates of children under the age of 3 in formal childcare (2014)
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The relationship between a mother's labour market participation and enrolment rates
in formal childcare is strong, especially for mothers with their youngest child under
the age of 3. Thus, in countries where mothers’ labour market participation rates are the
highest, such as Denmark, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal, Slovenia
and Switzerland (above 70% employment among women aged 15 to 64 with their
youngest child under the age of 3), the proportions of young children enrolled in formal
childcare (ISCED 0 and other registered ECEC settings outside ISCED 2011) are also
the highest. In contrast, the enrolment rates in formal childcare for children under the age
of 3 is less than 10% in the Czech Republic, the Slovak Republic and Mexico, while
employment among women aged 15 to 64 with their youngest child under the age of 3
is significantly below the OECD averages in all of these countries (Figure 1.6).
A relationship between enrolment rates at ages 3 to 5 and maternal employment
among women aged 15 to 64 with their youngest child aged 3 to 5 is still strong, but the
correlation is weaker compared to younger ages (Figure 5.10).
Child development research on the benefits of full-time as compared to part-time
programmes is less conclusive than evidence regarding the benefits of a longer period
of participation. However, from a labour market perspective, the availability of full-day
ECEC services is a crucial factor allowing parents of young children, especially mothers,
to take up near full-time employment and secure higher earnings. An adequate number
of hours per week of these services can also contribute to increases in the full-time
participation of women in the labour force. The usual number of hours per week
that children under the age of 3 are enrolled in formal childcare is highly correlated with
the part-time employment of women with at least one child aged 0 to 14.
In some countries (e.g. Latvia, Portugal and Slovenia), the average number of hours
during a usual week is over 35, and part-time employment is below 10% among women
aged 15 to 64 with at least one child aged 0 to 14. At the other extreme, in Austria,
the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, children under the age of 3 spend on average
22 hours or less in formal childcare during a usual week, while more than 25% of women
with at least one child aged 0-14 are employed part-time (Figure 5.11).

Number of years of ECEC and academic performance at age 15
High-quality ECEC can result in better outcomes in subsequent stages of life.
The number of years spent in ECEC (ISCED 0) is a strong predictor of level
of performance reached at later stages. However, the extent of its benefits heavily
depends on the quality of the ECEC services.
A growing body of research recognises that ECEC can improve children’s cognitive
abilities and socio-emotional development, help create a foundation for lifelong learning,
make children’s learning outcomes more equitable, reduce poverty, and improve social
mobility from generation to generation. PISA 2015 data relies on retrospective
self-reporting from 15-year-olds (e.g. PISA students participating in ECEC 10-15 years
ago, between 2000 and 2005), but these data show, as previous editions of PISA,
that in practically all OECD countries, 15-year-old students in 2015 who had attended
ECEC settings outperformed students who had not, at least before accounting for student
and school-level socio-economic status.
For instance, the difference between students who had attended more than one year
of ECEC (ISCED 0) and those who had attended one year or less of early childhood
education averaged 41 score points in the PISA 2015 science assessment, with one year
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of formal schooling equivalent to around 30 score points. The performance gap reduces
but remains significant when comparing students from similar backgrounds.
After accounting for student and school-level socio-economic status, students who had
attended early childhood education for one year or more scored an average of 25 points
higher in the PISA science assessment compared to those who had not (Chapter 5).
Figure 1.7. Average score-point difference in science performance across OECD countries, by number of
years spent by 15-year-old students in ECEC (ISCED 0) - before and after accounting for socio-economic
status (PISA 2015)
Comparison made with all 15-year-olds in OECD countries having attended early childhood education for three years or more
(e.g. >3)
Average score-point
difference

Before accounting for students' and schools' socio-economic profile
After accounting for students' and schools' socio-economic profile

45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0
-5

None or less than one year (8%)

More than one but less than two
years (15%)

More than two but less than three
years (24%)

Notes: How to read this chart? For instance, before accounting for student and school-level socio-economic status, students
who had attended early childhood education for three years or more scored an average of 40 points higher in the PISA science
assessment compared to those who had attended ECEC for less than one year. The difference is still significant at 16 points after
accounting for socio-economic background.
On average among 15-year-old students who remember about early childhood education (ISCED 0), 53% of them had attended
early childhood education for at least three years. The percentages of 15-year-olds who attended early childhood education
(ISCED 0) in each of the other categories are added into brackets next to each category.
Source: OECD (2017a), PISA online education database, OECD, Paris, http://www.oecd.org/pisa/data/.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487196

The positive and statistically significant effect of ECEC attendance on PISA
performance in science is not limited to this comparison. The number of years spent in
ECEC (ISCED 0) is a strong predictor of level of performance in and out of schools
reached at later stages. For instance, across the 35 OECD countries with available data,
15-year-old students who had attended more than two years and less than three years
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of ECEC (e.g. >=2 and <3) scored, on average, 16 points higher than those who attended
more than one year and less than two years (e.g. >=1 and <2), and 7 points more after
accounting for socio-economic background.
The same positive effect is not found when the comparison is made between 15-yearold students who had attended early childhood education for 3 years or more (e.g. >3)
over those who had attended early childhood education for more than 2 years and less
than 3 years (e.g. >=2 and <3). In this case, the difference is statistically non-significant
in most countries after accounting for socio-economic status, suggesting that two years
of early childhood education is the minimum duration needed to have a good chance
to reach a good level of performance at age 15 (Figure 1.7).
The extent of the benefits of ECEC heavily depends on the quality of the services.
PISA 2015 data reveal that the correlation between enrolment in pre-primary education
and performance obtained at the age of 15 is generally stronger in education systems
where participation in early childhood education (ISCED 0) lasts more than two years
(Figure 5.3), and the link is stronger in settings where the child-to-teacher ratio is lower
and public expenditure per child is higher. In other words: input policies, such as
the child-to-teaching-staff ratio, affect learning outcomes. However, the duration of
ECEC is, among all these variables, the strongest predictor of low performance at age 15
(Figure 5.5).
Over the past two decades, many countries have taken initiatives to increase
access to ECEC services, especially for disadvantaged children. However, PISA data
show that inequities persist in many countries.
On average among 15-year-old students who remember about early childhood
education (ISCED 0), 92% of them declared in PISA 2015 that they had attended early
childhood education for at "least one year" and, 77% for "at least two years".
However, advantaged 15-year-old students were more likely than disadvantaged students
to attend early childhood education when they were younger in most countries.
For instance, an average of 72% of disadvantaged 15-year-old students in 2015 had
attended ECEC for at least two years, while this figure was 82% for advantaged students.
The differences in enrolment between advantaged and disadvantaged students are
the largest (between 15 and 30 percentage points) in Slovenia, the Slovak Republic,
Turkey and the United States. This means that the students who could benefit the
most from these programmes – those from disadvantaged backgrounds – are less likely
to participate in ECEC (Figure 5.7).

What are the key challenges on early childhood education and care?
The chapters of this publication present the key indicators on ECEC and highlight
some key challenges for countries regarding the different dimensions of ECEC included
in the scoreboard: governance, financing, teaching workforce, access and intensity
of participation, equity in access, and quality of ECEC settings (Table 1.1). Many of these
challenges were already identified in previous versions of Starting Strong.
For some, international efforts are necessary to identify and address the existing data gaps
in the field and the immediate priorities for data collection and monitoring.
The challenges highlighted by the indicators on ECEC are the following:
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•

Financing: Developing clear and consistent strategies for efficiently allocating
public resources on ECEC priority areas.

Evidence suggests that significant public funding is necessary to support a sustainable
and equitable early childhood system. Without this investment, there is likely to be
a shortage of good quality programmes, unequal access, and the segregation of children
according to income. The key is therefore to invest not only in expanding access, but also
in improving the quality of ECEC services that is affordable for all children (e.g. under or
above the age of 3).
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. In setting out quality goals, countries face
challenges such as: 1) building consensus on the goals; 2) aligning ECEC goals with
the goals of other levels of education or other child-focused services; and 3) translating
the goals into action.
•

Teaching workforce: Improving the working conditions and professional
education of ECEC staff.

Attention to the level of recruitment of early childhood workers, their professional
development and their working conditions are important for ensuring quality.
In several countries, such attention is also critical for teachers’ development and
the long-term sustainability of recruitment in early childhood services.
Several weaknesses in staff policies emerged from the indicators, such as:
low recruitment and pay levels, particularly in childcare services (based on national data
because no international indicators exist); the feminisation of the workforce; and
the failure of pedagogical teams to reflect the diversity of the neighbourhoods they serve.
Good working conditions can improve the quality of ECEC services.
Research has indicated that staff job satisfaction and retention – and thereby the quality
of ECEC environments – can be improved by: 1) low child-to-staff ratios and low group
size; 2) competitive wages and other benefits; 3) reasonable schedule/workload;
4) low staff turnover; 5) good physical environment; and 6) a competent and supportive
centre manager. Common challenges that countries face in encouraging a high-quality
workforce include: 1) raising staff qualification levels; 2) recruiting, retaining and
diversifying a qualified workforce; 3) continuously up-skilling the workforce;
and 4) ensuring the quality of the workforce in the private sector. Chapter 3 covers some
of these challenges.
•

Parents: Engaging families and communities.

Parents and communities should be regarded as “partners” working towards the same
goal. Home learning environments and neighbourhood are important for healthy child
development and learning. Parental and community engagement is increasingly seen
as an important policy lever to enhance healthy child development and learning.
Parental partnership is critical in enhancing the knowledge of ECEC staff about
the children. Parental engagement – especially in ensuring high-quality children’s
learning at home and communicating between ECEC staff and parents – is strongly
associated with children’s later academic success, high school completion,
socio-emotional development and adaptation in society (OECD, 2015).
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Countries face challenges such as: 1) lack of awareness and motivation from parents;
2) lack of communication and outreach of ECEC services with parents; 3) parents’ time
constraints to being engaged; and 4) increasing inequity and diversity among parents.
There are also particular challenges associated with engaging ethnic minority parents.
Community engagement is increasingly seen as an important policy lever.
There are also some unique challenges in community engagement, such as the challenges
of managing dysfunctional communities and facilitating co-operation between ECEC
services and other services, as well as between ECEC and other levels of education.
International indicators should be further developed to capture this key quality dimension
of ECEC, especially for ECEC settings that enrol children under the age of 3.
•

Curriculum: Developing 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, guide and support professional staff, and facilitate communication between
staff and parents. Curriculum frameworks gain in effectiveness when co-constructed
with the main stakeholders. Almost all OECD countries have a curriculum or learning
standards from age 3 until compulsory schooling. In recent years, curricula or learning
standards are often embedded within a lifecycle or lifelong learning approach,
and a growing number of countries and regions have started to frame continuous child
development from early childhood up to entry to primary education (Figure 1.5).
While the age groups covered may differ, curricula aligned with those of primary
schooling or beyond also facilitate transition to the next level of education
(Eurydice, 2009; Kagan and Kauerz, 2006). An aligned curriculum contributes
to avoiding the fade-out effects of ECEC (Pianta et al., 2009).
Key challenges regarding curriculum or standards (OECD, 2012) include: 1) defining
goals and content; 2) aligning them with the school-level framework; 3) communicating
it to relevant staff when it is created or revised; 4) implementing it effectively; and
5) evaluating its contents and its implementation.
•

Access and governance: Increasing public provision for children under 3 and
facilitating the transition from childcare to early education are two key
challenges, especially for countries with split systems.

In many countries, the concept of services for children under 3 is broadening from
a labour market perspective to the inclusion of quality objectives, especially in integrated
systems. However, significant differences are still persistent across OECD countries
in the quality of ECEC programmes provided to young children, and in the usual number
of hours per week that each child is enrolled in these programmes, especially in countries
with split systems.
Similarly, transitions for young children are critical: 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 daily between different types of services. Indicators show that such transitions
are often linked to affordability, 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 young child at a childminding service for a few hours daily or weekly
(see Chapters 3 and 4). 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
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the child to make relationships with other children. The risks are even greater in systems
where staff are inexperienced and there is a high turnover.
In principle, the issue of disturbing the transition from childcare to early education
does not arise in countries with an integrated administration of early childhood services,
and where a common curriculum across the ages of 1-5 years is generally employed,
which applies to more than half of the countries with available data.
By contrast, fundamental differences in goals, means and quality can characterise
the “childcare” 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.
There seem to be few initiatives to provide continuity when children move from
the childcare sector into early education, unless the ECEC sector has been integrated or
a common pedagogical approach is used in both sectors. In addition, many childcare
services are private (Figure 4.6), and may use a broad range of models and approaches
to young children in their programmes, unlike the approach used in the public early
education domain.
•

Equity in the access to ECEC: Ensuring equitable access for all children
to attend quality ECEC, with a focus on children under the age of 3.

Growing inequity in the economic, social and cultural backgrounds of children
in ECEC centres is becoming a challenge in many OECD countries. It is often reported
that despite the children of deprived families needing high-quality ECEC the most,
these families often have lower interest, lack of knowledge and lack of time
to be engaged in ECEC.
Increasing diversity can also be a challenge for getting parents engaged in ECEC
services. Often reported barriers include different cultural needs, views or languages.
Uneven parental engagement with different socio-economic backgrounds can result
in greater inequity. It is therefore particularly important that real efforts are made to reach
out to the most deprived families. Collaboration with parents is especially important
in low-income, minority families, where differences in socio-economic background
and cultural values about child rearing and education are likely to affect the home
learning environment.
Many initiatives have been taken to tackle this challenge, some of which are included
in the set of indicators covered by this publication ("prioritising participation of children
with an immigrant or low-educational background"; "providing free ECEC services
to families in need', "providing support in different languages"). Some others were
included in a previous edition of Starting Strong ("providing training for parents",
"assisting parents to provide qualitative home learning environments", "providing home
visits"), however no robust indicator exists at the international level.
•

Quality monitoring: Advancing data collection, research and monitoring.

Data, research and monitoring are powerful tools for improving children’s outcomes
and driving continuous improvement in-service delivery. Data and monitoring can help
establish facts, trends and evidence about whether children have equitable access
to high-quality ECEC and are benefiting from their participation. They are essential
for accountability and/or programme improvement. They can also help parents make
informed decisions about their choice of services.
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Research and the European Quality Framework suggest that better data systems
and monitoring can improve child outcomes if they are developed and aligned
with quality goals (OECD, 2015), and if there are links between child-level data,
practitioner-level data and programme-level data. Country experiences have shown seven
targets or purposes of monitoring: 1) child development; 2) staff performance;
3) service quality; 4) regulation compliance; 5) curriculum implementation;
6) parent satisfaction; and 7) workforce supply and working conditions.
Despite improvement, more can be done, especially to assess services for children under
the age of 3.
An increasing number of countries and regions are making efforts to develop
effective data systems – not simply for the sake of data collection or monitoring,
but by first defining a purpose. The purpose of data collection and quality monitoring
should be aligned with the purposes of system improvement. There is a growing trend
to use quantitative research methods, such as comparing the effectiveness of different
programme types or different pedagogical strategies.
However, there is also a growing recognition that qualitative research plays
an essential role in informing practices with local values and democracy.
Both quantitative and qualitative studies are needed to advance research in ECEC.
Countries reported challenges in Starting Strong IV (OECD, 2015) regarding advancing
research, such as: 1) a need for more analysis on the effects of ECEC and a cost-benefit
analysis; 2) under-researched areas or areas with newly growing interest;
and 3) dissemination. In recent years, countries have focused their efforts on linking
research to policy and practice, improving the quality and quantity of ECEC research,
and disseminating findings internationally.

A challenge for OECD: identify and address the existing data gaps in the field and
the immediate priorities for data collection and monitoring.
While much progress has been accomplished in recent years, additional efforts
are needed to fill in remaining gaps in system-level indicators and to develop
the scope of available data on ECEC.
Despite recent progress, member countries and the OECD continue to strive
to strengthen the link between policy needs and the best available internationally
comparable data. However, additional efforts are needed to fill remaining gaps
in system-level indicators, for instance: by collecting more robust and comparable
indicators on ECEC settings that enrol children under the age of 3; by improving the
definitions of public and private funding; and by improving the country coverage, time
series and quality of the key ECEC indicators related to actual child-to-staff ratios,
content areas of the curriculum, public support to families, and average time children
spend on intentional pedagogical or educational activities.
Systematic attention to monitoring and data collection also requires coherent
procedures to collect and analyse data on the status of young children, ECEC provision,
and the early childhood workforce. The OECD will continue to address these challenges
vigorously and develop ECEC indicators where it is feasible and promising to develop
data; it will also advance in areas where considerable investment still needs to be made
in conceptual work. International efforts are also necessary to develop new indicators,
especially on child outcomes and process quality (e.g. on the quality of pedagogical
interactions between ECEC staff and children, the quality of communications between
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staff and parents, and, most importantly, the quality of interactions among children,
as well as the quality of interaction of children with space and materials).
Therefore, the OECD programme of work over the period 2017-2020 includes a series of
projects to develop the scope of available data on ECEC. These include:
•

The Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS), Starting Strong,
is the first international survey of ECEC staff and the quality of the learning
and well-being environment in different ECEC settings across OECD member
and non-member economies. The objective is to collect data on staff
characteristics, pre-service and in-service education, pedagogical practices and
beliefs, organisation and management, and working conditions to give countries
an internationally framed assessment of what actually happens in their ECEC
settings from the perspective of those that experience it first hand: ECEC staff
and centre leaders. This will contribute to a better understanding of the quality
of the learning and well-being environment that children experience
(instrument development and pilot study in 2015/16, main study in 2018 and
reporting in 2019).

•

The Policy Review on Quality in ECEC is a project that aims to influence how
to interpret quality dimensions, in particular, quality beyond regulations,
for which a common understanding is yet to be established at the international
level. The project will enable countries to draw on the most recent available
international evidence on the effectiveness of both structural and process quality
standards, and to learn from other countries' experiences and challenges in this
regard. The project will explore the scope of quality dimensions and analyse how
they are interrelated, as well as their relationship with the child’s outcome,
where research is available. It will also enlarge the scope of quality dimensions,
recognising different institutional ECEC arrangements and ECEC cultures.
The project started in 2017 and will undertake different steps until 2020.

•

The International Early Learning and Child Well-being Study is an
international study to measure the non-cognitive and cognitive learning outcomes
of children. The results of this pilot study will show what is possible in children’s
early learning in various socio-emotional and cognitive domains, and will help
countries monitor progress at a system level. The conceptual framework for
the assessment of children’s learning was developed in 2015, with a scoping
exercise conducted in 2016 and reporting scheduled for 2020.

The next versions of this publication will include some of these new materials
and will contribute to the trend to move the debate from the structural to the process
quality of ECEC settings.
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(2013, 2014 and 2015).
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Table 1.1. Scoreboard: Key OECD indicators on early childhood education and care (2013, 2014 and 2015)
Access and intensity of participation (2014)
Indicator name:

Enrolment rates of children
under the age of 3 in formal
childcare, split between ISCED
0 programmes and other
registered ECEC settings
outside ISCED 2011

ISCED 2011
coverage:

ISCED 0

Outside
ISCED2011

Table/Figure:

Figure
4.2

Column:
OECD average
Australia
Austria
Belgium
Canada
Chile
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Iceland
Ireland
Israel
Italy
Japan
Korea1
Latvia
Luxembourg
Mexico
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Slovak Republic
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
Turkey
United Kingdom
United States
Brazil
Russian Federation
Data Source2

Financing (2013)

Usual
average
weekly
hours
received
by children
under the
age of 3

Enrolment
rates of 3-5
year-olds

Annual
number of
teaching
hours
received
by children
the last
year of
ECEC

Annual expenditure
on ECEC settings
per child

Public funding in
percentage of total
expenditure on
ECEC settings

Total

Total

ISCED 0
and
ISCED 1

ISCED
02

ISCED
01

ISCED
02

ISCED
01

ISCED
02

Figure
4.2

Figure
4.2

Figure
4.3

Figure
5.10

Figure
3.3

Figure
3.1

Figure
3.1

Figure
3.4

Figure
3.4

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

20
37
16
18
21
4
61
23
28
4
37
14
X(3)
45
0
33
5
0
35
X(3)
2
3
0
41
55
2
0
4
37
33
46
0
7
X(3)
17
17
ECEC

15
0
3
37
0
2
5
0
0
48
0
0
X(3)
14
35
0
19
30
0
X(3)
53
6
56
0
0
9
48
2
4
5
1
38
27
X(3)
0
0
ECEC

34
37
19
55
21
6
65
23
28
52
37
14
16
60
35
33
24
31
35
23
55
9
56
41
55
11
48
6
40
38
47
38
34
28
17
17
ECEC

30
22
30
36
31
31
32
38
32
32
38
27
29
39
33
18
20
35
35
38
36
27
31
20
17
FD

85
85
87
98
84
80
98
90
74
100
97
71
90
93
79
98
95
91
92
91
88
82
92
92
97
74
88
73
87
97
94
48
37
94
67
81
EAG

911
584
720
1 417
700
864
1 480
720
570
1 400
780
936
800
880
924
1 680
905
950
875
630
608
1 080
ECEC

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

12 555
10 307
7 032
X(8)
X(8)
18 668
14 886
14 167
4 219
X(8)
13 579
24 329
11 857
8 160
14 787
8 668
EAG

7 927
8 737
7 576
6 408
4 655
16 341
1 987
10 477
7 507
9 167
5 074
10 956
4 302
6 233
6 247
6 227
4 854
19 233
2 575
8 305
10 252
14 704
5 552
6 604
4 996
8 101
6 021
12 833
3 172
8 727
9 986
EAG

69
4
73
86
91
71
89
25
72
93
75
58
94
60

83
42
88
96
85
92
89
93
79
91
84
100
90
92
44
78
98
98
88
86
93
77
65
85
76
82
94
73
66
74

69
EAG

83
EAG
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Governance
Indicator name:

ISCED 2011 coverage:
Table/Figure:
Column:
OECD average
Australia
Austria
Belgium
Canada
Chile
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Iceland
Ireland
Israel
Italy
Japan
Korea1
Latvia
Luxembourg
Mexico
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Slovak Republic
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
Turkey
United Kingdom
United States
Brazil
Russian Federation
Data Source2

Legal access entitlement (2015)

Integrated or
split ECEC
system, i.e.
with regards to
curricula and
governing
authority (2015)

% of final
funds from
central level
of government
(after
transfers)
(2013)

ISCED 02

ISCED 02

ISCED
01

ISCED
02

ISCED 02

Tables: 2.1, 2.3

Figure 3.5

Figure
4.6

Figure
4.6

Figure 2.9 and Table 2.2

(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

I:60%,S:40%

32

56

32

-

-

-

Integrated
Integrated
Split
Integrated
Split
Integrated
Integrated
Integrated
Split
Integrated
m
Integrated
Integrated
Split
Split
Split
Split
Split
Integrated
Integrated
Integrated
Split
Integrated
Integrated
Split
Split
Split
Integrated
Integrated
Integrated
Split
Split
m
m
Integrated
Integrated
ECEC

83
0
23
76
8
0
2
49
0
0
100
62
71
5
0
72
80
100
0
0
75
8
7
10
0
8
1
EAG

67
31
53
12
73
19
100
92
63
98
51
5
48
20
100
59
EAG

77
28
53
56
3
17
9
13
65
9
13
38
29
73
81
6
14
29
98
46
20
46
5
3
31
17
5
13
30
41
25
EAG

6
2.5-5
4-5
5
6
2.5-5
3-5
3-5
3-5
3-5
3-5
3-5
3-5
3-5
3-5
3-5
3-6
11 months to 5
3-6
3-4
ECEC

Percentage of private
ECEC settings (2014)

Age group
covered by the
free access
entitlement for
all children

Entitlement to
free access:
Conditional is
based on certain
conditions;
Unconditional is
for all children

Number of
hours per
week the
child has
free access
to ECEC

Unconditional
16-20
Unconditional
23-28
Unconditional
22
Unconditional
>=40
Unconditional
20
Unconditional
24
Differ across landers
Unconditional
15
Unconditional
40
Conditional
20-50
Unconditional
20-25
Unconditional
<=26
Unconditional
15-20
Unconditional
20
Conditional
20
Unconditional
25
Unconditional
m
Conditional
45
Unconditional
15
Unconditional
12.5-15
ECEC
ECEC
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Teaching workforce (2014)
Indicator name:

Teacher's
qualification
(upper
secondary:
ISCED 3;
Short tertiary:
ISCED 5;
Bachelor's:
ISCED 6,
Master's:
ISCED 7)

Teacher's
statutory
salary
after 15
years of
exercise

coverage:

Table/Figure:

Equity

Teacher's Teacher's Child-to- Child- Maternal Maternal
% of Percentage of 15-year-old
annual
annual
staff
toemploym employment ECEC pupils who attended early
statutory statutory ratios teacher ent rates, rates, with at teachers
childhood education
contact
working
ratios
with at
least one
who are (ISCED 0) for "two years
time time time at
least one child aged 3 women
and more", by socioin hours , school in
child
to 5 year(2014)
economic backgrounds
public
hours,
under the
olds
(2015)
settings
public
age of 3
settings

ISCED 02

Women aged 15 to 64 ISCED 02 Disadvantag Advantage
year-olds (2014)
ed (bottom
d (top
quarter)
quarter)

EAG
2014

Figure
3.7

Figure
3.9

EAG
2016

Figure
3.10

Figure
3.10

Figure
5.10

Figure
5.10

Figure
3.6

Figure
5.7

Figure
5.7

Column:
OECD average
Australia
Austria
Belgium
Canada
Chile
Czech Republic

(18)
B:75%
Bachelor
ISCED 5
Bachelor
Bachelor
Bachelor
Bachelor

(19)
35 664
57 445
23 199
16 790

(20)
1 047
885
1 146
1 159

(21)
1 417
1226
2 006
1 664

(22)
11
4
9
15
12
13

(23)
14
5
14
15
26
14

(24)
53
66
66
66
45
22

(25)
66
75
70
72
55
72

(26)
97
99
97
99
100

(27)
72
43
84
94
40
51
90

(28)
82
57
94
98
55
63
95

Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Iceland
Ireland
Israel
Italy
Japan

Bachelor
Bachelor
Bachelor
Master
Post-sec.
Bachelor
Bachelor
Master
Post-sec.
Bachelor
Master
Bachelor

45 898
31 865
21071
17 858
27 588
30 048
-

1 417
1 320
924
1 482
684
1 152
1 025
930
-

1 680
1 610
972
1 757
1140
1 152
1 051
1 891

6
15
9
12
13
13
14

10
10
22
10
12
13
13
15

76
24
52
59
52
51
13
61
70
54
47

80
81
78
76
70
50
68
58
75
55
61

99
97
92
97
99
100
97

91
86
62
89
87
76
95
94
44
87
91
92

95
95
79
97
94
82
99
97
54
94
92
94

Korea1

ISCED 5
and 6
Bachelor
Bachelor
Bachelor
Bachelor
Bachelor
Bachelor
Master
Master
ISCED 3,
6 and 7
Bachelor
Bachelor
Bachelor
Bachelor
Bachelor
Master
Bachelor

40 548

585

1 520

14

14

-

-

99

81

83

90 208
22 148
44 847
40 520
20 325
35 270
11 648

880
532
930
1 508
1 137
945
1 109

1 060
772
1 659
1 508
1 800
1 095
1 568

11
25
14
5
12

11
11
25
16
7
11
16
17
13

54
72
33
74
45
59
73
17

70
80
43
73
63
65
76
59

100
96
98
91
98
99
100

88
81
76
76
81
41
23
73

91
91
89
81
94
78
32
92

29 594
39 371
35 086
59122
27 746
52 076

1 314
880
1 080
-

1 140
1 792
1 160
1 365

9
6
10
10

9
15
6
16
17
18
12

72
60
71
22
59
56

79
59
76
30
62
63

98
93
99
95
96
94

66
88
83
79
10
63
51

85
96
93
82
33
70
77

Latvia
Luxembourg
Mexico
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Slovak Republic
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
Turkey
United Kingdom
United States
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Teaching workforce (2014)
Indicator name:

Teacher's
qualification
(upper
secondary:
ISCED 3;
Short tertiary:
ISCED 5;
Bachelor's:
ISCED 6,
Master's:
ISCED 7)

Teacher's
statutory
salary
after 15
years of
exercise

coverage:

Table/Figure:
Column:
OECD average
Brazil
Russian
Federation
Data Source2

Equity

Teacher's Teacher's Child-to- Child- Maternal Maternal
% of Percentage of 15-year-old
annual
annual
staff
toemploym employment ECEC pupils who attended early
statutory statutory ratios teacher ent rates, rates, with at teachers
childhood education
contact
working
ratios
with at
least one
who are (ISCED 0) for "two years
time time time at
least one child aged 3 women
and more", by socioin hours , school in
child
to 5 year(2014)
economic backgrounds
public
hours,
under the
olds
(2015)
settings
public
age of 3
settings

ISCED 02

Women aged 15 to 64 ISCED 02 Disadvantag Advantage
year-olds (2014)
ed (bottom
d (top
quarter)
quarter)

EAG
2014

Figure
3.7

Figure
3.9

EAG
2016

Figure
3.10

Figure
3.10

Figure
5.10

Figure
5.10

Figure
3.6

Figure
5.7

Figure
5.7

(18)
B:75%
Bachelor
Bachelor

(19)
35 664
-

(20)
1 047
-

(21)
1 417
-

(22)
11
15
-

(23)
14
17
-

(24)
53
64

(25)
66
86

(26)
97
-

(27)
72
69
72

(28)
82
80
90

EAG

EAG

EAG

EAG

EAG

EAG

FD

FD

EAG

PISA

PISA

Notes: The scoreboard highlights countries in the bottom 25% (light blue), countries in the top 25% (dark blue) and those around
the OECD average (in white).A sharp threshold has been applied, which means that some countries can be classified in one
group (e.g. the bottom 25%) but be close to the other group (e.g. average).
1. Data from Education at a Glance cover only Kindergarten.
2. Education at a Glance online database (EAG), OECD Family Database (FD), PISA 2015 database (PISA) and OECD ECEC
Network data collections (ECEC).
Sources: OECD (2017a), PISA online education database, OECD, Paris, http://www.oecd.org/pisa/data/, OECD (2017b), OECD
Online education database, OECD, Paris, www.oecd.org/education/database.htm and OECD (2017c), OECD Family Database,
OECD, Paris, www.oecd.org/els/family/database.htm and OECD (2016), Education at a Glance 2016: OECD Indicators,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2016-en.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487206
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Chapter 2.
Contextual factors influencing policies on early childhood
education and care2

Ageing populations, declining fertility rates and a greater proportion of children living
in lone parent families have been part of the changing demographic landscape in
recent decades. Societies are also becoming more ethnically, culturally, and
linguistically diverse. At the same time, women’s labour force participation rates have
increased substantially in most countries. Current demographic and labour market
patterns are a further motivation for governments to take early childhood education
and care (ECEC) provision seriously. Enrolment in ECEC settings has continued to
rise over the last decade, partly because of the extension of the legal entitlement to a
place in ECEC, and efforts to ensure free access, at least for some ages and selected
population groups. This chapter is a general review of a range of socio-economic and
other factors that may determine the need for ECEC, policy on ECEC, the kinds of
ECEC provided and uptake of what is on offer. This chapter also includes a summary
table with a full overview of the ECEC systems and provision across OECD countries.

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The
use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli
settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.
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Key messages
The demographic landscape and family structure have been dramatically
changing in recent decades.
•

Fertility rates have declined in most OECD countries to levels that are well below
those needed to secure generation replacement. Among OECD countries, Israel
has the highest fertility rate, with 3 children per woman in 2014, while total
fertility rates are lower than 1.3 in Greece, Korea, Poland, Portugal and Spain.

•

The average age at which mothers have their first child has risen across all OECD
countries with available data over the past 40 years. By 2000, the age had risen to
over 26 on average across OECD countries, and by 2013 it had risen again to 29.

•

An increasing proportion of children lived with only one parent or with
cohabiting parents in 2014. On average, the proportion of children living with
two married parents decreased between 2005 and 2014 – from 72% to 67%.

•

Trend data and projections show that, on average across OECD countries,
the child population under the age of 6 fell between 1970 and 2000, was relatively
stable between 2000 and 2014, and is expected to slightly decrease until 2030.
On average across OECD countries, children under the age of 6 represented 7%
of the total population in 2014.

•

The populations of OECD countries are becoming increasingly heterogeneous
as a result of migration. On average across the OECD, the share of the
foreign-born population increased from 6% to over 9% over the last two decades.
Increased mobility leading to greater diversity requires particular efforts towards
integration, especially in the early stages of education.

•

Integrating young immigrant children into their new communities is of
key importance in the long run. Education systems can help by encouraging
their enrolment in early childhood education and care (ECEC) programmes.

Labour market participation.
•

Joblessness is generally much higher for sole-parent families than for couples
with children, and the growth in the incidence of sole-parent families has been
a significant contributor to trends in family joblessness. Almost one in three
children with a single parent lived in a jobless household.

•

Lone parents, mostly mothers, must carry the dual responsibility of being
the main breadwinner and the main carer. In 2011, sole-parent employment rates
went up with the age of the youngest child. Thus, the proportion of sole parents
with youngest child aged 6-14 in employment was almost twice as high as
for sole parents with children under 3 years of age.

•

Women labour force participation rates have increased substantially in
most countries since 1980, except for those in the youngest age group
(20 to 24 years), when many are still in education. On average across OECD
countries, female employment rates increased between 1980 and 2014 from
53% to 73% among 25-54 year-olds.
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Current demographic and labour market patterns are a further motivation for
governments to take ECEC provision seriously.
•

The growing need for ECEC is a consensus among OECD countries.
However, the types of ECEC services available to children and parents in OECD
countries and jurisdictions differ greatly.

•

Variations exist in the targeted age groups, the ownership of centres, the funding
of services, the intensity of participation (i.e. usual number of hours per week),
the type of delivery (full-day versus part-day attendance), the care or education
orientation of provision, and the locus of provision (either in centres/schools
or at home).

•

The definition of ECEC in the OECD’s Starting Strong series is broader than
the ISCED 2011 definition. It includes all arrangements providing care only
or care and education for children under compulsory school age, regardless
of setting, funding, opening hours or programme content.

ECEC provision differs across countries regarding governance and legal
entitlement, however, some trends have emerged.
Research tells us that:
•

The literature shows that having integrated ECEC systems administered under
the responsibility of one ministry (or agency) is associated with better ECEC
quality and helps enhance universal entitlement, more affordable access,
better qualified staff and smoother transitions.

•

By contrast, split systems have negative effects, in particular for childcare
services, as they are less developed and less affordable, staff are less qualified
and there are worse working conditions.

International comparisons reveal some clear trends:
•

A move towards integrated ECEC settings regarding curricula and governing
authority is observed in several OECD countries. In 2014, more than half
of OECD countries had an integrated ECEC system. In the others, ECEC settings
were officially registered, but provided in distinct settings and under
the responsibility of different ministries (split model).

•

In split systems, the settings enrolling most children under the age of 3 are often
under the authority of the Ministry of Social Affairs, while the settings providing
ECEC for older children are under the authority of the Ministry of Education.
In these countries, different standards are often set for different ECEC settings.
In contrast, in all countries with an integrated system, the same standards are
applied to any ECEC setting.

•

Enrolment in ECEC settings have continued to rise over the last decade,
partly because of the extension of the legal entitlement to a place in ECEC,
and efforts to ensure free access, at least for some ages and selected population
groups. However, there are major differences across countries in the age groups
covered by legal entitlements to a place in ECEC.

•

The legal entitlement to a place in ECEC is not a guarantee of free access,
especially for younger children. However, most countries provide free access
to all children for at least the last year before entering primary school.
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Changes in demographic landscape over the last decades
Fertility rates have declined in most OECD countries to levels that are well
below those needed to secure generation replacement.
The demographic landscape for families has changed dramatically since 1970.
Declining fertility rates, combined with longer life expectancies at birth and declining
mortality rates, have contributed to the shift in the age structure of the population in
OECD countries (OECD, 2011 and OECD, 2017a). Due to this declining total fertility
rate (TFR), an increasing number of countries are now facing the challenge of securing
generation replacement. In 1970, most OECD and partner countries had total fertility
rates around or above the replacement rate of 2.1 children per women. Only the Czech
Republic, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Latvia, Luxembourg, the Russian
Federation and Sweden already had below replacement fertility rates. By contrast, TFRs
were above five children per women in Korea, Mexico and Turkey in 1970 (Figure 2.1).
Figure 2.1. Total fertility rates in 1970, 2000 and 2014
Children per woman

2014

2000

1970

8
7
6
5
4
3
2

0

Israel
Saudi Arabia¹
Indonesia¹
Peru¹
India¹
South Africa¹
Argentina¹
Mexico
Turkey
France
Ireland
Iceland
Colombia¹
New Zealand
Sweden
United States
Costa Rica¹
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This situation has dramatically evolved during the four last decades. In 2000, most
countries had rates well below the replacement level. The situation became worse by
2014, when only three OECD countries (Israel, Mexico and Turkey) and six partner
countries (Argentina, India, Indonesia, Peru, Saudi Arabia and South Africa) had total
fertility rates at the level or higher than two children per women. In these countries, the
need for the expansion of ECEC settings will be stronger compared to the countries
where fertility rates are stable or have declined between 2000 and 2014.
Among OECD countries, Israel has the highest fertility rate, with three children per
woman in 2014. Total fertility rates are lower than 1.3 in Greece, Korea, Poland, Portugal
and Spain. Population issues are different in developing countries, where fertility rates
are often much higher than in OECD countries. For example, China, India and Indonesia
have developed active policies to control fertility, which have contributed to a decline in
TFRs from above five children per woman at the beginning of the 1970s, to 2.5 children
per woman in India and Indonesia and 1.7 in China in 2014 (OECD, 2017a).
The decreasing fertility rates observed in many OECD countries is strongly
linked to the fact that more women and men are waiting until later in life to begin
their families.
As family structures change, so do the relative ages of parents. The decreasing
fertility rates observed in many OECD countries is strongly linked to the fact that more
women and men are waiting until later in life to begin their families (OECD, 2017a).
They do so for several reasons, including planning for greater financial security, taking
more time to find a stable relationship, and committing to their careers before turning
their attention to having children. Another important reason for the postponement of
childbearing is an increase in the number of women in OECD countries entering tertiary
education and undertaking longer studies than in the past (see effect on employment rates
in Figure 2.4). Women who are university students are far less prone to have children.
Consequently, the number of countries with a current mean age at childbirth of 30 or
above is considerably higher than in previous years. The average age at which mothers
have their first child has also risen across all OECD countries with available data over the
past 40 years. In 1970, Iceland had the lowest average age of mothers giving birth to their
first child among OECD countries, at just over 21 years. Out of the 23 countries for
which 1970 data are available, five other countries had an average age at first birth of
under the age of 23, and the average age across all countries was just over 24. By 2000,
the age had risen to over 27 on average across OECD countries, and by 2014 it had risen
again to 29 (Figure 2.2).
Despite this trend, there is still a wide variation among countries. In 2014, Italy,
Japan, Korea, Spain and Switzerland had the highest average age at first birth – older than
30. By contrast, the United States had the lowest average age – at just 26.
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Figure 2.2. Trends in the age of first-time mothers (1970, 2000 and 2014)
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The structure of families is also changing: An increasing proportion of children
live with only one parent or with cohabiting parents.
Today, living with two cohabiting parents (e.g. with two parents who are not married
to each other) or with lone parents is increasingly common. For European countries,
“married parents” in principle includes parents in registered partnerships, although actual
practice may vary from country to country. These trends are mainly linked to the increase
in divorce and separation observed in many OECD countries, and to a lesser extent a rise
in births outside of partnership or marriage. On average across countries where detailed
data are available, the proportion of children living with two married parents decreased
slightly between 2005 and 2014 – from 72% to 67% – while the share of children living
in households with a sole parent remained stable (from 17% to 18%). In the mid-1980s,
only 6% of children grew up in this situation (OECD, 2017a).
The proportion of children living with cohabiting parents increased from 10% in 2005
to 15% in 2014, an increase of almost 50%. However, some exceptions exist across
OECD countries. For instance, in Sweden, the share of children living with both parents
has been stable since the beginning of the 2000s (so the share living with lone parents has
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not increased). Among children with separated parents in Norway and Sweden, many
have shared residence, and the share is increasing. This means that fathers are now more
involved than before in taking care of children (OECD, 2017a).
The rates of lone parenthood varied widely among countries in 2014. In Latvia and
the United States, more than 25% of children aged 0 to 17 grow up in single-parent
families, compared to fewer than 10% in Greece, Croatia, Poland, Romania and Turkey.
On average, 85% of all single-parent families are female headed. In Estonia, Iceland and
Lithuania, more than 90% of single parents are mothers (OECD, 2017a). The overall
trend is expected to continue, and by 2030, the share of single-parent families among all
households with children will rise across all OECD countries. In countries such as
Austria, Japan and New Zealand, the share of single-parent families is expected to reach
between 30% and 40% by 2030 (OECD, 2014 and OECD, 2017a).
Children living in households with a sole parent are more likely to be living in a
jobless household than children in families with two parents living together.
The economic vulnerability of families is linked to parents’ incapacity to reconcile
employment and parenthood (OECD, 2011). The most disadvantaged families with
children are those where no adults are in paid employment. On average, almost 9% of
children aged 0 to 14 live in households where no adult is in paid work. However, there is
a wide variation across OECD and European Union (EU) countries. In 2011, in Austria,
Finland, Japan, Luxembourg, Slovenia and Sweden, fewer than 5% of children lived in
jobless households, while this percentage was around 14% or more in Australia, Hungary,
New Zealand Turkey and the United Kingdom (Figure 2.3).
Children living in jobless families are children living in households where no adult is
in paid work, regardless of the number of adults (and their relationship) in the household.
Joblessness is generally much higher for sole-parent families than for couples with
children, and the growth in the incidence of sole-parent families has been a significant
contributor to trends in family joblessness. Thus, almost one in three children with a
single parent lived in a jobless household. The proportion of children with a jobless
parent in sole-parent families was around 50% in Australia, New Zealand and the
United Kingdom, and over 70% in Turkey.
Couple households, that is, households with two partnered adults either married or in
a civil or registered partnership, or cohabiting. The “risk” of living with parents not in the
labour force is much lower in other types of households: only 5% of children in couple
households and around 9% of children in “complex” households (e.g. households with
either several non-related cohabiting members or with members of two or more families
sharing the same dwelling) live in a jobless household (Figure 2.3).
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Figure 2.3. Proportion of children living in jobless families (2011)
Proportion (%) of children under age 15 for each type of household
Proportion of children living in jobless families
Proportion of children with a jobless parent in sole-parent families
Proportion of children with jobless parents in couple families
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StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487235

Lone parents face many challenges, and there are many consequences for
ECEC policy.
Lone parents, mostly mothers, must carry the dual responsibility of being the main
breadwinner and the main carer. They may wish to enter the labour market where caring
responsibilities may not be recognised, and in the face of social arrangements that often
continue to take for granted the flexibility of a mother’s time (e.g. the time schedule
of schools, the offer of childcare services, the opening hours of shops, public offices).
In 2011, sole-parent employment rates increased with the age of the youngest child:
the proportion of sole parents with a youngest child aged 6-14 in employment was almost
twice as high as for sole parents with children under 3 years of age. Most sole parents
with a child aged 6 to 14 are in full-time work, except in Germany and the Netherlands,
where part-time work is most prevalent (OECD, 2017a and Figure 5.11).
There are many consequences of this trend for ECEC policy. For lone mothers
to enter and remain in the labour market, there is a need for greater access to affordable
ECEC. ECEC services need to be sensitive to the time and financial constraints faced
by lone mothers when they conceive of opening hours, fees, and parental engagement
objectives. The labour market also needs to respond with more flexibility so that lone
parents – like other parents – can balance their work and family responsibilities
(see Chapter 5 and OECD, 2011).
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Changes in women labour force participation rates
The demographic landscape for families has changed dramatically since 1970.
At the same time, women labour force participation rates have increased
substantially in most countries.
Labour market developments appear to strongly influence family formation.
Young people are waiting until they have completed more education and until one or both
parents are more securely established in their careers before getting married and having
children. This process is taking longer than in the past, as seen, for example,
in the increasing age at first marriage and at first childbirth (Figure 2.2).
The most dramatic development over the past twenty years in many countries
has been the increase in women labour force participation. Most women are obliged to
juggle household and family demands with involvement in paid work structures.
The availability and affordability of ECEC and other work-family provisions – such as
temporary withdrawal from the labour market through parental leave – have a great
influence on whether mothers are required to make a choice between labour market
participation and childrearing (refer to Chapter 5 for further analyses).
The difficulties in managing paid work and childbearing are also seen in high levels
of childlessness (especially among women with a high level of education).
Therefore, in recent years, more government attention and expenditure have been given to
increasing ECEC opportunities (see more details in Chapter 3).
Figure 2.4. More women are in paid work during childbearing years than in the past (2014)
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As shown in Figure 2.4, women’s transitions in and out of employment have
noticeably changed in recent decades. Before 1990, on average in the OECD, women’s
age-employment profiles showed a marked trough during the childbearing years
(between ages 25 and 34). This trough has gradually smoothed as more women remain
in the labour market after childbirth. Employment rates in OECD countries have
increased for women of all ages, except for those in the youngest age group (20 to 24
years), when many are still in education. This was not necessarily the case 30 years ago.
Some differences in age-employment profiles exist across countries. For example, in
Nordic countries, women’s age-employment participation profiles often closely resemble
those of men, while in countries such as the Czech Republic, Hungary, Japan, Korea and
the Slovak Republic, a more traditional profile is observed, as mothers find it more
difficult to combine work with family commitments (OECD, 2012a and OECD, 2003a).
High female labour force participation is not incompatible with high fertility
rates, especially in countries that provide well-developed ECEC services for young
children, or good opportunities to temporarily withdraw from the labour market
through parental leave.
Figure 2.5. Cross-country relationship between female employment rates and total fertility rates
(1980 and 2014)

1. Year of reference 1983 instead of 1980.
2. Year of reference 1985 instead of 1980.
3. Year of reference 1986 instead of 1980.
4. Year of reference 2013 instead of 2014.
Sources: OECD (2017a), OECD Family Database, OECD, Paris, www.oecd.org/social/family/database.htm
and OECD (2017b), OECD Employment Database, OECD, Paris, www.oecd.org/employment/emp/onlineoecde
mploymentdatabase.htm.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487252

Figure 2.5 shows that across OECD countries, the relationship between female
employment and fertility has changed over the four last decades. Apart from the general
increase in female employment observed between 1980 and 2014 (from 53% to 73% for
25–54 year-olds across OECD countries with available data for both years), there was a
slight negative correlation (R= -0.38) between female employment and fertility rates in
1980, while the correlation was positive in 2014 (R= + 0.36).
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In other words, in 1980, most countries with higher female employment rates had low
fertility levels. By contrast, in 2014, the countries with low female employment rates
tended to also have lower total fertility rates. The degree of incompatibility between paid
work and having children still exists in some countries, but it has diminished.
However, there are substantial cross-country differences: combining childrearing and
employment is most difficult in some Mediterranean countries (Greece, Italy, Portugal
and Spain), as well as in Korea. Whereas is seems most compatible in Nordic countries
(OECD, 2006 and OECD, 2012a).
This reverse trend between 1980 and 2014 is not surprising, as during this period
most countries expanded their ECEC provision, while more opportunities were offered to
parents to temporarily withdraw from the labour market through parental leave. Thus, the
Nordic case shows that an increase in female labour force participation followed by an
expansion of ECEC facilities has led to an increase in fertility rates over the last four
decades. Moreover, the relationship between mother's employability and enrolment rates
in formal childcare was strong in 2014, especially for mothers with their youngest child
under the age of 3 (refer to Chapter 5 for further analyses on policy outcomes).

Societies are becoming more ethnically, culturally, and linguistically diverse
The populations of OECD countries are becoming increasingly heterogeneous
because of migration. On average across the OECD, the share of the foreign-born
population has increased from 6% to over 9% in the last two decades. Increased mobility
leading to greater diversity requires particular efforts towards integration, especially in
the early stages of education.
The total foreign-born population living in OECD countries rose to 120 million
people in 2014. On average, this represents approximately an additional three million per
year since 2000. However, the growth pace decreased over the period 2010-14.
Between 2000 and 2010, the foreign-born population gained a little over three million
people every year, but since then it grew by only two million per year. Of these
120 million foreign-born, 46% live in an EU/EFTA country, and 35% in the
United States. The average proportion of foreign-born persons in OECD countries rose
from 10% in 2000 to 13% in 2014 (Figure 2.6). With the exception of Estonia, Israel and
Poland, all countries contributed to this growth, and half saw the share of their foreignborn population rise by more than five percentage points over this period (OECD, 2016a).
Integrating young immigrant children into their new communities is of key
importance in the long run. One of the ways in which education systems can help is by
encouraging their enrolment in ECEC programmes. However, in most countries, the
participation of immigrant children in these programmes is considerably lower than for
those without an immigrant background. However, participation in at least one year of
early childhood education is particularly beneficial for children with an immigrant
background, and for children where mothers have not attained upper secondary education
(Figure 5.8; Magnuson, Lahaie, and Waldfogel, 2006).
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Figure 2.6. The foreign-born as a percentage of the total population in OECD countries, 2000 and 2014
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Impact of demographic and societal changes on the evolution of the population of
young children
On average across OECD countries, children under the age of 6 represented 7% of the
total population in 2005 and in 2014. In most OECD countries, the variation in the
proportion of children under the age of 6 was not significant over this period, and
exceeded one percentage point only in Chile, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Japan, Korea,
Mexico, the Netherlands, Slovenia and Turkey. In 2014, the proportion of children under
6 reached at least 6% and did not exceed 10% of the total population in 32 of the
48 OECD and partner countries with available data.
At 13%, Saudi Arabia is the country with the largest proportion of children under
6 years of age. Among OECD countries, Ireland, Israel, Mexico and Turkey have the
highest proportion of young children as a percentage of the population, at more than 9.5%
(Figure 2.7). In contrast, in Austria, Greece, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Japan, Korea and
Portugal, the percentages are the smallest. Children under the age of 6 represent fewer
than 6% per cent of the total population in these eight countries (OECD, 2017a and
European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice/Eurostat, 2014).
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Figure 2.7. Number of children under the age of 6 as a proportion of the total population (2005 and 2014)
%
16

2014

2005

14
12
10
8
6

2

Saudi Arabia
Israel
South Africa
India
Mexico
Indonesia
Colombia
Argentina
Turkey
Ireland
Iceland
Chile
Brazil
New Zealand
Australia
China
United States
Costa Rica
United Kingdom
Russian
Norway
France
OECD average
Sweden
Belgium
Estonia
Luxembourg
Finland
Denmark
Czech republic
Canada
Netherlands
Slovenia
Slovak republic
Poland
EU-22
Lithuania
Spain
Latvia
Switzerland
Greece
Austria
Hungary
Korea
Italy
Portugal
Germany
Japan

4

Note: Countries are ranked in descending order of the proportion of children under the age of 6 in 2014.
Source: OECD (2017d), OECD online education database, OECD, Paris, http://www.oecd.org/education/database.htm.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487271

In most OECD and partner countries, trends and fluctuations in the child population
size are partly explained by changes in the fertility rates and changes in the age of the first
birth over the past few decades (Figures 2.1 and 2.2). However, the broad trend of young
children cohorts being smaller among OECD countries is more apparent when comparing
the evolution of the number of children under the age of 6 over four decades than over the
last decade, as in Figure 2.7.
Trend data and projections shows that, on average across OECD countries,
the population of children under the age of 6 fell between 1970 and 2000, was relatively
stable between 2000 and 2014, and is expected to slightly decrease until 2030 (Figure 2.8
and OECD, 2016b: historical population data). In absolute numbers, in 2000 and 2014
there were around 91 million young children under the age of 6 across OECD countries;
this means around 10 million fewer children in the OECD area compared to 1970.
Population projections suggest that by 2030, the number of children under 6 will continue
to decline and will fall to 89 million in 2030 in the OECD area (Figure 2.8).
As children under the age of 6 are those who benefit from ECEC provision, these
findings are relevant for policy makers in their decision-making process as they will need
to allocate resources to ECEC settings and target their investments according to needs
over time. Policy makers will also need to handle local changes in demography, for
example, if urbanisation leads to an increased number of children under 6 in one region
and a decreased number in another. If there is an increase in the number of young
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children, ECEC provision needs to be expanded, if there is a decrease, policy makers can
target their ECEC investment at improving the structural and process quality of ECEC
provision (e.g. decrease child-to-staff ratio, increase teacher's salary, increase the
intensity of participation during a usual week in ECEC).
Figure 2.8. Trend in child population and projections in selected OECD countries (2016)
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The challenges across OECD countries are not the same, partly because trends in the
child population are diverse. Thus, more than half of OECD countries
(19 out 34 countries with available data) show small variations over the period
2000-2014, with the increases/decreases in the number of children under the age of 6
not exceeding eight percentage points in these countries (see Chile for example in
Figure 2.8). By contrast, in 11 of the remaining OECD countries, the number of children
under the age of 6 has significantly increased since 2000. For instance, increases exceed
20% between 2000 and 2014 in Ireland, Israel and Spain (see Israel in Figure 2.8).
In the five remaining OECD countries (Germany, Hungary, Korea, Japan
and Portugal), the pattern is different, and the number of children under the age of 6
significantly fell between 2000 and 2014, with the decline in Korea (31%) particularly
sharp. In these countries, the challenge to renew the generation is a priority, especially
because demographic projections predict another fall of the child population between
2014 and 2030 (OECD, 2016b and Korea in Figure 2.8).
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Overview of early childhood education and care system and provision
Current demographic patterns are a further motivation for all governments to
take ECEC provision seriously. Additionally, as parents are more likely to be in the
workforce today, there is a growing need for ECEC.
The likely long-term shrinkage of the working-age population means that the skills of
women will be increasingly needed in paid employment to ensure the continued
competitiveness of OECD economies. While the number of children in the ECEC age
group is likely to decrease in many countries, the demand for ECEC and for ECEC staff
generally will continue to increase, given that the provision of services for the youngest
children have not been giving full coverage according to demand in many countries,
and that more women will enter the labour market. Moreover, smaller family sizes mean
that many children are growing up in families with few or no siblings.
Informal opportunities for socialisation – in both rural and urban areas – are becoming
rarer, leading to a greater need for ECEC settings where young children can interact
with other children and adults (OECD, 2015 and OECD, 2012).
In addition, there is increasing awareness of the key role that early childhood
education plays in children’s well-being and cognitive and social-emotional development.
As a result, ensuring the quality of ECEC has become a policy priority in most
OECD countries. Enrolling children in ECEC can also mitigate social inequalities
and promote better student outcomes overall (see Chapter 5). Many of the inequalities
found in education systems are already evident when children enter formal schooling,
and persist (or increase) as they progress through the school system.
Today, the type of ECEC services available to children and parents varies
significantly across OECD countries.
There is a consensus among OECD countries about the growing need for ECEC.
However, the types of ECEC services available to children and parents in OECD
countries and jurisdictions differ greatly. Variations exist in the targeted age groups,
the ownership of the centres, the funding of services, the intensity of participation (e.g.
usual number of hours per week) and the type of delivery (full-day versus part-day
attendance), the care or education-orientation of provision, as well as the locus
of provision, either in centres/schools or at home (see Starting Strong series). Despite
those differences, most ECEC settings typically fall into one of the five following
categories:
•

Regular centre-based ECEC: more formalised ECEC centres typically belong to
one of these three sub-categories:
− Centre-based ECEC for children under the age of 3: often called "crèches",
these settings may have an educational function, but are typically attached to
the social or welfare sector and associated with an emphasis on care. Many of
them are part-time and provided in schools, but they can also be provided in
designated ECEC centres.
− Centre-based ECEC for children from the age of 3: often called kindergarten
or pre-school, these settings tend to be more formalised and are often linked to
the education system.
− Age-integrated centre-based ECEC for children from birth or one year-old,
up to the beginning of primary school: can be called kindergarten, pre-school,
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or pre-primary, and offers a holistic pedagogical provision of education and
care (often full-day). To an increasing degree, these settings are linked to the
educational system.
•

Family day care ECEC: licensed home-based ECEC, which is most prevalent
for children under the age of 3. These settings may have an educational function
and be part of the regular ECEC system, or not. The minimum requirements
defined for licensed family day care services vary widely across countries.
Requirements range from registration with an initial (one off) health and safety
check, to registration with annual safety and health checks (the most usual form of
licensing imposed on providers), to – in the most advanced cases – registration
with requirements for staff and curriculum standards, annual pedagogical
inspection, in-training requirements, and pedagogical supervision regularly
ensured by an accredited supervisory body. Registered family day care refers to
providers who are recruited, supported, and, in some cases, employed, by a public
authority or publicly-funded private organisation.

•

Licenced or formalised drop-in ECEC centres: often receiving children across
the entire ECEC age bracket and even beyond, these drop-in centres often
complement home-based care or services of other centre-based settings, and allow
parents to complement home-based care by family members or family day care
with more institutionalised services. They may also cater for children outside the
opening hours of other centre-based ECEC settings, such as nursery schools. This
type of ECEC setting allows children and children accompanied by caretakers
(parent, guardian, relative or childminder) to attend a playgroup led by ECEC
professionals on a drop-in basis (without having to apply for a place).

In practice, the boundaries between these categories are blurred in many countries and
jurisdictions. For example, licenced family day care may operate for a larger age bracket,
or in combination with centre-based care with more limited opening hours.
Family day carers may equally establish networks in some countries and jurisdictions, or
co-operate with ECEC centres in their work.
Despite the expansion of formalised and licensed ECEC services, informal care
services continue to play an important role in many participating countries
and jurisdictions. While this may be a full-time arrangement for children under the age
of 3 in several countries, it often becomes part-time for older children until the age
of school entry. These services can be undertaken by relatives, friends, neighbours,
babysitters or nannies, or by unlicensed or unregulated centres. This informal service
provision can be home-based (e.g. unlicensed family day care) or can take place outside
the parental home (e.g. unregulated drop-in services and non-registered childminders).
In the case of unlicensed family day care, for instance, providers are self-employed
and make private arrangements directly with parents. Generally speaking, such services
are used less if coverage with formal ECEC is higher. For example, in Finland, Sweden
and Norway, fewer than 10% of children under compulsory school age receive informal
care (OECD, 2017a and EU, 2013).
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In the OECD indicators on ECEC, "formal" ECEC settings can be split into two
categories: those in adherence to ISCED 2011 criteria, and other registered ECEC
services outside the scope of ISCED 2011.
The type of ECEC services varies greatly from country to country in terms
of provision, but also regarding the age of children attending different types of settings,
the intensity of participation (number of hours and number of days), staff qualification
and curriculum framework. There are also a range of different approaches to identifying
the boundary between early childhood education and childcare. Globally, formal ECEC
settings can be classified in two categories: those in adherence with the criteria defined
in the ISCED 2011 classification, and other ECEC arrangements providing care
and education for children under compulsory school age. Informal care services (generally
unregulated care arranged by the child’s parent either in the child’s home or elsewhere,
provided by relatives, friends, neighbours, babysitters or nannies) do not enter in this
nomenclature.
•

ECEC services in adherence to ISCED 2011 criteria

In ISCED 2011, ISCED 0 covers ECEC for all ages, including very young children.
As the educational properties of ISCED 0 programmes can be difficult to assess directly,
several criteria are used to develop a technical definition. For a programme of an ECEC
setting to be reported as ISCED level 0 it must have: adequate intentional educational or
pedagogical properties; be delivered by qualified staff members; take place in
an institutionalised setting; meet a minimum intensity/duration (an intensity of at least
2 hours per day; and a duration of at least 100 days a year) and be targeted at children
from age 0 until entry into ISCED level 1.
In ISCED 2011, programmes are sub-classified into two categories depending on age
and the level of complexity of the educational content: early childhood educational
development (ISCED 01) and pre-primary education (ISCED 02). ISCED 01 programmes
are generally designed for children younger than 3. This is a new category not covered
by ISCED 1997. ISCED 02 is designed for children from the age of 3 to the start
of primary education. It corresponds exactly to level 0 in ISCED 1997 (see ISCED
operational manual). Age-integrated ECEC services are reported according to the age
of the children (OECD/Eurostat/UNESCO Institute for Statistics, ISCED 2011
operational manual, 2015).
•

Other registered ECEC services

The definition of ECEC in the OECD’s Starting Strong series is broader than the
ISCED 2011 definition. The term ECEC includes all arrangements providing care only or
care and education for children under compulsory school age, regardless of setting,
funding, opening hours or programme content. This means that settings considered an
integral part of countries’ ECEC provision, but not covered by the ISCED classification,
still fall under the terminology of ECEC.
For example, Ireland offers integrated programmes that include education and
childcare services. However, early childhood educational development programmes
(ISCED 01), as defined in ISCED 2011, are not formally structured in Ireland, although
some ECEC services for children under 3 have an intentional educational aim.
These programmes are outside the definition of ISCED 2011, but enter in this category.
Belgium (except in the Flemish Community), the Czech Republic, France, Italy, Japan,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, the Slovak Republic and Switzerland
are in the same situation as Ireland (Table 2.1).
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As the ISCED 2011 classification has been newly introduced in international
educational statistics (e.g. in 2015), the decision to allocate some ECEC programmes into
the ISCED 01 category is still subject to discussions in some of the countries listed in the
above paragraph, especially in those where younger children are typically under the
authority of welfare and health authorities. However, all the indicators presented in this
publication specify which ECEC settings are covered in the reporting. In some indicators,
only ISCED 0 programmes (in the ISCED 2011 nomenclature) will be taken into account.
In the remaining indicators, other registered ECEC services (outside the scope of
ISCED 2011) will also be considered (see for instance Figure 4.2 showing enrolment
rates in formal childcare for children under the age of 3). Table 2.1 provides a full
overview of the ECEC settings available in OECD countries, and specifies if they have
been reported to be in adherence or not with the ISCED 2011 classification.

Legal entitlements to a place to early childhood education and care and to free access
Enrolment in ECEC settings have continued to rise between 2005 and 2014,
partly because of the increased public spending to extend the legal entitlements
to a place in ECEC, as well as efforts to ensure free access, at least for some ages
and selected population groups.
Across OECD member economies and beyond, the share of children enrolled
in ECEC services is on the rise, increasingly for children under the age of 3 (see Chapter
4). This has been made possible, in part, by the extension of legal entitlements to a place,
and by efforts to ensure free access for the older age group (e.g. 3-5) and selected
population groups, such as the younger age group (e.g. 0-2) or those who
are disadvantaged. Eighteen jurisdictions participating in the previous edition of
Starting Strong (OECD, 2015) responded that they encourage access through a legal right
to ECEC provision for all or certain groups of children.
However, there are major differences in legal entitlements to a place in ECEC across
jurisdictions, which reflects the diversity of ECEC systems. Some countries, such as
Norway and Germany, cover ages 1 to 5 (or even 7 or 8 years in some cases in Germany),
while others, such as the Czech Republic, only guarantee children a place for the year
before entering primary school. A legal access entitlement around the age of 1 (rather
than after birth) in some countries is mainly explained by the fact that in several cases,
including Germany, Norway, Slovenia and Sweden, the duration of well-paid parental
leave is around one year, in line with the legal entitlement (OECD, 2015 and Table 1.1).
The time per week covered by the legal entitlements to a place in ECEC differs
greatly across countries and jurisdictions. For example, Norway grants universal access
to 41 hours of ECEC, 24 hours is provided in French pre-primary schools, 20 hours
in Finland, between 16 and 20 hours in Austria for the year before entering primary
school, and only 16 hours for 3-4 year-olds in Scotland (United Kingdom).
In Chile and Japan, the legal entitlement to a place for the youngest children is targeted
based on certain conditions, such as low income and benefit entitlements (Table 2.2).
Throughout Table 2.2, the upper boundary of the age bracket should be taken as included
in the definition of the respective setting or regulation (i.e. 3-5-year-olds includes
all children between their third and sixth birthday).
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Figure 2.9. Number of hours per week and ages at which children have free access entitlement to
pre-primary education (ISCED 02), 2015
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Norway (3 to 5) 3

Korea (3 to 5) 1

Japan (3 to 5) 3

Finland (6)

Chile (4 to 5)

Belgium (Fl.) (2.5 to 5)

France (3 to 5)

Portugal (3 to 5)

Luxembourg (3 to 5)

Belgium (Fr.) (2.5 to 5)

Italy (3 to 5)

Czech Republic (age 5)

Slovenia (ages 1 to 5) 2

Kazakhstan (ages 1 to 6) 1,2

0

Notes: The age groups covered by the free access are added into brackets next to the country names.
1. Austria 16-20 hours, Mexico : 15-20 hours, Korea 15-25 hours, Kazakhstan 50-60 hours.
2. Integrated ECEC services, including early childhood development programmes (ISCED 01).
3. Low-income families have free access to 20 hours a week in kindergartens.
Source: OECD. Starting Strong 2017: Key OECD indicators on early childhood education and care, Table 2.2.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487291

The legal entitlement to a place in ECEC is not a guarantee of free access, especially
for younger children. Both variables are independent. In pre-primary education
(ISCED 02), most countries provide free access to ECEC to all children for at least
the year before entering primary school. However, exceptions include Japan, Norway
and Slovenia, where free access to the last year of ECEC is provided, but only on a needs
basis. In Slovenia, around 3% of all children aged from 11 months to 5 years have free
access to ECEC. In other countries, free access to ECEC is common, but the number
of years and the number of hours covered varies significantly.
The Czech Republic (only for the year before entering primary school), Italy and
Kazakhstan (for all children aged 3 to 5) offer 40 hours or more of free ECEC for all
children enrolled in pre-primary education. In Finland, all children have legal access
to ECEC from the end of the parental leave period (e.g. 9 months) until the start of
STARTING STRONG 2017: KEY OECD INDICATORS ON EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CARE © OECD 2017

64 – 2. CONTEXTUAL FACTORS INFLUENCING POLICIES ON ECEC
school. The subjective right is 20 hours per week, but it can also be full-time, depending
on the child and family’s circumstances (Figure 2.9). The fees depend on the number of
children and income in the family. Families with low income do not pay fees at all.
Universal free access (i.e. no fees) is only offered to all children in the year preceding the
start of school (age 6).
By contrast, in Mexico and Sweden, all 3-5 year-old children may use 15 hours of
free ECEC per week. England (United Kingdom) offers 15 hours per week for all
children aged 3 to 4, and Scotland (United Kingdom) 12.5 hours for the same age group,
albeit with some variations within Scotland. Unconditional free access to ECEC is less
common for younger age groups than for older ones. For instance, Belgium, Chile,
Finland, France, Japan, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Slovenia and the United Kingdom
provide free access, but only on a needs basis for all children under the age of 3
(Table 2.2 and Figure 2.9).
For the purposes of interpreting Table 2.2 and Figure 2.9, universal legal entitlement
refers to a statutory duty for ECEC providers to secure (publicly subsidised) ECEC
provision for all children living in a catchment area whose parents, regardless of their
employment, socio-economic or family status, require an ECEC place. Targeted legal
entitlement refers to the statutory duty for ECEC providers to secure (publicly subsidised)
ECEC provision for children living in a catchment area who fall under certain categories.
These categories can be based on various attributes, including the employment,
socio-economic or family status of their parents. In this category, "none" means that for
the respective age group, children or parents do not possess a legal entitlement to a place.
This does not necessarily imply that they do not have access to a place, but only that they
cannot claim it as a right. Conditional free access refers to the provision of ECEC
services to parents free of charge, based on certain conditions, such as income and benefit
entitlements. Unconditional free access refers to the provision free of charge for all
children of the concerned age group. Here, “none” means that there is no regulation
to ensure free access for some or all children of the concerned age group.
This is independent of whether or not they have access to a place.

Early childhood education and care governance and organisation: some trends have
emerged
The move towards integrated ECEC settings, i.e. the whole ECEC system
administered under the responsibility of one ministry, is observed in several OECD
countries.
Findings from the literature show that integrated ECEC systems administered under
the responsibility of one ministry (or agency) are associated with better ECEC quality and
help enhance universal entitlement, more affordable access, better qualified staff and
smoother transitions (Bennett, 2008). A study conducted by Kaga, Bennett and Moss
(2010) on five countries (Brazil, Jamaica, New Zealand, Slovenia, and Sweden)
confirmed that the integration of ECEC systems from age 1 until entry to compulsory
education had several positive effects: 1) it increased access and enrolment (particularly
for programmes designed for children under the age of 3); 2) it improved staff working
conditions and status; 3) it increased staff recruitment levels and training; and 4) it had a
positive impact on pedagogical practices and curriculum development. Another study on
New Zealand’s integrated ECEC system shows that having one leading ministry that
regulates funds and evaluates ECEC services has positive effects on quality (CCL, 2006).
However, previous Starting Strong reports (OECD, 2012b and OECD, 2015) point out
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that to ensure these benefits, the ministry or agency responsible for ECEC needs to have a
strong focus on children’s development, learning and well-being. Research also shows
that greater integration of ECEC services is particularly beneficial for disadvantaged
children and their families (Wong and Sumsion, 2013).
The move towards integrated ECEC settings is observed in several OECD countries.
In some countries, such as the Nordic countries, integrated ECEC systems have been the
tradition for some decades as a way of responding to family and children's needs and
holistically combining education and care. In these countries, full-day pedagogical
provision also reduces the need for horizontal transitions for the child between pre-school
and out of pre-school settings during the day. An increasing number of countries have
moved towards or are discussing moving towards this kind of system, with recent
examples being Luxembourg and Italy, as noted in Box 2.1. This reflects an emerging
trend of emphasising the educational benefits of ECEC for children, in addition to the
childcare services needed to support parents’ participation in the labour force.
Nonetheless, the governance of the sector remains fragmented in many of the
jurisdictions surveyed. Traditionally, a split or two-tier system often implies a focus on
either “education” or “care” of certain services, which may lead to incoherent objectives,
operational procedures, regulation, staff training and requirements (OECD, 2015).
About half of the participating jurisdictions operate a split system, with different
authorities in charge of different settings at the central level. The central level is
understood to be the highest level of authority in a jurisdiction, such as the national
government, or the governments of the Belgian Communities or of the countries of the
United Kingdom (Table 2.3). Research shows that split systems have negative effects, in
particular for childcare services, as they are less developed and less affordable, and staff
are less qualified and have worse working conditions (Kaga, Bennett and Moss, 2010).
An integrated system can create a favourable institutional environment for facilitating the
transition from one ECEC service to another, as well as to primary school. As discussed
below, the care-education divide has become less pronounced, even in split systems.
In all countries and jurisdictions with an integrated system, except Germany, the
Ministry of Education is in charge of the entire ECEC age group at the central level.
Germany is the sole country that concentrates responsibility for the entire ECEC age
bracket in the welfare sector, under the auspices of the Federal Ministry of Family
Affairs, Senior Citizens, Women and Youth (see Table 2.3). Countries and jurisdictions
operating a split system attribute the provision for children from the age of 3 (in Ireland
and the Netherlands from the age of 4) to the Ministry of Education, while younger
children are typically under the authority of welfare and health authorities. In Ireland,
early years services may cater for children aged 0 to 6, and are regulated and receive
funding from the Department of Children and Youth Affairs and its agencies. Children
may also begin the early stage of primary school (junior infants class) as early as 4 years.
Primary schooling is the responsibility of the Department of Education.
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Box 2.1. Integration of early childhood education and care governance
The case of Italy
In July 2015, law number 107 came into force, reforming the entire education system (La Buona Scuola or
The Good School Reform). Within this reform, Paragraph 181 of Art. 1 is devoted to the integration of
ECEC governance. A new decree implementing the new 0-6 Integrated ECEC System is currently being
issued. For the first time in Italy, an integrated system of education and instruction from birth up to 6 years
is being instituted.
With the new decree, ECEC services for younger children will transition from an assistance dimension
centred on care to a broad educational dimension. The new ECEC system is meant to guarantee children
"equal opportunities of education, instruction, care, relationships and play, overcoming territorial,
economic, ethnic and cultural inequalities". Particular attention will be given to children with disabilities.
With the institution of the integrated system, ECEC services will be progressively extended, increased and
qualified on the entire national territory. Such services will be organised within a clear and efficient legal
framework of governance between all actors involved (state, regions, and local authorities). The new
system will be supported by a specific annual fund that will provide resources to local authorities.
The decree is expected to launch a National Implementation Plan that will involve all actors, including
families. On the basis of this governmental national plan, the Ministry of Education, University and
Research (MIUR) is in charge of the co-ordination, direction and promotion of the new system, in tune with
regions and local authorities.
The institution of "Infancy hubs" (Poli per l'infanzia) is foreseen, creating settings for children aged 0-6.
These hubs can be hosted also within state comprehensive institutes and primary schools, in order to foster
pedagogical and educational continuity. The hubs will be supported by specific funding for school building.
Initial training of educators for children aged 0-3 is foreseen at the tertiary level in order to guarantee
higher pedagogical quality in the system. For the first time, a maximum threshold for family contributions
will be set.
Source: Case study provided by Cristina Stringher (INVALSI),based on MIUR press release of April 2017

The case of Luxembourg
In December 2013, a new government was formed by the Democratic Party, the Socialists and the Green
Party. All responsibility for the departments concerning children and youth was concentrated in a single
ministry, now called the Ministry of National Education, Children and Youth. Previously, all services
providing non-formal education* for early childhood and school-aged children, including day care for
families and day care centres, had been the responsibility of the Ministry of Family and Social Affairs.
The goal was to develop an integrated system to administer resources for children, to co-ordinate decision
making, and to enhance quality and efficiency. At the local level, schools and non-formal education
services are encouraged to co-operate more closely to ensure better co-ordination of actions and services.
The government wants both sectors to collaborate in the interests of the children.
Both sectors have complementary but different fields of action, and different educational, pedagogical and
methodological particularities. Since they were historically separated and developed apart from one
another, it will be necessary to build bridges between the two sectors, both at the central level between the
different ministerial departments, and at the operational level. The educational sector is highly centralised,
teachers are state employees and resources are allocated by the ministry to the communes.
Non-formal education, such as family day care and day care centres, is offered by private actors.
Settings are mostly run by non-governmental organisations, subsidised by the government, or even by
private for-profit organisations (this mainly concerns the ECEC sector for children aged 0 to 3 or 4 years,
until the start of compulsory education). The prevailing views of child development in the two sectors are
very different, and efforts must be made to enhance an exchange of views and organise common
continuous professional training to bring together the two groups of professionals, teachers, educators and
social pedagogues.

STARTING STRONG 2017: KEY OECD INDICATORS ON EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CARE © OECD 2017

2. CONTEXTUAL FACTORS INFLUENCING POLICIES ON ECEC– 67

Box 2.1. Integration of early childhood education and care governance (continued)
The government has instituted incentives to local schools and less formalised settings to work together to
establish a common plan, with weekly schedules and activities designed to bring more coherence into the
children’s daily routines and ensure that their needs are better met. Efforts have also been made to invite
professionals to share the facilities at their disposal and use them in different and more effective ways.
New buildings are planned and services are organised with the children and their daily needs in mind,
rather than the interests of the institution (e.g. school or out of school setting). Educational settings for
children will be planned around a variety of functions and daytime activities that correspond to the
children’s needs, such as learning, playing, relaxing, moving, building and experimenting.
In Luxembourg, non-formal education takes place within an institutional educational setting (such as day
care centres) for children aged 0 to 12, and is organised outside the established formal system (school).
It has its own identifiable learning framework, learning areas and learning objectives, but does not lead to
any formal qualification. Formal, non-formal and informal education complement each other and mutually
reinforce the lifelong learning process.
Sources: OECD (2015), Starting Strong IV: Monitoring Quality in Early Childhood Education and Care
(ECEC), OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264233515-en.
Case study submitted by the Luxembourg Ministry of Education, Children and Youth, edited by the OECD
Secretariat.

Combining education and care is a widespread practice: as the divide between
the 0-2 and 3-5 age groups has become less pronounced, so has the divide between
education and care.
Today, most ECEC settings (ISCED 0 and other ECEC services) are framed as
delivering both education and care. Thus, a separation between education and care is no
longer observed in countries and jurisdictions such as Australia, the Flemish and the
French Communities of Belgium, Chile, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy,
Kazakhstan, Korea, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden and England (United Kingdom).
However, the distinction of care and education-only settings is maintained in many
jurisdictions. Care-only settings continue to exist, often for the youngest age group, in the
Czech Republic (day nursery), Japan (nursery centres), Mexico (centre-based care for low
socio-economic status 0-5 year-olds, SNDIF; federal home-based care for 0-3 year-olds
of working parents, CONAFE; and federal social security centre-based care for
0-5 year-olds, IMSS), the Netherlands (childminding), Portugal (childminders and family
crèches), the Slovak Republic (nurseries, mother centres and children centres) and
Scotland (United Kingdom) (childminders).
Education-only centres are less common, and found only in Japan (kindergarten),
Belgium (pre-primary education), Luxembourg (in its early childhood education
programme and compulsory pre-school education), Mexico (mandatory pre-school) and
Scotland (United Kingdom) (local authority nurseries). The traditional separation
between less formal, care-only provision for younger children and more formal,
education-oriented services for older children is still seen, but such differences have
become less pronounced (OECD, 2015).
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Table 2.1. Coverage of early childhood education and care in OECD and partner countries (2017)
Early childhood education and care (ISCED 0) and other registered ECEC services
Registered ECEC services (outside the scope of the
ISCED 2011 Classification)

ISCED 01 - Early childhood development programmes

Typically aimed at very young children, aged 0-2.
Name of the
Name of
Theoretical Theoretical
programme in the
starting age duration of
national
programme
the
language
in English
programme
(years)

Typically aimed at very young children, aged 0-2.
Name of the
Name of the
Theoretical Theoretical
programme in
programme in starting age duration of
national language
English
the
programme
(years)

OECD countries
Australia

Occasional care

Austria1

Tageseltern/
Tagesmütter

Belgium (Fl.) Gezinsopvang

Groepsopvang

Belgium (Fr.) Creches
Acceuillante
d'enfants
Canada
a

regulated
home-based
care, which
is ensured
by day care
parents/
mothers
Homebased
settings
Centre
based
settings.
Nursery
Childminder

0

5

0

5

0

2.5-3 years

0

2.5-3 years

0
0

2
2

a

Czech
Republic

Jesie
Day nursery 0
zařízení pro péči centre0
o děti do 3 let
based but a
small
number of
home-based
settings
Dagpleje
Home0
based
provision

Estonia

Kinderopvang van
baby’s en peuters

Early childhood 0
education

2-4

Crèche

0

3

Child care of
babies and
toddlers

0

2.5-3 years

a

Early childhood
development or
equivalent

Chile

Denmark

Family day care and
in-home care, Longday care
Kinderkrippe

Childcare service (Lapsehoiuteenus)

2
3

6

Pre-elementary 3 - 4
education or
equivalent early childhood
development
Educación parvularia Pre-primary
0-2
(sala cuna y nivel
education (day
medio menor); Salas care and lower
Cuna (Nurseries) and middle level)
Jardines Infantiles
(Childcare Centres)
a

Aldersintegrerede
institutioner

Age-integreted From 26
system
weeks

Vuggestuer
Nursery school 0 - 2
Included with ISCED-02

1-2

3

3

3
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Registered ECEC services (outside the scope of the
ISCED 2011 Classification)
Name of the
programme in
national
language
Finland

ISCED 01 - Early childhood development programmes

Name of
Theoretical Theoretical
Name of the
the
starting age duration of the programme in
programme
programme
national language
in English
(years)

a

0-2-v. lapset
päiväkodeissa

0-2-v. lapset
perhepäivähoidossa

France

Germany

Greece
Hungary

Iceland
Ireland

Crèches
collectives
(EAJE),
Assistant(e)s
maternel(le)s
Jardin d'eveil

Family day 0
care,
community
Creches

2

Discovery
garden

1

2

a

Paidikos
stathmos
a

a

Krippen

Child centre 2.5

Home-Based provision
0
(Dagforeldri)
Private, community and
0
voluntary interests settings
(including crèches,
nurseries, preschools and
playgroups); childminding

2.5

2
3

Name of the
Theoretical Theoretical
programme in starting age duration of
English
the
programme
(years)
Kindergartens 0 - 2
1-3
(0 to 2-year-old
children),
including
special
education
programmes
Family day care 0 - 2
1-3
(0 to 2-year-old
children),
including
special
education
programmes

Crèche, Day
0
nursery
Mixed-age settings or Family day care 0
Kindertagespflege
(the 3 last years are
reported with ISCED
02)
Vrefonipiakos
Kindergarten
0
stathmos
Early childhood
Gyógypedagógiai
Special
0
tanácsadás, korai
education
fejlesztés, oktatás és consulting, early
gondozás
development,
education and
care
Egységes óvodaIntegrated
2
bölcsőde
kindergarteninfant nurseries
Óvoda (3 év alatt)
Kindergarten
2.5
(under 3 years)
Leikskóli I
Pre-primary
0
schools I
a
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2-3
6

1-3
5

1

0.5
1-3

72 – 2. CONTEXTUAL FACTORS INFLUENCING POLICIES ON ECEC
Registered ECEC services (outside the scope of the
ISCED 2011 Classification)
Name of the
programme in
national
language

Name of
Theoretical Theoretical
Name of the
the
starting age duration of the programme in
programme
programme
national language
in English
(years)

Israel

a

Italy

Korea

Nido
Nursery
0
d’infanzia;
/child care,
asilo familiare Homebased
provision
Day-care
Day-care
0
centres
centres
a

Latvia

a

Japan

Luxembourg Assistants
parentaux
Crèches
Mexico

ISCED 01 - Early childhood development programmes

Hinuh be ganey
misrad ha kalkala or
harevacha

Childminder 0
s
Day care
0
centres

3

a

3

a

4

Name of the
Theoretical Theoretical
programme in starting age duration of
English
the
programme
(years)
Early childhood 0
3
education
supervised by
Ministry of
Economy or by
Ministry of
Welfare

어린이집 (0-2세)
(Eorinyijip, age 0-2)

Child care
centre

0-2

1-3

Pirmskolas izglitibas
programmas (līdz 2
gadu vecumam)

Pre-primary
0
education
programmes
(part of the
programme up
until the age of
2 years) (early
childhood
education)

1-2

Early childhood 0
education

3

a

9 months

m

Educación inicial

Netherlands

• Private day-care centres (kinderdagverblijven): offer care
for children between birth and four-years-old. These are
primarily for working parents.
• In-home care by childminders (gastouderopvang): offer
care for children between birth and 12 years of age.
The main aim is to support working parents.
• Public pre-kindergarten facilities (peuterspeelzalen), or
playgroups: offer a more formal type of ECEC for children
2-3 year-olds.
New Zealand a

a

Norway

New Zealand offers integrated programmes that include education and
childcare services. There are five main types of ECEC settings, which
are broadly split between centre-based provisions (including education
and care services for 0-5 year-olds and kindergartens for 2-5 year-olds),
playcentres for 0-5 year-olds, and home-based education and care for
0-5 year-olds. In addition, there are Māori language nests providing
integrated ECEC in te reo Māori, the Māori language.
Barnehage, 0-2 åringer
Kindergarten
0
2

a
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Registered ECEC services (outside the scope of the
ISCED 2011 Classification)
Name of the
programme in
national
language

ISCED 01 - Early childhood development programmes

Name of
Theoretical Theoretical
Name of the
the
starting age duration of the programme in
programme
programme
national language
in English
(years)

Name of the
Theoretical Theoretical
programme in starting age duration of
English
the
programme
(years)
a

Poland

żłobki ; kluby
dziecięce

Childcare

0.5-1

2

Portugal

Creches, Ama

Day care, homebased provision,
chilminder

0

2

a

Slovak
Republic

Detské jasle.

centre- or homebased

0

3

a

Slovenia

Spain
Sweden

Child care can be provided by childminders who are not
Predšolska vzgoja
Pre-school education
qualified to provide an educational programme. They can
(1.starostno obdobje)
(1st age period)
only provide childminding services. However, they must be
registered with the Ministry of Education. This home-care
service caters a very small share of children from 11 month
up (the starting age is not define) to the starting age for basic
education.
a
Educación infantil primer
Early childhood
ciclo (0-2 años)
education
Pedagogisk
omsorg

pedagogical care,
0
6
Förskola för barn/elever
Pre-school, for
which is run by
under 3 år
children/pupils
registered
younger than 3 years
childminders
Switzerland Centre-based ECEC (in Kindertagesstätten or
a
Krippen/Structures d’accueil collectif de jour or
crèches/Strutture di custodia collettiva diurne) is available for
children between 3.5 months up to age 4 (until the start of
compulsory education). In some cantons, it is also available
for children up to age 5 or 6 for additional hours of provision.
There is also home-based ECEC (Tagesfamilie/Famille de
jour/ Famiglia diurna) that usually caters for children between
3.5 months up to the start of compulsory education, but they
are also open to older children
Turkey
Kres
Crèche, day care
0
2
Erken çocukluk dönemi Early childhood care
centre
eğitimi (0-2 yaş)
and education (ages
0-2)
United
Non-registered childminders and day nurseries
Children's centres
Children's centres
Kingdom
(including Sure Start
(including Sure Start
centres)
centres)
Registered childminders
Registered
childminders
Day nurseries
Day nurseries
United States
m
a
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1

2

0

3

0

0-2

0-2

1-2

0

2

0

2

0

2

74 – 2. CONTEXTUAL FACTORS INFLUENCING POLICIES ON ECEC
Registered ECEC services (outside the scope of the
ISCED 2011 Classification)
Name of the
programme in
national
language

ISCED 01 - Early childhood development programmes

Name of
Theoretical Theoretical
Name of the
the
starting age duration of the programme in
programme
programme
national language
in English
(years)

Name of the
Theoretical Theoretical
programme in starting age duration of
English
the
programme
(years)

Partner countries
Brazil

m

Educação infantil – crèche

Colombia

m

Atención integral a la
primera infnacia

Nursery
schools/day-care
centres

0

3

Early childhood
0
3
educational
development
In Kazakhstan, an integrated system for ECEC is in place whereby the
same central authority is in charge of the different ECEC settings and
age groups. All children aged 1-6 are under the responsibility of the
Ministry of Education and Science. Children under the age of 1 are
under the responsibility of the Ministry of Health Care and Social
Development.

Kaskastan

a

Lithuania

a

Ikimokyklinio ugdymo
programos

Early childhood
educational
development

0

1-2

Russian
Federation

m

Программы развития
детей младшего
возраста

Early childhood
educational
development

0

2

ISCED 02- Pre-primary education
Aimed at children in the years immediately prior to starting compulsory schooling, typically aged 3 5.
Name of the programme in national Name of the programme in English
Theoretical
language
starting age

Theoretical
duration of the
programme
(years)

OECD countries
Australia

Pre-primary, preschool

Austria1

Kindergarten
Vorschulstufe
Belgium (Fl.) Gewoon kleuteronderwijs
Buitengewoon kleuteronderwijs
Belgium (Fr.) Enseignement maternel ordinaire
Enseignement maternel spécialisé
Canada
Kindergarten
Chile

Czech
Republic

Educación parvularia (nivel medio
mayor, nivel de transición 1 y nivel de
transición 2)
Mateřská škola
Přípravné třídy pro děti se sociálním
znevýhodněním
Přípravný stupeň základní školy
speciální

Preschool programmes delivered in educational
institution settings, family day care and in-home care
or educational long-day care settings.
Kindergarten
Pre-primary stage (of primary school)
Regular nursery education
Special nursery education
Regular pre-primary education
Special pre-primary education
Pre-elementary education or equivalent kindergarten
Pre-primary education (upper middle level, 1st
transition level and 2nd transition level)
Kindergarten
Preparatory classes for socially disadvantaged
children
Preparatory stage of special basic school

4

1

3
6
2.5 - 3
2.5 - 3
2.5 - 3
2.5 - 3
4-5

3
1
3
3
3
3
1

3-5

3

3
6

3
1

6

3
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ISCED 02- Pre-primary education
Name of the programme in national
language

Denmark
Estonia
Finland

Aldersintegrerede institutioner
Børnehave
Alusharidus (alushariduse
raamõppekava)
3-5-v. lapset päiväkodeissa
6-v. lasten esiopetus

3-5-v. lapset perhepäivähoidossa
France
Germany

Name of the programme in English

Theoretical
starting age

Age-integreted system
Kindergarten
Pre-primary education (general study programme of
pre-primary education)
Kindergartens (3 to 5-year-old children), including
special education programmes
Pre-primary education for 6-year-old children in
kindergartens and comprehensive schools, including
special education programmes
Family day care (3 to 5-year-old children), including
special education programmes
Pre-elementary education
Kindergarten
School kindergarten
Pre-school classes
Pre-primary
Kindergarten (of which one year is pre-school
education)

3
3-5
0

Theoretical
duration of the
programme
(years)
3
2
6

3-5

1-3

6

1

3-5

1-3

2-3
3
6
5
4-5
3

3
3
1
1
1-2
3

0 to 3 years,
variable
1
1
1-2

Greece
Hungary

Enseignement préélémentaire
01 Kindergärten
02 Schulkindergärten
03 Vorklassen
Nipiagogio
Óvoda

Iceland

Leikskóli II

Pre-primary schools II

3

5 ára bekkur
Early start
Privately provided pre-primary
education - Early Childhood Care and
Education (ECCE) Scheme
Hinuh kdam yesody-ganey yeladimziburi (misrad ha kalkala, misrad ha
revacha ve misrad ha hinuh)
Hinuh kdam yesody-ganey yeladim-prati
Scuola dell'infanzia
Yohorenkeigata-Nintei-Kodomo-En

0. grade for 5 year-olds
Early start
Privately provided pre-primary education - Early
Childhood Care and Education (ECCE) Scheme

5
3-4
3

Ireland

Israel

Italy
Japan

Korea

Pre-primary education - independent private
Pre-primary school
Integrated centre for early childhood education and
care
Yochien
Kindergarten
Tokubetsu-shien-gakko Yochi-bu
School for special needs education, kindergarten
department
Hoikusho
Day nursery
어린이집 (3-5세) (Eorinyijip, age 3-5) Child care centre
유치원 (Yuchiwon)

Latvia

Pre-primary education - public (supervised by
3
Ministry of Economy , Ministry of Welfare or by MoE)

Kindergarten

Pirmskolas izglitibas programmas (no 3 Pre-primary education programmes (part of the
gadu vecuma)
programme from the age of 3 years on)
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3

3
3
3-5

3
3
1-3

3-5
3-5

1-3
1-3

3-5
3-5

1-3
1-3

3-5

1-3

3

1-4

76 – 2. CONTEXTUAL FACTORS INFLUENCING POLICIES ON ECEC
ISCED 02- Pre-primary education
Name of the programme in national
language

Luxembourg Enseignement fondamental/cycle1éducation précoce
Education précoce
Enseignement fondamental/cycle1 éducation préscolaire (Spillschoul)
Education préscolaire

Name of the programme in English

Theoretical
starting age

Early maturity education

3

Theoretical
duration of the
programme
(years)
1

Early maturity education (independent private
institutions)
Pre-primary education

<4

1

4

2

4

2

3
3

2-3
1

4

2

0

5

3
3
3
3 to 5
3
3
6
6
3

3
4
4
3
3
3
1
1
3

3

3

3
6
4-6
4-6

3
1
2
2

3-5
3

1-3
1-2

2-4
2-4
4-6
4
3-5

1-2
1-2
1
2
1-3

Pre-primary education (independent private
institutions)
Mexico
Educación preescolar
Pre-primary education
Netherlands Voorschools onderwijs
Pre-school education in day care centres and play
groups
Basisonderwijs en speciaal
Pre-primary education in school settings, including
basisonderwijs, groep 1 en 2
pre-primary special needs education group (class) 1
and 2
New Zealand New Zealand offers integrated programmes that include education and childcare services.
There are five main types of ECEC settings, which are broadly split between centre-based
provisions (including education and care services for 0-5 year-olds and kindergartens for
2-5 year-olds), playcentres for 0-5 year-olds, and home-based education and care for
0-5 year-olds. In addition, there are Māori language nests providing integrated ECEC in te reo
Māori, the Māori language.
Norway
Barnehage, 3-5 åringer
Kindergarten
Poland
Wychowanie przedszkolne
Pre-school education
Wychowanie przedszkolne specjalne
Special pre-school education
Portugal
Educação pré-escolar
Pre-primary education
Slovak
Materská škola
Kindergarten
Republic
Špeciálna materská škola
Special kindergarten
Prípravné triedy na základnej škole
Preparatory classes in basic school
Preparatory classes in special school
Prípravné triedy v špeciálnej škole
Slovenia
Predšolska vzgoja (2. starostno
Pre-school education (2nd age period)
obdobje)
Spain
Educación infantil segundo ciclo (3+
Pre-primary education
años)
Sweden
Förskola för barn/elever 3 år eller äldre Pre-school, for children/pupils 3 years of age or older
Förskoleklass
Pre-school classes
Switzerland Vorschule, préscolarité, prescolarità
Kindergarten
Besonderer Lehrplan, programme
Special needs education programmes
d'enseignement spécial, programma
scolastico speciale
Turkey
Okul öncesi eğitimi (3-5 yaş)
Pre-primary education (ages 3-5)
United
Reception and nursery classes in
Reception and nursery classes in schools
Kingdom
schools
Preschool or pre-kindergarten
Preschool or pre-kindergarten
United States Preschool or pre-kindergarten
Preschool or pre-kindergarten
Kindergarten
Kindergarten
Brazil
Educação infantil - pré-escola
Preschool
Colombia
Pre-jardin (3-year-olds), Jardin (4-year- Pre-primary education
olds), and Transicicón (5-year-olds)
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ISCED 02- Pre-primary education
Name of the programme in national
language

Kaskastan

Lithuania
Russian
Federation
1.

Name of the programme in English

Theoretical
starting age

In Kazakhstan, an integrated system for ECEC is in place whereby the same central authority 0
is in charge of the different ECEC settings and age groups. All children aged 1-6 are under the
responsibility of the Ministry of Education and Science. Children under the age of 1 are under
the responsibility of the Ministry of Health Care and Social Development.
Ikimokyklinio ir priešmokyklinio ugdymo Pre-primary education
3
programos
Дошкольное образование
Pre-primary education
3

Theoretical
duration of the
programme
(years)
6

1-4
3

The names of institutions as well as minimum/maximum age limits for attendance vary across the different federal states.

Source: UNESCO institute for statistics, ISCED Mappings (2015), http://uis.unesco.org/en/isced-mappings; Starting Strong IV:
Monitoring
Quality in
Early Childhood
Education and
Care
(ECEC),
OECD
Publishing, Paris,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264233515-en
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487302
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78 – 2. TYPOLOGY OF ECEC SERVICES AVAILABLE TO PARENTS AND CONTEXTUAL FACTORS INFLUENCING POLICIES
Table 2.2. Characteristics of legal access entitlement (2015)
Country

Type of ECEC
setting

Age of
children

Entitlement to
a place in ECEC

Entitlement to
free access

Comments

Legal
access
entitlement

Hours/week of
ECEC provision
to which
parents/children
have a legal right

Free access Hours/week the child has
entitlement free access to ECEC

Australia

m

m

M

m

m

m

Austria

ISCED 02

5

universal

16-20

universal

16-20

BelgiumFlemish
Community
BelgiumFrench
Community

ISCED 02

2.5-5

universal

23.33

unconditional 23.33

ECEC settings
outside
ISCED 2011
ISCED 02
ISCED 01 and
ISCED 02
ISCED 01
ISCED 02
ISCED 02

0-2.5

targeted

m

conditional

2.5-5
0-5

universal
targeted

28
55/40

unconditional 28
conditional
55/40

0-2
4-5
5

targeted
universal
universal

55
22
50

conditional
55
unconditional 22
unconditional ≥40

Chile

Czech
Republic

In Australia, the starting age of compulsory schooling is 4 or 5,
depending on the state/territory.
Since 2010 (implementation of a mandatory year of kindergarten),
5-year-old children are obliged to attend kindergarten to a minimum
extent of 16 to 20 hours per week, on a minimum of four days a
week in the year preceding compulsory education. Mandatory
attendance is free of charge. Additionally, most federal states offer
free or publicly funded access to ECEC for other age groups.
In Belgium, Flemish community children enter the compulsory
school on 1 September of the calendar year in which the child is 6.

m

In the Czech Republic, the average attendance time depends on
the opening hours of the school facility. Free access is provided for
40 hours or more, depending on the opening hours of the facility.
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Country

Type of ECEC
setting

Age of
children

Entitlement to
a place in ECEC
Legal
Hours/week of
access
ECEC provision
entitlement to which
parents/children
have a legal right

Entitlement to
free access
Free access Hours/week the child has free
entitlement access to ECEC

Comments

Finland

ISCED 01 and
ISCED 02
ISCED 02

0-6

universal

50

conditional

6

universal

20

unconditional 20

In Finland, the number of hours is according to need and
parents’ choice, with a maximum of about 10 hours per day, but
on a day with long shifts, it could be even more. The hours a
week that 0-6 year-olds have free access to ECEC is capped at
10 hours per day in low-income families.

ECEC settings
outside
ISCED 2011
ISCED 02

0-2

none

a

conditional

2.5-5

universal

24

unconditional 24

ISCED 01

1-2

universal

m

ISCED 02

3-5

universal

m

ECEC settings
outside
ISCED 2011 and
ISCED 02
ISCED 02
ISCED 02

0-5

none

a

differs
across
Länder
differs
across
Länder
conditional

3-5
3-5

none
universal

a
40

unconditional 15
unconditional 40

0-2

targeted

a

conditional

55

3-5

none

a

conditional

20/50

France

Germany

Ireland

Italy
Japan

ECEC settings
outside
ISCED 2011
ISCED 02
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50

40

a

In Germany, the age for compulsory school entry varies
between 5 and 6, depending on the Länder.

a

15-60

In Ireland, ECCE programme is free, unconditional access to
pre-school (ISCED 02) for 15 hours per week. Other conditional
funding mechanisms exist for ISCED 01 and ISCED 02 for
children 0-5. Additionally, primary education may be accessed
from age 4.

In Japan, low-income families have free access to 20 hours a
week in kindergartens and 55 hours in nursery centres.
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Country

Type of ECEC
setting

Age of
children

Entitlement to
a place in ECEC
Legal
Hours/week of
access
ECEC provision
entitlement to which
parents/children
have a legal right

Entitlement to
free access
Free access Hours/week the child has free
entitlement access to ECEC

Comments

Kazakhstan

ISCED 01 and
ISCED 02

1-6

universal

50-60

unconditional 50-60

Korea

ISCED 01 and
ISCED 02

0-5

none

a

unconditional > 30-60

ISCED 02

3-5

none

a

unconditional 20-25

ECEC settings
outside
ISCED 2011
ISCED 02
ISCED 01
ISCED 02
ISCED 0 and
ECEC settings
outside
ISCED 2011

0-3

none

a

conditional

3

In Kazakhstan, as far as public preschool is concerned,
preschool education is free, but parents must pay monthly for
food. Sanatorium kindergartens and kindergartens for children
with disabilities are totally free. Mini-centres are open 25-60
hours per week; all other ECEC settings 50-60 hours a week.
In Korea, the hours of infant care for 0-2 yeas old children were
dualized in 2015. One is shortened program for 9am to 3-4pm
and the other is full-time programme for 7:30am to 7:30pm on
daily basis. The child care hours for 3-5 years-old chldren are
full-time of 12 hours per day, but the actual time used varies
depending on parental needs.
The teaching hours of Nuri Curriculum in kindergartens are 4-5
hours per day, and after-school program is provided depending
on parental needs.
In Luxembourg, a legal entitlement to 36 weeks per year for
children at school is provided (from 3-5 years-old).

3-5
0-2
3-5
0-4

universal
none
universal
none

26
a
15-20
a

unconditional
targeted
unconditional
targeted

≤26
m
15-20
10

Luxembourg

Mexico
Netherlands

In Mexico, social security laws guarantee morning and evening
shifts for children in early childhood. Refernce year: 2013/14.
In the Netherlands, children of working parents of age 0 to 6
have access to child care, and children of 3 to 4 also have
access to playgroups. Target group-specific programs for
children from disadvantaged backgrounds (of age 3 to 4) are
available in both childcare and playgroups. In some
municipalities target group-specific programmes in playgroups
are free. All children (of age 3 to 4) have access to play groups
or child care, but not for free and not by legal entitlement. For
child care, parents can receive an income-related tax
allowance.
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Country

Type of ECEC
setting

Age of
children

Entitlement to
a place in ECEC
Legal
Hours/week of
access
ECEC provision
entitlement to which
parents/children
have a legal right

Entitlement to
free access
Free access Hours/week the child has free
entitlement access to ECEC

New Zealand ISCED 02

3-5

none

a

unconditional 20

Norway

ISCED 01 and
ISCED 02

1-5

universal

41

Conditional

20

Portugal

ECEC settings
outside
ISCED 2011
ISCED 02

0-2

none

a

conditional

m

3-4

none

a

unconditional 25

ISCED 02

5

universal

40

unconditional 25

Slovak
Republic

ISCED 02

3-6

universal

m

unconditional m

Slovenia

ISCED 01 and
ISCED 02

11 months5 years

universal

45

conditional

45

Sweden

ISCED 01

1-2

universal

15-50

none

a

ISCED 02

3-6

universal

15-50

unconditional 15
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Comments

A measure to increase the participation of children from lowincome families was introduced in August 2015, when children
aged 4 and 5 were given the right to 20 hours free kindergarten
per week. From August 2016 this was extended to 3-year-old
children.

In Slovak Republic, children can stay at kindergarten according
to opening hours. Child can be at kirdengarten whole day (6-8
hours, maximum to 10 hours every day a week) or half a day (34 hours every day) depending on parent´s decision.
In Slovenia, in kindergarten (as an integrated ECEC setting for
1-5 year-olds), the hours of legal entitlement vary depending on
the length of the programme in which the child is participating.
This calculation is based on the full-day programme (9 hours a
day). For child minding of preschool children, parents can enrol
a child younger than 11 months (the minimum age for
kindergarten), but this is uncommon, since parental leave lasts
until a child is 11 months old.
In Sweden, the legal entitlement is unconditional from the
autumn term in the year the child turns 3.
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Country

Type of ECEC
setting

Age of
children

Entitlement to
a place in ECEC
Legal
Hours/week of
access
ECEC provision
entitlement to which
parents/children
have a legal right

Entitlement to
free access
Free access Hours/week the child has free
entitlement access to ECEC

Comments

United
KingdomEngland

ISCED 01

2

none

a

conditional

ISCED 02

3-4

none

a

unconditional 15

United
KingdomScotland

ISCED 02

3-4

universal

16

unconditional 12.5

In the United Kingdom-England, local authorities have a legal
duty to secure, so far as is reasonably practicable, sufficient
child care for working parents or parents who are studying or
training for employment. This includes after-school/wrap-around
care and holiday clubs. They must also assess that there is
child care adequate to meet the needs of parents with children
aged 0-14 or up to 18 for disabled children in their area.
Conditions of entitlement for targeted free access to ECEC were
changed in 2013 and 2014.
In the United Kingdom-Scotland, 3-4 year-olds, and 2-year-olds
from disadvantaged families, are entitled to 16 hours a week
(600 hours/year), as of August 2014. Hours of free provision
vary, but tend to be 12.5 hours per week.

15

Sources: OECD. Table 2.1 and OECD (2015), Starting Strong IV: Monitoring Quality in Early Childhood Education and Care (ECEC), OECD Publishing, Paris,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264233515-en.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487310
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Table 2.3. Distribution of responsibilities in early childhood education and care between national, regional
and local levels, by topic (2013)
Responsibility for financing system of ECEC (F), minimum standard setting (S), curriculum development (C), monitoring of
ECEC (M).
Country

System organisation at
central level

National
level

Regional/ state
level

Australia

Integrated, but many
responsibilities are
decentralised

C

F, S, M

Belgium-Flemish Community1
Belgium-French

Community1

Split

Local
level

F, S, C, M

Split

S

Chile

Integrated

F, S, C, M

Czech Republic

Split

F, C, M

Finland

Integrated

F, S, C

France

Split

F, S, C, M

Germany

Integrated, mainly
decentralised

Ireland

Split

F, S, C, M

Italy

Split

Japan
Kazakhstan
Korea

F, S, C, M

F, M
S

M

F, C, M
F, S, C

F, S, C, M

F, M

F, S, C, M

F, S, C, M

F, C, M

Split

F, S, C, M

F

F

Integrated

F, S, C, M

F,M

F, M

Split

F, S, C, M

F, M

M

Luxembourg

Integrated

F, S, C, M

F, C

Mexico

Split

F, S, C, M

M

Netherlands

Split

F, S, M

New Zealand

Integrated

F, S, C, M

F

Norway

Integrated

F, S, C, M

F, M

Portugal

Split

F, S, C, M

F, M

Slovak Republic

Split

F, S, C, M

Slovenia

Integrated

F, S, C, M

Sweden

Integrated

F, S, C, M

United Kingdom-England

Integrated

F, S, C, M

United Kingdom-Scotland2

Split

F, S, C, M

M

F
F, M
F, M
F, M

1.

Authority in charge at central level refers to the highest level of authority for ECEC for a country or jurisdiction. For countries,
this refers to the national level, and for jurisdictions to the highest level of authority in that jurisdiction, whether regional, state
or provincial. For the Flemish and French Communities of Belgium, the central level refers to the Flemish government and the
government of the French Community of Belgium, respectively.
2.

In United Kingdom-Scotland, for the school year 2013/14, the main practice guidance for those working with 0-3 year-olds
was a document called "Building the Ambition".
Source: Starting Strong IV: Monitoring Quality in Early Childhood Education and Care (ECEC), OECD Publishing, Paris,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264233515-en.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487322
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Chapter 3.
Policy inputs into early childhood education and care: Financing, profile of
teachers and working conditions3

Sustained public funding is critical for supporting the growth and quality of early
childhood education programmes. Appropriate funding helps to recruit professional
staffs that are qualified to support children’s cognitive, social and emotional development
and to provide good working conditions. Investment in early childhood settings and
materials also helps support the development of child-centred environments for
well-being and learning. Teachers and pedagogical staff also play a crucial role in early
childhood education and care (ECEC) systems – they are the front-line workers
responsible for engaging children and promoting their well-being, development and
learning. It is now widely accepted that within ECEC settings, teachers- and pedagogies
are the most important factors that influence child well-being, development and learning.
This chapter presents indicators of the resources that are invested into a system, such as
the level and type of ECEC financing, the regulations of staff-child ratios, or some
indicators on teaching workforce at ECEC level (e.g. level of qualification, teacher's
salary or organisation of the working time of teachers).

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities.
The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and
Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.
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Key messages
Financing of early childhood education and care (ISCED 0)
International comparisons reveal some clear trends:
•

Expenditure on ECEC (ISCED 0) accounts for an average of 0.8% of GDP,
of which around three quarters go to pre-primary education (ISCED 02).
While 0.2% or less of GDP is spent on ECEC (ISCED 0) in Japan, Ireland
and Switzerland, more than 1.0% of GDP is spent in Chile, Denmark, Finland,
Iceland, Israel, Norway, the Russian Federation, Slovenia and Sweden.

•

Variations across countries in the duration of ECEC programmes have a strong
impact on the level of expenditure allocated to ECEC. For instance, in some
countries, such as Ireland and the United Kingdom, children typically enter
primary education at age 5, while in Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Poland and Sweden,
they typically enter at age 7. In all the other countries, children typical enter
primary education at age 6.

•

Annual expenditure per young child enrolled in early childhood educational
development programmes (ISCED 01) is significantly higher than
annual expenditure for pre-primary education (ISCED 02) in most countries.
In pre-primary education, annual expenditure per child for both public and private
settings averages USD 8 070 in OECD countries, while annual expenditure
for early childhood educational development averages USD 12 501.

•

In most OECD countries, there is substantial public investment in ECEC,
and parental fees are often publicly subsidised. In early childhood educational
development (ISCED 01), public sources account for an average of 69% of
total expenditure, while in pre-primary education (ISCED 02), it amounts to 83%.

•

Many governments delegate responsibilities for ECEC public funding to local
authorities. As a result, public funding is more decentralised in early childhood
education (ISCED 0) than at any other level of education. On average across
OECD countries, only 41% of public funds for early childhood education come
from the central government, before transfers. After transfers, this share
drops to 34%.

•

Similar levels of expenditure among countries can mask a variety of contrasting
policy choices. This helps to explain why there is no simple relationship
between overall spending on education and the quality of ECEC settings.

Teaching workforce
Research tells us that:
•

Evidence from the literature shows that staff initial training level and duration
are positively associated with the overall quality of ECEC.

•

High staff qualifications also result in a more stimulating environment and
high-quality pedagogical practices, which boost children’s well-being
and learning outcomes. This does not mean that all staff members need to have
high levels of qualification. For example, there is evidence from the English
Effective Provision of Pre-School Education (EPPE) study that less qualified staff
improve their practices when working with highly trained colleagues.
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•

Research has indicated that staff job satisfaction and retention – and thereby
the quality of ECEC environments – can be improved by: 1) low child-to-staff
ratios and low group size; 2) competitive wages and other benefits;
3) reasonable schedule/workload; 4) low staff turnover; 5) good physical
environment; and 6) a competent and supportive centre manager.

•

Recent research shows that in pre-primary, the effects of specialised in-service
training on process quality are larger than those of pre-service training,
particularly on collaborative work, support for play, and support for early literacy,
mathematics and science.

International comparisons reveal some clear trends:
•

The highest proportions of women teachers are concentrated in the earlier years
of schooling, and shrink at each successive level of education. On average across
OECD countries, around 97% of teachers in pre-primary education are women.
The lowest proportions are observed in the Netherlands, where 87% of
pre-primary teachers are women, in Norway (91%), France (92%) and Spain
(93%).

•

The age distribution of teachers working in pre-primary education varies
considerably across countries. In pre-primary education, 25% of teachers are
at least 50-year-olds, on average across OECD countries. The proportion is equal
or exceeds 35% in the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, the Netherlands,
Portugal and the Slovak Republic.

•

The qualification awarded after successfully completing teacher training signals
the level of knowledge and skills that the new teacher has acquired, and may even
indicate the social status of teachers. The bachelor degree has become
the minimum qualification required to be a teacher at the pre-primary level
of education in 27 of the 37 countries. However, the duration and pedagogical
component of initial teacher training vary significantly across countries.

•

Teachers’ salaries in pre-primary education vary widely across countries.
For instance, the annual statutory salaries of pre-primary school teachers with
15 years of experience range from less than USD 20 000 in the Czech Republic,
Hungary and the Slovak Republic, to more than USD 50 000 in Australia,
the Netherlands and the United States, and exceed USD 100 000 in Luxembourg.

•

Teachers’ salaries in pre-primary education have been impacted by the economic
crisis in one third of OECD countries. In 2014, teachers’ salaries remained
below those of other tertiary-educated workers in most countries.
On average, pre-primary teachers in OECD countries earn only 74% of the
average salary of a tertiary-educated, 25-64 year-old full-time, full-year worker.

•

Teacher salaries and teaching time are not strongly correlated. Both teacher
salaries and the number of teaching hours per year in pre-primary education vary
considerably across countries. At the pre-primary level, 83% of teachers’ statutory
working time is spent, on average, on teaching, and the rest on non-teaching tasks.

•

At the pre-primary level, there are 14 children for every teacher, on average
across OECD countries. When considering all countries with available data, this
number varies widely, and ranges from more than 20 children per teacher
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in Chile, China, France and Mexico, to fewer than 10 children for every teacher
in Australia, Iceland, New Zealand, Slovenia and Sweden.
•

However, some countries make extensive use of teaching assistants at the
pre-primary level. Twelve OECD countries (and three partner countries) reported
smaller child-to-staff ratios than child-to-teacher ratios.

•

Smaller child-to-teacher ratios are observed in early childhood development
programmes ISCED 01). On average across the 12 OECD countries with
available data for both programmes, there are 14 children for each pre-primary
teacher working in pre-primary education, while the ratio is only 9 children
per teacher in early childhood development programmes.

Financing of early childhood education and care
Without sufficient public spending, there is a greater risk that access to ECEC
programmes will be restricted to affluent families, and that the quality of the
programmes will vary.
Sustained public funding is critical for supporting the growth and quality of early
childhood education programmes. Appropriate funding helps to recruit professional staff
who are qualified to support children’s cognitive, social and emotional development, and
to provide good working conditions. Investment in early childhood settings and materials
also helps support the development of child-centred environments for well-being and
learning. In countries that do not channel sufficient public funding to cover quantity and
quality, some parents may be more inclined to send their children to private ECEC
services, which implies heavy financial burdens in most countries. Others may prefer to
stay home, which can hinder parents’ participation in the labour force (OECD, 2012).

Expenditure per child on ECEC settings
In most countries, expenditure per child on ECEC settings is higher for very
young children (under the age of 3) and smaller for older children enrolled in preprimary education.
One way to compare educational expenditure across different countries is to examine
annual expenditure per child. Expenditure per child for both public and private settings is
largely influenced by teachers’ salaries, pension systems, number of contact hours of
teachers with children, the cost of teaching and of pedagogical materials, maintenance
costs and the number of children enrolled in the ECEC settings. Policies to attract new
teachers, to reduce average group size or to change staffing patterns have also contributed
to changes in expenditure per child over time (OECD, 2016: Education at a Glance 2016,
indicator B1).
In pre-primary education, annual expenditure per child for both public and private
settings averages USD 8 070 in OECD countries. It ranges from USD 4 000 or less in
Turkey, to more than USD 14 000 in Luxembourg and Norway. Annual expenditure per
child enrolled in early childhood educational development programmes (ISCED 01) is
significantly higher than in pre-primary education (ISCED 02) in 10 out of the 13 OECD
countries with available data for both programmes, and averages USD 12 501
(Figure 3.1).
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Figure 3.1. Annual expenditure on early childhood education and care settings per child (2013)
Early childhood development (ISCED 01)
USD

Pre-primary (ISCED 02)

All early childhood education and care (ISCED 0)

27 500
25 000
22 500
20 000
17 500
15 000
12 500
10 000
7 500
5 000
2 500
Luxembourg
Denmark
Norway
Australia
Sweden
Iceland
Finland
New Zealand
United States
Germany
Austria
United Kingdom
Netherlands
Slovenia
OECD average
Belgium
France
Portugal
Ireland¹
Chile
Japan
Italy
Korea
Spain
Poland
Switzerland¹
Lithuania
Hungary
Slovak Republic
Latvia
Czech Republic
Israel
Brazil¹
Turkey
Mexico
Estonia

0

Note: Countries are ranked in descending order of annual expenditure per student by educational institutions for pre-primary
education.
1. Public institutions only.
Source: OECD (2016), Education at a Glance 2016: OECD Indicators, Table C2.3, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2016-en.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487339

A smaller child-to-staff ratio observed in early childhood development programmes
(ISCED 01) is the main explanation for this pattern (Figure 3.10). This is the result of
policies implemented in most countries to reduce group size at that level. These policies
are supported by research. There is evidence indicating that infants and toddlers
especially benefit from low child-to-staff ratios, while too high child-to-staff ratios can be
detrimental at these ages. Therefore, child-to-staff ratios have been regulated in many
countries, with smaller ratios for the very young and higher ratios for older children
(NICHD, 2002).

Expenditure on ECEC settings relative to GDP
Expenditure on ECEC (ISCED 0) accounts for an average of 0.8% of GDP, of
which around three quarters go to pre-primary education (ISCED 02).
Another way to compare ECEC expenditure is to analyse expenditure on ECEC
settings relative to a nation’s wealth. National wealth is estimated based on GDP, and
expenditure on ECEC settings includes spending by governments, enterprises and
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foundations and parents of children. There are large differences in the relative investment
in provision of ECEC across OECD countries.
Figure 3.2. Expenditure on early childhood education and care (ISCED 0) as a percentage of GDP,
public and private settings (2013)
Pre-primary
% of GDP

Early childhood educational development

All early childhood education (if no breakdown)

2
1.8
1.6
1.4
1.2
1
0.8
0.6
0.4

0

Norway
Sweden
Iceland
Denmark
Slovenia
Chile
Finland
Russian Federation
Israel
New Zealand
Germany
Latvia
OECD average
Spain
Poland
EU22 average
France
Lithuania
Mexico
Portugal
Luxembourg
Austria
Brazil¹
Argentina
Czech Republic
Slovak Republic
United Kingdom
Colombia
Italy
Australia
Netherlands
Estonia
Japan
Switzerland¹
Ireland¹

0.2

Note: Countries are ranked in descending order of public and private expenditure on educational institutions (2013).
1. Public institutions only.
Source: OECD (2016), Education at a Glance 2016: OECD Indicators, Table C2.3, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2016-en.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487340

Expenditure on ECEC (ISCED 0) accounts for an average of 0.8% of the collective
GDP, of which 0.2% goes to early childhood educational development (ISCED 01), and
0.6% to pre-primary education (ISCED 02). Differences between countries are
significant. For example, while 0.2% or less of GDP is spent on ECEC (ISCED 0) in
Japan, Ireland and Switzerland, more than 1.0% is spent in Chile, Denmark, Finland,
Iceland, Israel, Norway, the Russian Federation, Slovenia and Sweden (Figure 3.2).
However, significant variations across countries in the duration of ECEC
programmes and in size of the young population have a strong impact on the level of
expenditure allocated to ECEC.
These large variations are mainly explained by significant differences across
countries in participation in ECEC services, in the mode of enrolment (full-time versus
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part-time), in teacher working conditions (e.g. salary and working time), in child-to-staff
ratios, in the fees for parents and public support provided to families to enrol their
children in ECEC settings, and in the duration of ECEC programmes. In some countries,
such as Ireland and the United Kingdom, children typically leave pre-primary education
at age 4, while in Estonia, Finland Latvia, Poland and Sweden, children typically enter
primary education at age 7 (see Table C2.5 in Education at a Glance 2016, OECD, 2016).
In all other countries, children typical enter primary education at age 6.
The duration of ECEC programmes, and the other factors included in the previous
paragraph, have an impact on the level of expenditure allocated to ECEC (ISCED 0).
For example, a shorter duration of pre-primary education as the result of an earlier
transition to school, such as in Australia, Ireland and the United Kingdom, makes it
difficult to compare different countries’ total expenditure on ECEC as a percentage of
GDP. These statistics should also be interpreted with caution, as expenditure is also
influenced by the extent to which these indicators cover private settings and private
expenditure, by the decision of some countries to consider some ECEC programmes
outside the scope of the ISCED 2011 classification, or by the impossibility of providing
reliable statistics to international organisations. For example, the absence of data on
private expenditure and private institutions in Brazil and Switzerland is likely to
understate the true level of expenditure and enrolment in early childhood education
programmes (ISCED 0), and may affect the comparability of the data with other
countries. Inferences on access to and quality of ECEC should therefore be made with
caution.
As the ISCED 2011 classification has been newly introduced in international
educational statistics (in 2015), the decision to allocate some ECEC programmes to the
ISCED 01 category is still subject to discussion in some countries, especially those where
younger children are typically under the authority of welfare and health authorities.
Consequently, early childhood educational development programmes (ISCED 01) are not
reported in some OECD countries, namely Belgium (French Community), the
Czech Republic, France, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland,
Portugal, the Slovak Republic, and Switzerland; or data are missing in some countries,
such as the Flemish community of Belgium and the United States. In these countries,
other settings exist for children under the age of 3, but ECEC provision is currently
considered as outside the scope of ISCED 2011 (see ISCED mappings in Table 2.1). For
instance, public spending on childcare (for children under 3 years) is over 0.4% of GDP
in France, Luxembourg and the Netherlands, but the ECEC arrangements proposed to
families are outside the scope of ISCED 2011 in these countries (OECD, 2017b).

Salary cost of teachers per child
Similar levels of expenditure among countries can mask a variety of contrasting
policy choices. This helps to explain why there is no simple relationship between
overall spending on education and the level of performance reached.
Governments seek to provide more and better education (including for the ECEC
sector) for their population, while ensuring that public funding is used efficiently,
particularly when public budgets are tight. Teacher compensation usually constitutes the
largest part of current expenditure, and therefore of expenditure on ECEC. As a result, the
level of teacher compensation divided by the number of children (referred to here as
“salary cost of teachers per child”) is the largest share of expenditure per child. Four main
factors influence the salary cost of teachers per child enrolled in pre-primary education
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(ISCED 02): 1) time children spend on intentional pedagogical or educational activities;
2) contact time of teachers with children; 3) teachers’ salaries; and 4) estimated group
size.
Specific levels of the salary cost of teachers per child may result from different
combinations of these four factors. Consequently, a given level of salary cost of teachers
per child may result from different combinations of these four factors. Similarly, a reform
(or structural change) to one of these factors (all of the other factors remaining the same)
has a direct impact on the level of expenditure: 1) increasing teachers’ salaries leads to an
increase in the public budget; 2) decreasing estimated group size implies a need for
additional teachers, thus increasing the public budget; 3) increasing the number of hours
children spend on intentional or pedagogical activities, or decreasing the number of
teachers’ contact hours with children, results in a need for additional teachers, thus
increasing the public budget.
The salary cost of teachers per child indicator examines the choices countries make
when investing their resources in pre-primary education. Some of these choices do not
reflect policy decisions, but rather demographic changes that have led to a change in the
number of children. For example, in countries where enrolment has been declining in
recent years, estimated group size will also shrink (assuming all other factors remain
constant), unless there was also a simultaneous drop in the number of teachers.
Higher levels of expenditure on ECEC cannot automatically be equated with better
performance by ECEC systems. This is not surprising, as countries spending similar
amounts on education do not necessarily have similar education policies and practices.
For example, at the pre-primary level, the Netherlands and Norway had very similar
levels of salary costs of teachers per children in 2014, both slightly above the OECD
average. In Norway, this can be explained by an above OECD average time children
spent on intentional pedagogical or educational activities, above-average contact time of
teachers with children, average level of teacher salaries, and below-average estimated
group size. In the Netherlands, there were above-average teacher salaries, average contact
time of teachers with children, and small estimated group size compared to the average,
however, these were more than offset by a significant below-average amount of time
children spent on intentional pedagogical or educational activities (Figure 3.3).
Comparing the relative salary cost of teachers per child using this analysis affects the
ranking of some countries when compared to measuring in USD. For example, because of
Luxembourg’s high USD salaries, it has by far the highest salary cost in pre-primary
education: at USD 9 729, it is over triple many countries shown in Figure 3.3.
However, when differences in countries’ wealth are considered, Luxembourg is still in
first position, but the differences with other countries are significantly smaller.
Alongside such contrasts, there are also striking similarities in countries’ policy
choices, even if these similarities can result in different levels of salary cost of teachers
per child. For example, in Luxembourg and the Netherlands, an above-average teacher's
salary and a small estimated class size acts to increase the salary cost of teachers per
children relative to the OECD average. In contrast, in Chile, Greece, and Mexico, and to a
lesser extent in France and Italy, a below-average teacher's salary and a bigger estimated
group size acts to decrease the salary cost of teachers per children relative to the OECD
average (Figure 3.3).
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Figure 3.3. Contribution (in USD) of various factors to salary cost of teachers per child,
pre-primary education (2014)
Contribution of estimated group size
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Notes: This chart shows the contribution (in USD) of the factors influencing the difference between salary cost of teachers per
child in the country and the OECD average. For example, in Hungary, the salary cost of teachers per child is USD 877 lower
than the OECD average. This is because Hungary has lower teachers’ salaries (- USD 1 392) than the OECD average, aboveaverage time children spend on intentional pedagogical or educational activities the last year of pre-primary education (+ USD
921), above-average contact time of teachers with children (- USD 357), and slightly above-average estimated group size (- USD
49).
Countries are ranked in ascending order of the difference between the salary cost of teachers per student and the OECD
average.
Source: OECD (2017a), OECD Online education database, OECD, Paris, www.oecd.org/education/database.htm.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487356

Distribution of public and private expenditure on ECEC settings in pre-primary
education
In most OECD countries, there is substantial public investment in ECEC
systems, especially for pre-primary education. Parental fees are also publicly
subsidised in an increasing number of countries.
Publicly funded pre-primary education tends to be more strongly developed in the
European countries of the OECD than in the non-European countries. In Europe, the
concept of universal access to education for 3-6 year-olds is generally accepted.
Many countries in this region provide all children with at least two years of free, publicly
funded pre-primary education before they begin primary education.
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Ireland was not in this category in the past, but the establishment of the
Early Childhood Care and Education (ECCE) scheme in 2010, which entitled children
aged between 3 and 5 to one year of free pre-school education, was expanded. Thus, since
September 2016, children have been eligible to start free pre-school once they turn
3 years of age, and can continue until they start primary school (once the child is not
older than 5 years and 6 months at the end of the relevant pre-school year i.e. end June).
In addition, families have traditionally benefited from 38 weeks of free pre-school.
However, with the expansion of the ECCE programme, this has now been increased to
61 weeks, on average. Additional funding of €85 million was allocated to the Department
of Children and Youth Affairs in 2016 for early years care and education, an increase
of 30% on the 2015 allocation.
With the exception of the Netherlands, access is generally a statutory right from the
age of 3, and even before in some countries with integrated ECEC systems
(see Chapter 1). However, in the Netherlands, almost all children from age 4 have a legal
entitlement to free access to pre-primary education in school settings (age 4 corresponds
to the first year of enrolment in these settings, children are enrolled in pre-school
education in day care centres and playgroups at age 3).
There is substantial public investment in ECEC across OECD countries.
However, a distinction should be drawn between pre-primary and early childhood
educational development (ISCED 01). A general pattern emerges when both programmes
are compared, with the share of public spending tending to be smaller in early childhood
educational development (ISCED 01) in 9 out of the 14 countries with available data
for both categories. On average, in early childhood educational development (ISCED 01),
public sources account for 69% of total expenditure, while in pre-primary education
(ISCED 02), the share of public expenditure is 83% of the total.
In countries such as Australia, Colombia and Israel, the share of public expenditure
in the funding of early childhood development programmes (ISCED 01) is lower than
25%, while in Finland, Norway and Sweden, more than 90% of expenditure comes
from public sources. At the pre-primary level, 90% or more of expenditure comes
from public funds in 11 out of the 32 countries with available data for pre-primary
education (Figure 3.4). In the case of Australia, much of the private funding is actually
subsidised by the government in the form of subsidies to families. In Australia, 61% of
funding for early childhood educational development programmes (ISCED 01) comes
from Australian Government subsidies to families, 4% comes directly from other levels
of government, and the rest from families’ out-of-pocket expenses (OECD, 2016:
Education at a Glance 2016, Table C2.3).
In pre-primary education, Australia and Japan are the only countries where private
sources account for more than 50% of total expenditure. In the case of Australia, much of
the private funding is actually subsidised by the government in the form of subsidies to
families. This expenditure is treated as a transfer to the private sector and is therefore
reported as ‘private expenditure’, which has the effect of understating the level of public
funding for ECEC in Australia. Although these grants are used as private funding for
early childhood programmes, their initial source is from government subsidies.
In Japan, the high cost of pre-primary education is shared between households,
foundations and the business sector. Thus, the proportion of expenditure covered by
private businesses and foundations represents 19% of total expenditure, while household
expenditure represents 37% of the total (Figure 3.4). The Second Basic Plan for the
Promotion of Education (2013-17) in Japan stipulates the introduction of free-of-charge
STARTING STRONG 2017: KEY OECD INDICATORS ON EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CARE © OECD 2017

3. POLICY INPUTS INTO ECEC: FINANCING, PROFILE OF TEACHERS AND WORKING CONDITIONS – 95

and universal ECEC for all children. The Japanese government is examining potential
revenue sources to fund this new initiative. In addition, at a conference to discuss
implementation of the new policy, the government and the ruling parties set the main
policy objectives as follows: 1) eliminate tuition fees so that every child can access highquality early childhood education; 2) start providing free early childhood education to
5-year-olds incrementally as of 2014; 3) introduce free-of-charge early childhood
education at kindergarten for children whose parents are welfare recipients; 4) alleviate
financial obligations for large families starting in 2014; and, 5) increase financial support
for children whose parents get municipal tax exemption, starting in 2015.
Figure 3.4. Distribution of public and private expenditure on early childhood education and care settings
in pre-primary education (2013)
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Countries are ranked in descending order of the proportion of private expenditure on educational institutions in pre-primary
education
Source: OECD (2017a), OECD Online education database, OECD, Paris, www.oecd.org/education/database.htm.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487365
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Many countries have recently reformed their ECEC system to make it more
affordable for disadvantaged children at younger ages and for the entire cohort enrolled in
pre-primary education. This is not surprising as the affordability of ECEC is a major
criterion for universal access. Some countries have taken the following initiatives
(OECD, 2015b):
•

Parents in Denmark pay a contribution for operating costs (with a discount for a
sibling), and the local council must only grant financial aid to eligible parents.

•

Norway introduced the regulation of maximum parental fees across all
kindergartens, both public and private (see case studies in Box 3.1).

•

Parliament in Poland amended the School Education Act (Ustawa o systemie
oświaty, 2013) to limit the fee paid by parents for each hour of pre-primary
education, beyond the minimum five free compulsory hours, to a maximum of
Polish Złoty (PLN) 1 (USD 0.30), with earmarked grants to local governments
from the state budget to cover additional costs. In order to support higher numbers
of children in kindergartens, the government increased the subsidy per child for
the year 2016 from PLN 1 305 to PLN 1 370. Moreover, from January 2017, local
governments have received a new type of financial support from the state budget
for 6-year-olds. It is three times higher than for other pre-primary education
children, at PLN 4 300 per child.

•

The Exercise of Rights to Public Funds Act (2012) in Slovenia provides grants to
parents with two or more children enrolled in pre-school education.

•

In Sweden, policy states that parents should only have to spend 1-3% of the
family's income on childcare (i.e. pre-school, pedagogical care and leisure time
centre), depending on how many children they have, with a discount for siblings
(maximum 3% for first child, maximum 2% for second child, and maximum 1%
for third child). However, fees are calculated according to income, with
low-income families paying nothing, while the costs for more affluent parents are
capped. In 2017, the maximum fee is Swedish Krona (SEK) 1 362/month (around
USD 150) for the first child, SEK 908 (around USD 100) for the second, and
SEK 404 (around USD 45) for the third child. From the autumn term when the
child reaches the age of 3, and up to the time when school starts, there is a right to
525 hours free of charge per year. The fee covers most activities, including food.
This means childcare costs for families in Sweden are a fraction of those in other
nations. Fees make up about 8% of the total costs of a place in pre-school.
Pre-school is granted to all children above the age of 1, to the extent that
is needed regarding parents’ work or studies, or to the needs of the child itself.
Children whose parents are unemployed or on parental leave with a younger
sibling are entitled to at least 15 hours/week (or 3 hours/day) in pre-school.
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Box 3.1. Policy reform: Changes in parental fees in kindergartens in Norway
As part of the kindergarten reform 2004-2009, Norway introduced the regulation of maximum parental fees
across all kindergartens, both public and private. This was achieved through increased public funding,
which reduced the parental contribution to running costs from 37% in 2002 to 15% in 2012.
From 2005 to 2014, the real cost of a place in kindergarten for parents has reduced by 35% (Norway's
background report 2015).
Kindergartens in Norway provide ECEC for children between (0)1 to 5 years of age. Most children and
families have a full-time place (over 41 hours per week), which allows flexibility for families and the
possibility to combine work and family life. From 2004, parental fees are fixed with a yearly cap decided in
the national budget. According to the regulation, siblings attending kindergartens should have reduced fees,
regardless of whether they attend different kindergartens or even kindergartens with different owners.
The reduction for the second child should be a minimum of 30%, and for the third child and any subsequent
children 50%.
In addition, municipalities were obliged to have reduced fees or free provision for families in need.
Despite the overall reduction in parental fees between 2004 and 2014, distribution among different income
groups was uneven, and for low-income families, parental fees still seemed to be a disincentive for
participation in ECEC (Moafi and Bjørkli, 2011). To better target low-income families, a regulation was
introduced in 2015 stating that the maximum annual fee shall not exceed 6% of the family income,
replacing the general rule that municipalities were obliged to have reduced fees for families in need.
In 2016, this meant that families with an income below 19 800 USD had reduced fees. Families with higher
income paid the maximum fee decided in the national budget. The municipality is responsible for ensuring
that this is applied in all kindergartens, both public and private (they will refund private providers).
Another measure to increase the participation of children from low-income families was introduced
in August 2015, when children aged 4 and 5 were given the right to 20 hours free kindergarten per week.
From August 2016 this was extended to 3-year-old children. In addition, from 2016 the general grant
to municipalities was increased by 118 000 USD for reach out measures to families with low
socio-economic and minority backgrounds to increase participation in ECEC (kindergartens).
Changes in parental fees and the introduction of 20 free hours of kindergarten (core time) for children
in low-income families will be analysed and evaluated. The main report is expected in the second half
of 2018, with some aspects published in a report in October 2017. However, Norwegian research (Bråthen
et al., 2014; Drange, 2015) on free kindergarten in targeted areas have shown that the number of years
in kindergarten affects the propensity to score low on literacy tests in first grade. Among children that have
been at least four years in kindergarten only 15% scored low, compared to nearly 40% of children with
only 0-2 years of experience. The availability of free core time (20 hours per week) increased
the participation of minority-language children by 15% and led to better results on mapping tests
in the first and second grade compared to areas with no intervention (i.e. free core time).
Sources: Department of Early Childhood Education and Care, Ministry of Education and Research,
Norway;
Drange, Nina (2016) Gratis kjernetid i barnehage i Oslo Rapport 1: Oppfølging av barna på tredje trinn,
Reports 2016/36, Statistics Norway,
www.udir.no/globalassets/filer/tall-og-forskning/rapporter/2016/gratis-kjernetid-i-barnehager-i-oslo.pdf;
Drange, Nina (2015) "Gratis barnehagetid – et vellykket forsøk?" SSB, Samfunnsspeilet 2/2015,
www.ssb.no/utdanning/artikler-og-publikasjoner/_attachment/232072?_ts=14e1ae312f0;
Beret Bråten (2014) Gratis kjernetid i barnehager Sluttrapport. FAFO-rapport 2014: 44, FAFO, Oslo,
www.fafo.no/images/pub/2014/20391.pdf;
Moafi, H. & Bjørkli, E.S. (2011): Barnefamiliers tilsynsordninger høsten 2010. Rapporter 34/2011,
Statistisk sentralbyrå.
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The majority of private expenditure on pre-primary education comes from
households. However, private business and non-profit organisations contribute
to the cost of pre-primary education in a small number of countries.
To maximise constrained resources, the main cost of providing ECEC is usually
shared among different levels of government (national, regional, and local), parents, and
sometimes business. However, the majority of private expenditure on pre-primary
education comes from households via parental fees.
On average across the OECD, household expenditure accounts for 93% of
expenditure from private sources in pre-primary education, and is the biggest source of
private funds in most countries. However, in Austria, the Czech Republic, Estonia,
Germany, Iceland, Israel and Japan, more than 9% of all private funding comes from
other private entities (e.g. private businesses and non-profit organisations, religious
organisations, charitable organisations, and business and labour associations). In these
countries, encouraging private foundations and community engagement to support ECEC
centres is increasingly seen as an important policy lever and a potential source of
additional resources. This type of funding can act as a “connector” between families and
ECEC services, as well as other services for children; a “social network” to support
parents in reducing stress and making smart choices, especially for disadvantaged
families; and an “environment” to promote social cohesion.
In Germany, providers contribute the most to private expenditure on ECEC.
However, some foundations may also contribute to the financing of ECEC settings.
Private foundations can act as "source or resources". For example, the Haus der kleinen
Forscher (Little Scientist’s House) association promotes nationwide early childhood
education in the natural sciences and technology. Its goal is to promote interest in natural
phenomena among 3-6 year-olds. The foundation develops workshops and teaching
materials for educators, hosts annual promotion days and provides comprehensive
background information and experiments on the Internet. To offer workshops throughout
Germany, the foundation established local networks.
Similar initiatives exist in other countries. For example, in Japan, Sony established
the Sony Foundation for Education. Its Early Development Activity Centre conducts an
extensive programme of activities in its quest to make science widely known among the
public, to foster well-balanced personality development in young individuals and to
educate the general public about the importance of building a healthy relationship
between parents and children. The achievements of the various programmes and the
lessons learned about child rearing are shared in various ways with parents, the
community and childcare workers. The Foundation gives awards to ECEC centres to
stimulate excellent practices, and supports teachers through booklets and posting
information, experiences and lessons learned on the Internet (OECD (2015b), OECD
Education Policy Outlook, Making Reform Happen: Lessons from OECD Countries).

Share of public funding, by level of government
Many governments delegate responsibility for ECEC public funding to local
authorities. As a result, public funding is more decentralised in early childhood
education (ISCED 0) than at any other level of education.
All government sources of expenditure on education (apart from international
sources) are classified in three different levels of government: central, regional and local.
In some countries, the funding of education is centralised, while in others, funding can
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be decentralised after transfers among the different levels of government (OECD, 2016:
Education at a Glance 2016, Indicator B4).
In 2013, many countries had ECEC settings organised as autonomous and
decentralised organisations. ECEC settings have also become more accountable
to children, parents and the public at large for their outcomes. Public funding is more
decentralised in early childhood education (ISCED 0) than at higher levels of education.
In 2013, on average across OECD countries, only 41% of public funds for early
childhood education came from the central government, before transfers. After transfers,
this share dropped to 34%, and the share of local funds rose from 45% to 54%. Central
government is the source of over 80% of funds after transfers only in Australia,
Colombia, Ireland and New Zealand (Figure 3.5).
There is great variation among countries, particularly in terms of the share of funds
managed by regional governments. Although 17 countries do not have regional
governments, in countries that do, such as Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Japan,
Spain and Switzerland, over half of initial and final funds in early childhood education
comes from regional governments. Local government is the source of over 90% of funds
after transfers in 11 countries: Brazil, Estonia, Finland, Iceland, Latvia, Lithuania,
Norway, Poland, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia and the United Kingdom.
In these countries, central authorities can delegate responsibility to ECEC settings
to manage a variety of tasks, including implementation, monitoring, evaluation
and reporting. Local authorities can better co-ordinate with parents and communities
to determine the appropriateness of national ECEC goals (Mahon, 2011).
The devolution of tasks in the early childhood field may be necessary to concretely
acknowledge the rights of local communities, and for reasons of practical management.
Numerous providers and fragmented provision patterns in the early childhood field can
make it difficult for central governments to ensure quality and the appropriate provision
of services, especially in the absence of devolved local management.
A shift towards more devolution can also be 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. Thus, central authorities can delegate responsibility
to ECEC settings to manage a variety of tasks, including implementation, monitoring,
evaluation and reporting. Local authorities can better co-ordinate with parents and
communities to determine the appropriateness of national ECEC goals (Mahon, 2011).
However, the devolution of powers and responsibilities may also 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 devolved powers to local authorities on the one hand, and a national approach
to goal setting, legislation and regulation, financing, staffing criteria, quality monitoring
and programme standards on the other. It also seems important that in the devolution
or federalising process, a role should be retained for the responsible central government
ministry.
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Figure 3.5. Distribution of initial sources of public funds for education by level of government in
early childhood education (ISCED 0), 2013
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Teaching workforce
Teachers and pedagogical staff play a crucial role in ECEC systems as they are the
front-line workers responsible for engaging children and promoting their well-being,
development and learning. It is now widely accepted that within ECEC settings, teachers
and pedagogical staff are the most important factors that influence child well-being,
development and learning (e.g. Darling-Hammond, 2000; Konstantopoulos, 2006; Rivkin,
Hanushek and Kain, 2005; Rockoff, 2004; Scheerens, Vermeulen and Pelgrum, 1989;
Scheerens, 1993; Willms, 2000). As such, countries are especially interested in learning
more about their own teaching and ECEC workforce, and making comparisons with
other countries to develop more effective policies to improve teaching and learning
(OECD, 2014b).
There are a variety of categories of professionals working in ECEC systems, such
as pre-primary school teachers, pedagogues, care workers, educators and counsellors.
Broadly speaking, the following categories can be distinguished:
•

Teachers and comparable practitioners: Pre-primary education teachers have
the most responsibility for a group of children at the class or playroom level.
They may also be called pedagogue, educator, childcare practitioner or
pedagogical staff in pre-primary education, while the term teacher is almost
universally used at the primary level. Data sourced from the OECD’s Education
at a Glance Indicators exclusively covers this category.

•

Assistants: Assistants support the teacher in a group of children or class.
Assistants are more common in pre-primary education than in primary education.
They usually have lower qualification requirements than teachers, which may
range from no formal requirements to, for instance, vocational education and
training. This category is only included in the indicator on child-to-staff ratio.

•

Staff for individual children: These staff members work with some children only,
for example, children with special educational needs or those who do not speak
the language of the centre or school. They may be in the setting or play/classroom
every day, or only for selected time slots or lessons.

•

Advisors or counsellors: Professionals who work across classes and/or playgroups
and provide additional guidance and support to teachers, other staff or children,
either generally or specific to transitions. This category only appears in a few
countries.

Few international indicators currently exist on the three last categories.
Most indicators shown in this section will be based on the first category.
However, the OECD is in the process of “filling in the gap” and collecting indicators on
all four categories of ECEC staff (except counsellors). For example, the Teaching and
Learning International Survey (TALIS) Starting Strong Survey, is an international
survey of ECEC staff that aims to collect data on staff characteristics, pre-service and inservice education, pedagogical practices and beliefs, organisation and management, and
working conditions in order to give countries an internationally framed assessment
of what actually happens in their ECEC settings, i.e. the quality of the learning and
well-being environment children experience (instrument development and pilot study in
2015/16, main study in 2018 and reporting in 2019).
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Age distribution of teachers and proportion of women
The age distribution of teachers working in pre-primary education varies
considerably across countries, and around 97% are women.
The level of formal education needed to become a teacher is a key issue across OECD
countries; therefore, the demographic and gender characteristics of teachers are of interest
to policy makers and researchers. The potential impacts of gender imbalance in the
teaching workforce on issues such as student achievement, student motivation, teacher
retention represent policy concerns in a number of countries where very few men
are attracted to the profession (Drudy, 2008; OECD, 2005, 2009). This gender imbalance
seems to be common in many regions of the world. It is most prominent in pre-primary
education (ISCED 02), although differences persist well into primary and secondary
education in many countries (OECD, 2016: Education at a Glance 2016, Indicator D5).
Gaining information about the age distribution of the teaching workforce is also
valuable to policy makers. Some countries face significant challenges related to their
ageing teacher workforce, with a high proportion of teachers nearing retirement age.
The age of teachers is also related to teacher attrition in schools: attrition rates tend to be
higher in the first few years of teaching, and decline the longer that teachers are in the
profession (Ingersoll, 2001).
The age distribution of teachers varies considerably across countries and can be
affected by a variety of factors, such as the size and age distribution of the population
(see Chapter 1), the number of years of tertiary education needed to obtain a teacher
qualification, and teachers’ salaries and working conditions (see next sections).
Declining birth rates, for example, may drive down the demand for new teachers,
and longer tertiary education can delay the entrance of teachers to the labour market.
The ageing of teachers increases school costs, which limits the resources available
to implement other initiatives at the school level (OECD, 2016: Education at a Glance
2016, indicator D5).
In pre-primary education (ISCED 02), 25% of teachers are at least 50-years-old,
on average across OECD countries. The proportion is equal or more than 35% in the
Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, the Netherlands, Portugal and the Slovak Republic.
At the other end of the spectrum, in most countries with available data, 20% of
pre-primary teachers are under the age of 30. Only in Australia, Korea, Japan,
New Zealand, Turkey and the United Kingdom does the proportion of pre-primary
teachers under the age of 30 equal or exceed 25% (Figure 3.6).
The age distribution of teachers varies widely across OECD countries. However, a
common pattern emerges when the gender of teachers is analysed. The highest
proportions of women teachers are concentrated in the earlier years of schooling, and
shrink at each successive level of education. On average across OECD countries, around
97% of teachers in pre-primary education are women; the average drops to 43% at the
tertiary level. In 35 out of the 39 OECD and partner countries with available data, 93% or
more of pre-primary teachers are women. The exceptions are France, where 92% of
pre-primary teachers are women, the Netherlands (87%), Norway (91%) and Spain (93%)
(see Table 1.1).
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Figure 3.6. Age distribution of teachers (full-time and part-time) in pre-primary education (2014)
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Note: Countries are ranked in ascending order of the percentage of teachers aged 40 years or older at the pre-primary level.
Source: OECD (2017a), OECD Online education database, OECD, Paris, www.oecd.org/education/database.htm.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487386

Level of qualification of pre-primary teachers
In most countries, pre-primary teachers have a bachelor degree or equivalent
(ISCED level 6). However, the duration of teacher training for pre-primary
education varies more than for any other level of education.
Prospective teachers should be provided with high-quality initial training. The types
of qualification, the duration of training and the programme content provided can
influence the extent to which initial teacher education prepares teachers for their role.
Evidence from the literature shows that staff initial training level and duration are
positively associated with ECEC overall quality (Burchinal et al., 2002; Manning et al.,
2017; Faour, 2010; Montie, Xiang and Schweinhart, 2006; Early et al., 2007;
Howes, Whitebook and Phillips, 1992). High staff qualifications result in a more
stimulating environment and high-quality pedagogical practices, which boost children’s
well-being and learning outcomes (Litjens and Taguma, 2010; Early et al., 2007;
Fontaine et al., 2006; Phillipsen et al., 1997).
However, no matter how high the quality of pre-service training, initial training
cannot be expected to prepare teachers for all the challenges they will face throughout
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their careers. Given the changes in student demographics, the length of the careers that
many teachers have, and the need to update knowledge and competencies, initial teacher
education must be viewed as only the starting point for teachers’ ongoing development.
Recent research also shows that in pre-primary, the effects of specialised in-service
training on process quality are larger than those of pre-service training, particularly
on collaborative work, support for play, and support for early literacy, mathematics
and science (Assel, et al., 2007; de Haan et al., 2013).
Also, evidence from France suggests that a targeted, well-defined and intensive
pedagogical training for kindergarten staff has important effects on children’s short-term
reading outcomes while specialised workshop raised language scores
(Burchinal, 2002; 2012). As many skills and pedagogies are best developed on the job,
support should also be provided to teachers during the early stages of their careers
through induction and mentoring programmes, and later on by offering incentives
and resources to participate in ongoing professional development activities (OECD, 2014:
Education at a Glance 2014, Indicator D6).
The qualification awarded after successfully completing teacher training signals
the level of knowledge and skills that the new teacher has acquired, and can also indicate
the social status of teachers. There is evidence, for instance from the English Effective
Provision of Pre-School Education (EPPE) study, showing that less qualified staff
improves practices when working together with highly trained colleagues
(Sammons, 2010).
The qualification awarded at the completion of a teacher training programme for
almost all pre-primary teachers is a tertiary qualification. In 27 out of the 37 countries
with available data, an individual can teach at the pre-primary level of education after
earning a bachelor’s degree or equivalent (ISCED level 6) at the end of initial teacher
education. However, there are some exceptions. In the Slovak Republic, pre-primary
teachers can start teaching with an upper secondary diploma, but an increasing number
of teachers have now a bachelor or a master degree; in Germany and Ireland, they can
begin teaching after graduating from a post-secondary vocational programme; in Austria,
they typically start initial teacher training at age 14 when they enter upper secondary
education, and graduate at ISCED level 5 after two years of a short tertiary cycle
programme (e.g. higher technical and vocational college). At the other end of spectrum,
only in England, France, Iceland, Italy, Poland and Portugal is a master’s degree
or equivalent (ISCED level 7) required of pre-primary school teachers (see Table 1.1).
As a consequence, the duration of initial teacher training for pre-primary teachers
ranges widely among the 37 countries with relevant data: from two years for basic
certification in Japan and two years of college for kindergarten teachers and high school
graduates and one year training for childcare teachers in Korea; to five years in Austria,
Chile, France, Iceland and Italy (OECD, 2014: Education at a Glance 2014, Indicator D6,
and UNESCO institute for statistics, ISCED Mappings, 2015).
Education programmes for pre-primary are typically organised according to
the concurrent model, in which pedagogical and practical training are provided
at the same time as courses in specific subject matters.
There are two models of teacher education: concurrent and consecutive. Education
programmes for prospective pre-primary teachers in OECD and partner countries are
typically organised according to the concurrent model, in which pedagogical and practical
training are provided at the same time as courses in subject matter. This is the case
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in 23 out of the 35 countries with available data for prospective pre-primary teachers.
Only in Brazil, England and France is initial teacher education for pre-primary teachers
mainly organised according to the consecutive model, i.e. pedagogical and practical
training follow courses in subject matter. Among these countries, France implemented a
reform in 2013, and initial teacher training now follows the concurrent model.
The content areas of initial teacher education differ little between the different levels
of education, except regarding academic subjects. For pre-primary school teachers,
academic subjects are mandatory in only 20 out of the 33 countries with available data.
In addition, courses in academic subjects are specific to prospective teachers at
the pre-primary level in around two-thirds of countries (OECD, 2014: Education at a
Glance 2014, Indicator D6).

Teachers’ salaries
Teachers’ salaries and career pay progression in pre-primary education vary
significantly between countries.
Competitive salaries and good working conditions may attract qualified young people
to teaching in some countries (Manlove and Guzell, 1997), and help retain effective
teachers in the profession in others (Huntsman, 2008). Wages not only affect job
satisfaction, they also have an effect on teacher effectiveness (Huntsman, 2008; Moon
and Burbank, 2004; Murnane and Olsen, 1990). In addition to prompting recruitment and
training efforts to replace retiring teachers, the ageing of the teacher workforce also has
budgetary implications. In most school systems, there is a link between teachers’ salaries
and years of teaching experience.
Teachers’ salaries represent the largest single cost in formal education and have
a direct impact on the attractiveness of the teaching workforce. Salaries influence
decisions to enrol in teacher education, become a teacher after graduation (as graduates’
career choices are associated with relative earnings in teaching and non-teaching
occupations and their likely growth over time), return to the teaching workforce after
a career interruption, and/or remain a teacher (in general, the higher the salaries,
the fewer people choose to leave the profession).
Teachers’ salaries are one component of teachers’ total compensation.
Other benefits, such as regional allowances for teaching in remote areas, family
allowances, reduced rates on public transport, and tax allowances on the purchase
of instructional materials, may also form part of teachers’ total remuneration.
There are large differences in taxation and social benefit systems in OECD countries,
which should be borne in mind when comparing statutory salaries across countries.
Teachers’ salaries in pre-primary education (ISCED 02) vary widely across countries.
For instance, the annual statutory salary of pre-primary school teachers with 15 years
of experience (before taxes and converted into USD using purchasing power parity)
ranges from less than USD 20 000 in the Czech Republic, Hungary and the
Slovak Republic, to more than USD 50 000 in Australia, the Netherlands and the
United States, and exceeds USD 100 000 in Luxembourg (Figure 3.7).
Pre-primary systems differ not only in how much they pay teachers, but in the
structure of their pay scales. Increases from starting salary to the top of the salary scale
are, on average, 65%, but wide variations are observed across countries. For instance,
some countries, such as Australia, Colombia, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Italy, the
Nordic countries, the Slovak Republic and Turkey, concentrate salary increases early on
STARTING STRONG 2017: KEY OECD INDICATORS ON EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CARE © OECD 2017

106 – 3. POLICY INPUTS INTO ECEC: FINANCING, PROFILE OF TEACHERS AND WORKING CONDITIONS
in a teacher’s career. Others, such as Chile, Colombia, France, Israel, Korea, Luxembourg
and Mexico, offer higher rewards to more experienced teachers, while in other countries,
teachers’ pay increases steadily throughout their career (Figure 3.7).
Figure 3.7. Annual statutory teachers' salaries in pre-primary education (2014)
Based on typical qualifications, in public settings, in equivalent USD converted using PPPs
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Note: Countries are ranked in descending order of starting salaries for pre-primary teachers with minimum qualifications.
Source: OECD (2016), Education at a Glance 2016: OECD Indicators, Indicator D3, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2016-en.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487391

Teachers’ salaries in pre-primary education have been impacted by
the economic crisis in one third of OECD countries. In 2014, teachers’ salaries
in pre-primary education were significantly below the salaries of other tertiary
graduates in most countries.
Between 2005 and 2014, the statutory salaries of teachers (with typical qualifications
and 15 years of experience) increased in real terms by 6% at the pre-primary level,
on average across OECD countries. However, the financial and economic crisis that hit
the world economy in 2008 significantly affected salaries for civil servants and public
sector workers in general. Teachers’ salaries were either frozen or cut in 8 out of
the 21 OECD countries with available data on pre-primary education over the period
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2010-2014. The decrease reached more than 5% in England (UK), Italy, Portugal,
Scotland (UK) and Spain, and up to 30% in Greece (Figure 3.8).
Figure 3.8. Change in pre-primary teachers’ statutory salaries (2005, 2010 and 2014)
Index of change between 2005 and 2014 (constant prices), for statutory salaries of teachers with 15 years of experience and
typical qualifications
Index of change between 2005 and 2010 (2005=100)
Index of change between 2010 and 2014 (2010=100)
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Source: OECD (2016), Education at a Glance 2016: OECD Indicators, Indicator D3, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2016-en.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487401

In Greece, various reductions in teachers’ benefits and allowances affected teachers’
salaries in 2010, 2011 and 2012. As a result, gross salaries fell by around 30% in real
terms between 2010 and 2014. In Portugal in 2011, using a method defined in a new law
and as part of a reform package, salaries higher than EUR 1 500 were reduced.
They fell again in 2012 as civil servants were paid salaries covering 12 rather than
months, as had previously been the case. In England, teachers’ salaries were frozen
between 2011 and 2012 at all levels of education, followed by a below inflation increase
of 1% in following years for the public sector as a whole. These reductions were all due
to the financial crisis. Similarly, the Scottish Negotiating Committee for Teachers
(SNCT) agreed to freeze teachers’ pay from April 2011 until March 2013.
In Italy, teachers’ salaries have been frozen since 2011 (OECD, 2015a: Education at a
Glance 2015, Indicator D3).
The economic downturn may also have influenced the supply of teachers. In general,
when the economy is weak and there is high unemployment among graduates and low
graduate earnings, teaching might seem a more attractive job choice than other
occupations. In 2014, teachers’ salaries remained below those of other tertiary-educated
workers in most countries. On average, pre-primary teachers in OECD countries
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earn only 74% of the average salary of a tertiary-educated, 25-64 year-old full-time,
full-year worker. Relative salaries for pre-primary teachers are highest only
in Luxembourg, where they are at least 8% higher than those of similarly educated
workers (OECD, 2016: Education at a Glance 2016, Indicator D3).

Organisation of teaching time over the year in pre-primary education
Countries vary considerably in the number of contact hours with children per
year required of the average ECEC teacher.
In order to attract the best candidates to the teaching workforce, countries need to not
only offer adequate pay, which is evidence that teachers are valued by society, but also
provide an environment where teachers are given the autonomy to work as professionals
and are given a direct role in school improvement. In this respect, statutory working hours
and the child-to-staff ratio are two important system-level indicators to assess the quality
of the school environment.
Heavy workloads are associated with stressed staff. Workload refers to the number of
working hours, indicating the extent to which staff schedules are compatible with family
life and the physical demands of the job. Large group sizes, low staff-child ratios and a
heavy workload are potential stressors for ECEC practitioners. Some research findings
show the effects of workload on ECEC quality, indicating that practitioners with a heavy
workload perform less well than colleagues with lighter schedules (De Schipper et al.,
2007).
Although statutory working hours and contact hours with children only partly
determine teachers’ actual workload, they do offer a valuable insight into the demands
placed on teachers in different countries. Contact hours with children and the extent
of non-teaching duties may also affect the attractiveness of the teaching workforce.
At the pre-primary level of education, countries vary considerably in the number
of contact hours with children per year required of the average ECEC teacher working in
a public setting. Required contact time with children at the pre-primary level in public
ECEC settings varies more across countries than it does at any other level of education.
The number of teaching days ranges from 162 in France to more than 220 in Iceland
and Norway. Annual contact time of teachers with children ranges from less than
700 hours in Greece, Korea and Mexico to more than 1 450 hours in Iceland and Norway.
On average across OECD countries, teachers at this level of education are required to
be in contact with children 1 005 hours per year, spread over 40 weeks or 190 days
of teaching (Figure 3.9).
Translated into hours per day, teachers are required to be in contact with children
between 4 and 6 hours a day in 17 out of 25 countries with available data.
The main exceptions are Germany, Hungary and Norway, where teachers are in contact
with children more than 6.5 hours per day in pre-primary education, and England (UK),
Korea and Mexico, where they are in contact with children fewer than 4 hours per day.
There is no set rule on how contact time is distributed throughout the year across
OECD countries. In Poland, for example, pre-primary teachers must teach 1 137 hours
per year, about 130 hours more than the OECD average. However, those contact hours
with children are spread over 25 more days of instruction than the OECD average.
As a result, pre-primary teachers in Poland teach an average of 5.3 hours per day, which
is the same number of hours per day as the OECD average (Figure 3.9).
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Annual net teaching time, in hours

Figure 3.9. Organisation of teaching time over the year in pre-primary education (2014)
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In most countries, teachers’ working time is determined by the statutory teaching time
specified in working regulations, and teachers are formally required to work a specific
number of hours per year. This may be specified as the number of hours teachers must
be available at the setting for teaching and non-teaching activities.
It corresponds to official working hours as specified in contractual agreements.
On average across countries with data for both teaching and total working time in settings
for pre-primary teachers, 83% of teachers’ working time is spent on teaching, with the
proportion ranging from less than 65% in Colombia, Chile, England (UK) and Greece,
to more than 90% in France, Hungary, Israel and Turkey.
While the proportion of working time spent teaching increases with the annual
number of teaching hours, there are significant variations between countries.
For example, the Flemish Community of Belgium and England (UK) have a similar
number of teaching hours (729 hours in the Flemish Community of Belgium and
722 hours in England), but 80% of working time is spent on teaching in the
Flemish Community of Belgium, compared to only 57% in England (UK) (OECD, 2016:
Education at a Glance 2016, Indicator D4).
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Child-to-teacher ratios
At the pre-primary level, there are 14 children for every teacher, on average in
OECD countries. This number varies widely across all countries with available data.
A low child-to-staff ratio impacts staff working conditions, alongside other factors
such as reasonable hours or workload and salary levels. These affect job satisfaction and
staff retention, and through this, contribute to the quality of ECEC services
(Clarke-Stewart et al., 2002; Burchinal et al., 2002; Huntsman, 2008). Smaller ratios are
often seen as beneficial because they allow staff to focus more on the needs of individual
students, and reduce the amount of class time needed to deal with disruptions.
Staff effectiveness is also affected by the size of the groups; smaller groups are beneficial
for enhancing process quality (De Schipper et al., 2007; Burchinal et al., 2002;
Huntsman, 2008).
The child-staff ratio is one of the key variables that policy makers can use to control
spending on education. It is therefore an important indicator of the resources invested
in ECEC, and of the quality of these services. At the pre-primary level, there are 14 children
for every teacher, on average across OECD countries. This number varies widely across
countries with available data, ranging from more than 20 children per teacher in
Chile, China, France and Mexico, to fewer than 10 children for every teacher in Australia,
Iceland, New Zealand, Slovenia and Sweden.
However, some countries make extensive use of teaching assistants at the pre-primary
level. Twelve OECD countries (and three partner countries) reported smaller
child-to-staff ratios than child-to-teacher ratios. Among these countries, few have large
numbers of teaching assistants. As a result, the child-to-staff ratios are substantially lower
than child-to-teacher ratios (at least three children or fewer) only in Chile, China, France,
Norway (for the whole ECEC sector) and the United Kingdom (Figure 3.10).
The difference is particularly large in Chile, where there are at least 10 fewer pupils
per contact staff than per teacher. Regulations of the child-to-teacher ratio require that
in pre-kindergarten (programme classified in pre-primary education) there is one early
childhood educator and one pre-school technician for every 35 children.
However, if there are fewer than 11 children, the pre-school technician is not required.
Similarly, for kindergarten (programme also classified in pre-primary education),
regulations state that there should be one early childhood educator and one pre-school
technician for every 45 children. If there are fewer than 16 pupils, the pre-school
technician is not required (Chilean Education Decree nº 315).
Wide variations are also observed between early childhood development programmes
(ISCED 01) and pre-primary education (ISCED 02), although a common pattern
has emerged. In most countries with available data for both programmes, the ratios
of children to contact staff (and of children to teacher) are smaller in early childhood
development programmes (ISCED 01) than in pre-primary education (ISCED 02).
On average across the 12 OECD countries with available data for both programmes,
there are 14 children for each pre-primary teacher working in pre-primary education,
while the ratio is only 9 children per teacher in early childhood development
programmes. When other staff are taken into account, the ratio of children to contact staff
is equal or exceeds 7 only in Austria, Brazil, Mexico and the United Kingdom.
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Figure 3.10. Ratio of children to teaching staff in early childhood education (2014)
Public and private institutions, calculation based on full-time equivalents
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Chapter 4.
Policy outputs of early childhood education and care: Access, participation
intensity and curriculum frameworks4

The share of children under the age of 3 enrolled in early childhood education and care
(ECEC) settings is on the rise in the great majority of countries. Moreover, the concept of
services for the children under the age of 3 is broadening in many countries from a
labour market perspective to the inclusion of quality objectives, especially in integrated
systems. Increases in the access to ECEC are not limited to children under the age of 3
and pre-primary education now begins for most children well before they are 5 years-old.
However, universal access is not a guarantee for high-quality ECEC and inequities still
persist in many countries. Therefore, curriculum frameworks can play a pivotal role in
ensuring the quality of ECEC services. This chapter includes indicators that are the
result of the policy inputs put in place, such as enrolment rates by age and type of
institutions, intensity of participation, duration of early childhood education or content
areas of curriculum frameworks.

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities.
The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and
Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.
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Key messages
Access to ECEC for younger children
International comparisons reveal some clear trends:
•

The concept of services for children under the age of 3 is broadening in
many countries from a labour market perspective to the inclusion of quality
objectives, especially in integrated systems.

•

The share of children under the age of 3 enrolled in formal childcare (ISCED 0
and other registered ECEC services outside ISCED 2011) is on the rise
in most countries. On average across OECD countries, enrolment rates of children
under the age of 3 increased by over eight percentage points between
2005 and 2014, from 26% to 34%.

•

However, this proportion hides wide variations across countries.
Enrolment rates in formal childcare range from less than 10% in
the Czech Republic, Mexico and the Slovak Republic, to more than 45% in all
Nordic countries, except Finland, in “Benelux” OECD countries
(Belgium, Luxembourg and the Netherlands) and in France and Portugal.

•

The move towards better provision in many European countries has also been
the result of further stimulus by the 2010 objectives set by the European Union
at its 2002 Barcelona meeting.

•

Countries often offer a mix of part-time (less than 30 hours per week)
and full-time (30 hours or more) provision, with strong variations across countries
and across different settings within countries. On average, a child attended ECEC
services for an average of 30 hours per week in 2014, which corresponds
to full-time care.

•

Part-time attendance for children under the age of 3 is widespread in countries
such as Austria, Ireland, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Spain, Switzerland
and the United Kingdom.

•

When participation rates and average hours during a usual week are analysed
together, different patterns emerge, reflecting policy choices made by countries.
For example, ECEC settings in some countries, such as Estonia, Finland, Greece,
Hungary, Latvia and Poland, provide long hours per week to a small proportion
of children under the age of 3. The opposite is observed in the Netherlands
and New Zealand, where fewer hours per week are provided to an above-average
proportion of children under the age of 3.

•

The proportion of young children enrolled in private early childhood educational
settings (ISCED 01) is considerably larger than for pre-primary education
(ISCED 02) in 15 out of 17 countries with available data for both levels.
On average, 58% of children enrolled in early childhood development
programmes (ISCED 01) attend private ECEC settings. This percentage exceeds
50% in around two thirds of countries. This can result in heavy financial burdens
for parents, even when government subsidies are provided.
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Access to ECEC for older children
International comparisons reveal some clear trends:
•

•

•

Enrolment rates in pre-primary education at age 3 have risen over the last decade
in most OECD countries, and pre-primary education for most children now begins
well before they are 5-years-old.
The enrolment of 3-year-olds in pre-primary education increased by more than
eight percentage points on average in the OECD between 2005 and 2014:
from 62% in 2005 to 70% in 2014. Similarly, rates for 4-year-olds increased
from 73% in 2005 to 85% in 2014.
Many countries have recently increased the number of free hours of ECEC
entitlements, or shifted from half-day to full-day kindergartens, to increase
the participation of children in ECEC, in particular those from disadvantaged
backgrounds. These initiatives are often associated with other reforms that aim
to improve the quality of ECEC settings and better align the structure of ECEC
with that of primary school, as children may often spend longer hours in primary
school than in ECEC.

Curriculum frameworks can play a pivotal role in ensuring the quality of ECEC
services
Research tells us that:
•

According to recent research, a balanced curriculum with roughly equal emphasis
on play, self-regulation and pre-academic activities is related to the highest
observed quality of staff-child interactions. Unfortunately, large-scale studies
of ECEC suggest that too few adults have the necessary skills to provide optimal
learning and emotional support for young children’s intellectual growth,
particularly in the curriculum areas of science, mathematics and numeracy.

International comparisons reveal some clear trends:
•

•

•

•

Access is not a guarantee of high-quality ECEC. Curriculum frameworks can play
a pivotal role in ensuring the quality of ECEC services. Therefore, in many
countries, the curriculum framework in pre-primary education has been recently
extended to enhance ECEC quality, and to ensure a better transition between
pre-primary and primary education.
In 2015, as in 2011, most of the 24 OECD countries and jurisdictions with data
for both reference years still placed a high importance on literacy, numeracy,
physical education, and science in their curriculum framework designed for
pre-primary education. In 2015, play time was embedded into other content areas
in order to stimulate learning in such areas through play.
A significantly higher proportion of respondent countries included newly
emerging subject matters in their pre-primary curriculum between 2011 and 2015,
which responds to changing needs in present-day society, such as ICT skills,
learning foreign languages, developing ethics and citizenship values, learning
religion, and ensuring health and well-being for children. The increase between
2011 and 2015 is particularly marked for ICT, with around 40% of respondent
countries citing ICT as a content area of their curriculum framework in 2015.
The content of curriculum is still widely discussed across OECD countries.
Some countries have introduced broad curriculum reforms that include ECEC.
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For example, Finland and Korea introduced curricula to strengthen the quality
of provision, while Denmark is reflecting on how to enhance the quality of ECEC
services through a strengthened curriculum. Others, such as New Zealand
and Norway, will launch their new ECEC curriculum frameworks in 2017.

Number of years of early childhood education and care and performance at age 15,
by school socio-economic profile
Across OECD countries, 15-year-olds students attended, on average, three years
of early childhood education (ISCED 0). However, this average time of
early childhood education and care (ECEC) attendance masks wide variations
between and within countries.
Whether and for how long students are enrolled in pre-primary education is
an important aspect of the resources invested in education. Many of the inequalities
observed in school systems are already present when children first enter formal schooling,
and persist, and even widen, as they progress through education (Berlinski, Galiani
and Gertler, 2009; Entwisle, Alexander and Olson, 1997; Mistry et al., 2010).
Because research shows that inequalities tend to grow when children are not attending
school (Downey, Von Hippel and Broh, 2004), earlier entry into formal childcare
(ISCED 0) and other registered ECEC services may reduce inequalities in education.
This will only be the case if disadvantaged children have the same chances as others to
attend early childhood education, and if the learning opportunities across early childhood
education are of high-quality and relatively homogeneous between ECEC settings.
Data from the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) 2015 relies
on retrospective self-reporting from 15-year-olds (e.g. PISA students who entered ECEC
10-15 years ago, between 2000 and 2005). The PISA 2015 questionnaire found that
across OECD countries, the average time spent in early childhood education (ISCED 0)
by 15-year-old students was three years, but around 8% of 15-year-old students declared
that they had not attended early childhood education at all, or that they were enrolled
for less than one year. In contrast, 53% of 15-year-old students declared that they had
attended early childhood education (ISCED 0) when they were younger for at least three
years. Although most 15-year-old students in all education systems reported in 2015
that they had attended pre-primary education, in China (Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu, and
Guangdong), Croatia, Lithuania, Montenegro and the United States, more than 17% of
students – and in Turkey, almost half of students – reported that they had never attended
early childhood education (Chapter 5). Among these countries, several have implemented
policies during the last decade to improve access (see at the end of Chapter 4), suggesting
that these high proportions will be smaller in the next PISA survey (OECD, 2016a).
Inequities in access to early childhood education (ISCED 0) persist in some
countries. On average, student enrolled in socio-economically advantaged schools
at age 15 had attended about four months more of early childhood education
than students of the same age enrolled in disadvantaged schools.
PISA 2015 data show that across OECD countries, students enrolled at age 15
in socio-economically advantaged schools had spent four months more in early childhood
education (ISCED 0) compared to students of the same age enrolled at age 15
in disadvantaged schools. This difference in time of exposure is particularly marked
in China (Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu, and Guangdong), Croatia, Lithuania and Russia,
where the difference is over one year. There is no country/economy where students
enrolled in disadvantaged schools at age 15 had spent significantly more time in early
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childhood education compared to those enrolled in advantaged schools.
However, students enrolled at age 15 in disadvantaged and advantaged schools show
similar rates in Belgium, the Czech Republic, Germany, Hong Kong (China), Iceland,
Italy, Japan, Korea, Macao (China), New Zealand, Switzerland and Chinese Taipei
(Figure 4.1 and Table 4.1 on the web only).
Similar inequities exist when rural schools and urban schools, or public and private
schools are compared, or when the comparison by socio-economic background is made
at the level of students. Thus, across OECD countries, 15-year-old students in urban
schools had spent two months more in early childhood education than students enrolled
in rural schools, while 15-year-olds students enrolled in private schools had also spent
two months more in early childhood education (ISCED 0) than students of the same age
enrolled in public schools (OECD, 2016a: PISA 2015, Volume 2). Additionally, as shown
in Figure 5.7, an average of 72% of disadvantaged compared to 82% of advantaged
students at age 15 had attended early childhood education for at least two years
(Table 4.1 on the web only).
Figure 4.1. Number of years 15-year-old students spent in early childhood education (ISCED 0),
by school socio-economic profile (PISA 2015)
Average number of years in socio-economically disadvantaged schools (bottom quarter)
Average number of years in socio-economically advantaged schools (Top quarter)
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Access and intensity of participation to early childhood education and care for
younger children
On average, around one third of children under the age of 3 are enrolled
in formal childcare (ISCED 0 and other registered ECEC services).
However, this proportion hides wide variations across countries.
Early access to ECEC can play a significant role in the development of children.
While primary and lower secondary enrolment patterns are similar throughout OECD
countries, there is significant variation in ECEC among OECD and other G20 countries.
This includes the overall level of participation in programmes, the number of hours in
a usual ECEC week, the typical starting age for children, financing, programme length,
and the type of settings providing ECEC services.
There is also a range of different approaches to identifying the boundary between
early childhood education and childcare. Globally, ECEC settings can be classified in two
categories: those in adherence with the criteria defined in the ISCED 2011 classification
(adequate intentional educational or pedagogical properties delivered by qualified staff
members that take place in an institutionalised setting and meet a minimum
intensity/duration of at least two hours per day, a duration of at least 100 days a year,
and are targeted at children from age 0 until entry into ISCED level 1), and the other
ECEC arrangements providing care and education for children under compulsory
school age (OECD/Eurostat/UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2015: ISCED 2011
Operational Manual and Table 2.1). However, as the ISCED 2011 classification has been
newly introduced in international educational statistics (2015), the decision to allocate
some ECEC programmes to the ISCED 01 category is still subject to discussion,
especially in countries where younger children are typically under the authority
of welfare and health authorities. The definition of formal childcare for children
under the age of 3 used in this indicator is broader than the ISCED 2011 definition.
Formal childcare includes all early childhood education programmes covered by
the ISCED 2011 classification, and all arrangements providing care only or care
and education for children under compulsory school age, regardless of setting, funding,
opening hours or programme content (see full classification in Table 2.1).
This means that settings considered an integral part of countries’ ECEC provision
(e.g. registered settings), but not covered by the ISCED classification, still fall under
the terminology of ECEC. Figure 4.2 and all the indicators showing enrolment under
the age of 3 make the distinction between these two categories explicit.
Informal care services (generally unregulated care arranged by the child’s parent either
in the child’s home or elsewhere, provided by relatives, friends, neighbours, babysitters
or nannies) do not enter this nomenclature.
Figure 4.2 shows that, on average across OECD countries, around one third of
children under the age of 3 are enrolled in formal childcare (ISCED 0 and other registered
ECEC settings outside ISCED 2011). Enrolment rates in formal childcare vary
significantly across countries, ranging from less than 10% in the Czech Republic, Mexico
and the Slovak Republic, to more than 50% in all Nordic countries, except Sweden, in
“Benelux” OECD countries (Belgium, Luxembourg and the Netherlands) and in France
(see Figure 4.2). Outside Europe, New Zealand (at 40%) has the highest enrolment rate in
formal childcare among children under the age of 3 (Figure 4.2 and Table 4.2 on the web
only). In a small number of OECD countries (Belgium, France, Italy, Luxembourg,
Portugal), some 2-year-old children are already enrolled in pre-primary education
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(ISCED 02). In all other countries, 2-year-old children are enrolled in early childhood
development programmes (ISCED 01) or in other ECEC registered settings outside
ISCED 2011. However, in integrated systems, children attending the same institutions,
or even the same groups within an ECEC setting, are classified differently, but
are exposed to the same programme/learning opportunities as those enrolled in
pre-primary education at age 2 (Figure 4.2 and Table 2.1).
Figure 4.2. Enrolment rates of children under the age of 3 in formal childcare (ISCED 0 and other registered
early childhood education and care settings outside ISCED 2011), 2005 and 2014
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1. Data cannot be split between ISCED 01, ISCED 02 and other registered ECEC services.
2. Data for Flemish community on ISCED 01 were missing in 2014.
Note: Countries are ranked in descending order of the enrolment rates of children under the age of 3 in formal childcare in
2014.
Sources: OECD (2017a), OECD online education database, http://www.oecd.org/education/database.htm and OECD (2017b),
OECD Family Database, OECD, Paris, http://www.oecd.org/els/family/database.htm and Table 4.2.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487446

ECEC settings that enrol children under the age of 3 in OECD countries can also
be organised differently. In some countries, such as Australia, Estonia, Finland, Germany,
New Zealand, Norway, Slovenia and Sweden, the ECEC settings enrolling most children
under and above the age of 3 are administered under the responsibility of one ministry,
or have integrated curricula. In all these countries with integrated settings, except
Germany, the Ministry of Education is in charge of the entire ECEC age group
at the central level.
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In other countries, such as Belgium, France, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands, Portugal and Switzerland, ECEC settings that enrol children under the
age of 3 are officially registered, but are provided in a distinct structure to what
is provided for older children (consecutive model). These settings are not necessary
in adherence with all ISCED criteria and are often under the authority of the Ministry of
Social Affairs, while the settings providing ECEC for older children are under
the authority of the Ministry of Education. In these countries, different standards are often
set for different ECEC settings or for different age groups of children. In contrast, in the
first group of countries, the same standards are applied to any ECEC setting.
Finally, some countries, such as Austria, Denmark, Iceland and the United Kingdom,
have both systems, and families can choose between the integrated or the consecutive
model. However, in all of these countries, the majority of children under 3 are enrolled
in integrated settings (Figure 4.2 and Table 2.1).
The share of children under the age of 3 enrolled in ECEC settings is on the rise
in most countries.
Across OECD countries, the share of children enrolled in ECEC services is on
the rise, especially for children under the age of 3. On average across OECD countries,
enrolment rates of children under the age of 3 increased by over eight percentage points
between 2005 and 2014, from 26% to 34%. Increases in enrolment rates have been
particularly pronounced in Germany, Korea and Luxembourg, where they exceed
20 percentage points (Figure 4.2). In Germany, this increase in participation rates reflects
efforts the country has made in recent years to help parents reconcile work and family
life, with the aim of boosting fertility rates and offsetting demographic ageing.
Increases in enrolment rates for children under the age of 3 have also been significant
in Australia, Belgium, Estonia, Israel, the Netherlands, Norway and Slovenia.
Increases in participation vary from 9 to 18 percentage points in these countries.
At the other extreme, Greece, Italy, Spain and the United Kingdom saw a slight fall
in enrolment rates between 2005 and 2014 (Figure 4.2 and Table 4.2 on the web only).
Among these countries, Spain has recently implemented a plan, called Educa3,
to increase the number of ECEC places for 0-3 year-olds and promote the quality
of materials and workforce in ECEC (see more details in section "Recent initiatives
to increase access and enhance quality to ECEC services").
This overall development over the last decade is partly supported by extended legal
entitlements to a place in ECEC observed in several OECD countries, and efforts
to ensure free access, at least for some ages and selected population groups.
For instance, Belgium (Flemish community) recently prioritised its goal to increase
the use of childcare by all children, including target groups, by making day care less
expensive for parents through increasing the number of places with a means-tested fee.
Other examples across OECD countries include Estonia, where the recent amendment
to the Pre-school Act of 2000 (2010) (covering children from 1.5 to 7 years of age)
introduced an obligation for local governments to provide childcare services where there
is a shortage of places in municipal care centres. A legal right to a place in ECEC for each
child over 1 came into force in 2009 in Norway, and in 2013 in Germany.
Ireland implemented the National Childcare Investment Programme between 2006 and
2010 which aimed to create 50 000 new childcare places and help parents access
affordable, quality childcare (see more details in section "Recent initiatives to increase
access and enhance quality to ECEC services").
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This move towards better provision in many European countries has also been
the result of a further stimulus by the 2010 objectives set by the European Union (EU)
at its Barcelona meeting in 2002, where one of the targets aimed to encourage EU
member countries to supply subsidised full-day places for one-third of children under the
age of 3. In 2014, about 14 EU and European Economic Area (EEA) countries –
Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Iceland, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
Norway, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom – had reached
the Barcelona targets for children under the age of 3, although at different levels
of quality and different levels of intensity of participation (Figure 4.2).
When the enrolment rates of children under the age of 3 in formal childcare
and intensity of participation during a usual week are analysed together,
different patterns emerged, reflecting policy choices made by countries.
While participation rates by age provide a proxy of how long children are enrolled in
ECEC over their childhood (in years), they do not provide any information about the
intensity of participation in childcare services, i.e. whether children participate only for a
few hours per day or full-time. The intensity of participation varies considerably across
and within countries. Some countries offer a mix of part-time and full-time provision,
understood as fewer than 30 hours per week versus 30 hours and more, with variations
across countries and across different settings within countries.
Figure 4.3. Access to early childhood services versus intensity of participation (2014)
Enrolment rates in formal childcare (ISCED 0 and other registered ECEC settings outside ISCED 2011) of
children under the age of 3, and intensity of participation in these services during a usual week
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Child development research on the benefits of full-time compared to part-time
programmes is less conclusive than evidence regarding the benefits of a longer period
of participation. However, from a labour market perspective, the availability of full-day
ECEC services is a crucial factor allowing parents of young children, especially mothers,
to take up near full-time employment and secure higher earnings (OECD, 2012
and OECD, 2015b). On average, a child attended ECEC services for an average of
30 hours per week in 2014, which is equivalent to the 30 hours corresponding to full-time
care. Figure 4.3 shows that part-time attendance for children under the age of 3
is widespread in countries such as Austria, Ireland, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Spain,
Switzerland and the United Kingdom. However, in the remaining countries with available
data, children under 3 years of age participated on average in ECEC for 30 hours
per week or more (Figure 4.3 and OECD, 2017b).
When participation rates and average hours during a usual week are analysed
together, different patterns emerge, reflecting policy choices made by countries.
For example, ECEC settings in countries such as Estonia, Finland, Greece, Hungary,
Latvia and Poland provide long hours per week to a small proportion of children under
the age of 3. The opposite is observed in the Netherlands and New Zealand, where fewer
hours per week are provided to an above-average proportion of children under
the age of 3. Participation and intensity of participation are high in all Nordic countries,
except Finland, and in France, Luxembourg, Slovenia and Portugal. In these countries,
ECEC settings provide long average weekly hours to 40% or more of children under
the age of 3. Austria, and to a lesser extent Ireland and the United Kingdom, are the only
three countries with available data where participation rates and intensity of participation
are both below the OECD average (Figure 4.3 and Table 4.2 on the web only).
Below-average enrolment rates of children under the age of 3 in formal childcare,
or a low intensity of participation (in hours per week), imply greater participation
in informal care (generally unregulated care arranged by the child’s parent either in the
child’s home or elsewhere, provided by relatives, friends, neighbours, babysitters or
nannies) in many countries. For example, more than 50% of children under the age of 3
are involved in informal childcare arrangements in Greece and the Netherlands
(highest proportion among OECD countries with available data). Greece has one of the
lowest participation rates in formal childcare, while the Netherlands is among the group
of countries with the lowest intensity of participation in hours per week.
However, exceptions exist, for example, Portugal cumulates high participation rates
of children under the age of 3 in formal childcare and an intensity of participation above
the OECD average, while more than 35% of children under the age of 3 benefit from
informal childcare arrangements. Similarly, in 2014, the share of Finnish children using
informal childcare arrangements was notably low (only 2% of children under the
age of 3) despite low participation rates in formal childcare (OECD, 2017b).
The concept of services for children under the age of 3 is broadening
in many countries from a labour market perspective to include quality objectives,
especially in integrated systems.
Across countries and jurisdictions, enrolment rates in ECEC, especially for children
under 3, are rising, but more attention is also being paid to the quality and educational
content of care. A trend has emerged towards integrating services and ECEC governance
across different age groups (see scoreboard in Chapter 1 and Chapter 2). In order to
match progress towards access and enrolment targets with policies to ensure continuous
and holistic child development, a growing number of OECD countries (or regional
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jurisdictions in federal systems) have started to refine the framework for early learning
(e.g. curriculum and learning standards, administration and financing, staff qualifications,
starting age of schooling). Learning frameworks and curricula increasingly include
children from age 0 or 1 through to compulsory schooling. Moving beyond the simple
insight that “ECEC matters”, there is a growing recognition that the magnitude of the
benefits of ECEC for children’s future learning and cognitive and non-cognitive
development depends on “quality”. Furthermore, it is being acknowledged that many of
the benefits may be lost unless the gains from quality ECEC are sustained by quality
primary schooling, especially in the earliest years (OECD, 2015b).
Across OECD countries, this new understanding of young children can be seen in the
national curricula of several countries, such as Australia, Chile, Finland, Germany,
Ireland, Norway, Slovenia and Sweden, which make little distinction between the
learning capacities of infants/toddlers and older children, and which consider that there is
a need for care and well-being throughout education. In these countries, the issue of
disturbing transitions from childcare to early education does not arise because a common
curriculum across the age range 1-6 years is generally employed. For instance, in
Australia, a nationally consistent system of quality rating and minimum standards, the
National Quality Framework (NQF) for ECEC, aligns regulatory requirements for all
ECEC services across the country and has been in use since 2012 in each state and
territory. The National Quality Standard (NQS) is a key aspect of the NQF and sets a high
national benchmark for ECEC and outside school hours care services in Australia
(OECD, 2016c).
In contrast, discrepancies in goals and means can characterise the “childcare” and
“early education” sectors in countries operating split or two-tiered early childhood
systems, such as France, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal and Switzerland.
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.
Among these countries, the situation in Italy is expected to change due to reform law
107/2015 (OECD, 2015b).

Access to early childhood education and care for older children
Enrolment rates in pre-primary education at age 3 have risen over the last
decade in most OECD countries.
Enrolment rates in ECEC (ISCED 0) have also significantly increased for children aged
3 and above. As Figure 4.4 shows, the enrolment of 3-year-olds in pre-primary education
increased by more than eight percentage points on average in the OECD between
2005 and 2014: from 62% in 2005 to 70% in 2014. Similarly, rates for 4-year-olds increased
from 73% in 2005 to 85% in 2014.
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Figure 4.4. Enrolment rates at age 3 in pre-primary education (2005 and 2014)
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Note: Countries are ranked in descending order of the enrolment rates of 3-year-olds in pre-primary education (ISCED 02).
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Source: OECD (2016b), Education at a Glance 2016: OECD Indicators, Indicator C2, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2016-en.
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Increases in enrolment rates of 3-year-olds in pre-primary education exceeded
15 percentage points between 2005 and 2014 in a group of countries, including Austria,
Chile, Israel, Latvia, Mexico, Poland, Portugal, the Russian Federation and Slovenia.
Across OECD countries, the enrolment of 3-year-olds in pre-primary education ranged
in 2014 from 20% or less in Australia, Greece, Switzerland and Turkey, to 95% or more
in Belgium, France, Iceland, Norway and Spain (Figure 4.4). This data may even
underestimate enrolments, as OECD countries might provide formal childcare beyond
pre-primary education, or because some 4-year-olds are already enrolled in primary
education. For instance, 54% of 3-year-olds are enrolled in early childhood development
programmes (ISCED 01) in Australia, while 36% of 4-year-olds in Ireland are already
enrolled in primary education (Figure 4.5 and OECD, 2016b)
Pre-primary education now begins for most children well before they are 5years-old.
In the majority of OECD countries, most children enter pre-primary education
well before the age of 5, and almost nine out of ten 4-year-olds are enrolled in
pre-primary (or primary education) across OECD countries. In the OECD countries that
are part of the European Union, 89% of 4-year-olds are enrolled at these levels.
Additionally, 11 of the EU countries that are part of the OECD have already reached
the target of the Education and Training 2020 strategy, which aims to ensure pre-primary
education for at least 95% of children aged between 4 and the age of compulsory
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education. Overall, across OECD countries, enrolment rates of 4-year-olds in pre-primary
and primary education vary from 95% or more in Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany,
Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Spain, Sweden
and the United Kingdom, to less than 60% in Greece, Switzerland and Turkey
(Figure 4.5, Table 4.3 on the web only and OECD, 2016b).
Figure 4.5. Enrolment rates at age 3 and 4 in early childhood and primary education (2014)
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By 2014, 85% of 4-year-olds were enrolled in early childhood education, and 1%
in primary education, while 81% of 5-year-olds were enrolled in early childhood
education and 14% in primary education. This implies a trend toward universal ECEC
(ISCED 0) in many countries, with 95% or more of 5-year-olds enrolled in France,
Germany, Japan, the Netherlands and Norway, among others. In other countries, such as
Australia, Ireland, New Zealand and the United Kingdom, 83 or more of children in this
age group already attend primary school (OECD, 2016b). While the starting age of
compulsory education is, on average, 6 years in the OECD, many countries use younger
starting ages as a tool to ensure participation in education at an early age. For example,
compulsory education starts at the age of 5 in the Netherlands, at age 4 in Luxembourg,
and, since recently, at age 3 in Mexico (Figure 4.5 and Table 4.3 on the web only).
These trends are the results of policy initiatives across OECD countries that aim
to increase access to ECEC services, as well as simultaneously improving the quality
of early childhood education.
As illustrated at the end of this chapter, the heightened attention to the ECEC sector is
not only motivated by concerns about parents’ participation in the labour force, it is also
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increasingly justified by the important contribution that ECEC can make to children’s
development and educational progress. As a result, most recent reforms to improve access
to ECEC services for children aged 3 and above, as well as for children under the age of
3, have often been accompanied by reforms to improve the quality of ECEC settings and
to ensure consistency between the services offered to younger and older children.
To respond to these challenges, expanding or consolidating the provision and quality
delivery of ECEC are policy options that many countries are adopting. OECD countries
have introduced comprehensive policies encompassing broad general strategies and
structures, content-related policies that aim to strengthen the curriculum, and targeted
policies that focus on the assessment of language development. Countries have also
aimed to improve quality and access in ECEC through funding policies (see Box 3.1).

Proportion of children enrolled in public and private early childhood education and
care settings
The proportion of children enrolled in private early childhood development
settings (ISCED 01) is considerably larger than for pre-primary education
(ISCED 02), and exceeds 50% in two thirds of OECD countries.
As countries continue to expand their early childhood education programmes,
it will be important to consider parents’ needs and expectations regarding accessibility,
cost, programme and staff quality, and accountability. When parents’ needs for quality,
accessibility or accountability are not met in public institutions, some may be
more inclined to send their children to private pre-primary institutions
(Shin, Yung and Park, 2009).
When analysing private settings, a distinction needs to be made between
government-dependent and independent private settings, according to the degree
of dependence on government funding. Figure 4.6 includes three categories:
1) independent private ECEC settings controlled by a non-government organisation,
or with a governing board not selected by a government agency, that receives less than
50% of core funding from government agencies: 2) government-dependent private ECEC
settings controlled by a non-government organisation, or with a governing board not
selected by a government agency, that receives more than 50% of core funding from
government agencies; and 3) public ECEC settings controlled and managed by
a public education authority or agency.
Figure 4.6 shows that not all privately managed ECEC settings are privately funded
and generally more expensive than publicly managed settings, as often assumed.
In Australia, Belgium, Chile, Korea and New Zealand, more than 50% of the child
population attend pre-primary ECEC settings controlled by a non-government
organisation, but largely funded by public money. In contrast, on average among OECD
countries, only 10% of all children attended independent private ECEC settings
in pre-primary education. This proportion exceeds 20% only in Brazil, Japan, the
Netherlands, Italy and the United States.
The proportion of children enrolled in private early childhood educational settings
(ISCED 01) is considerably larger than for pre-primary education (ISCED 02) in 15 out
of 17 countries with available data for both levels. On average, 58% of children enrolled
in early childhood development programmes (ISCED 01) attend private ECEC settings,
and this percentage exceeds 50% in around two thirds of countries with available data
on early childhood development programmes (ISCED 01). This can result in heavy
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financial burdens for parents, even when government subsidies are provided.
On the other hand, in countries such as Finland, Iceland, Slovenia and Sweden, over 80%
of children at this level are enrolled in public ECEC settings (OECD, 2016b).
The development of independent private settings can bring challenges, as well as
benefits, for policy makers, as the leverage of public policy over unsubsidised private
providers is limited for data collection and quality control. When the private market
delivers a significant proportion of ECEC services, it helps provide access to ECEC
services to an increasing number of children, but caution is needed for cases of “market
failure” (OECD, 2006). Actions have been taken in some OECD countries through
regulation, incentives and monitoring. For instance, to ensure an equal level of quality
across public and government-dependent private settings in the Nordic countries,
including Finland, Norway and Sweden, private providers must meet the same quality
standards as publicly run institutions. The requirements are stated in the legislation
and financing mechanisms.
Figure 4.6. Percentage of pupils enrolled in private settings in early childhood development and in
pre-primary education (2014)
All private settings (ISCED 02)
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Government-dependent private settings (ISCED 02)
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Curriculum frameworks
Access is not a guarantee of high-quality ECEC. Curriculum frameworks can
play a pivotal role in ensuring the quality of ECEC services.
The resources invested in education, the school environment and the overall quality
of the teaching workforce are key determinants of quality, but are not the only variables
that can influence the quality of learning. Curriculum frameworks can also play a pivotal
role in ensuring the quality of ECEC services (Frede, 1998). Curriculum frameworks may
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ensure more consistent service provision within countries and jurisdictions, and establish
common learning priorities and goals for educators and centres. It is crucial that curricula
are well planned and co-ordinated (Bertrand, 2007; Ahtola et al., 2011), and that they
reflect the visions and needs of all actors concerned by ECEC, including children
(Bennett, 2011; Siraj-Blatchford and Woodhead, 2009).
Almost all OECD countries have some form of curriculum or framework in place
- either in the form of a curriculum or learning standards - to guide ECEC staff and ensure
an even level of quality across different settings. While the age groups covered may
differ, curricula aligned with those of primary schooling or beyond also facilitate
transition to the next level of education (Eurydice, 2009; Kagan and Kauerz., 2006).
An aligned curriculum contributes to avoiding the fade-out effects of ECEC
(Pianta et al., 2009).
Curriculum frameworks show that most countries and jurisdictions have created
a learning framework for children in the older age bracket of ECEC: from around
age 2.5/3 to compulsory schooling (see Chapter 4 in OECD, 2017b). Some countries have
parallel frameworks for childcare (from age 0 to compulsory schooling) and for early
education (from age 3 to compulsory schooling), such as Japan and Korea.
Many countries aiming to deliver “integrated” services use a framework that covers
age 0 or 1 to compulsory schooling (e.g. Australia, New Zealand, Nordic Countries,
Slovenia and Prince Edward Island [Canada]).
In many countries, the curriculum framework in pre-primary education
has been recently extended to enhance ECEC quality, and to ensure better transition
between pre-primary and primary education.
According to a recent research, a balanced curriculum with roughly equal emphasis
on play, self-regulation and pre-academic activities is related to the highest observed
quality of staff-child interactions (Slot et al., 2016). Unfortunately, large-scale studies
of ECEC suggest too few adults have the necessary skills to provide optimal learning
support and emotional support for young children’s intellectual growth (Howes et al.,
2008), particularly in the curriculum areas of science, mathematics and numeracy.
In 2015, as in 2011, most of the 24 OECD countries and jurisdictions with data for
both reference years still placed a high importance on arts, literacy, music, numeracy,
physical education and science in their curriculum frameworks designed for pre-primary
education. In contrast, practical skills were slightly less common content areas of the
frameworks/guidelines in 2015 than in 2011, while the importance in the curriculum
frameworks given by countries to social sciences significantly decreased between 2011
and 2015. No comparable data on "unguided playtime" were collected in 2011 and 2015.
However, countries place importance on "unguided playtime" in 2015. In addition, as
mentioned by several of them, this field is now being embedded into other content areas
to stimulate learning through play (Figure 4.7; OECD, 2012 and OECD, 2017c).
As a result, some content areas (e.g. ICT, ethics and citizenship,
foreign languages and, to a lesser extent, religion and health and well-being)
have higher importance in the curriculum framework in 2015 compared to 2011.
A significantly higher proportion of respondent countries have included newly
emerging subject matters in their pre-primary curriculum that respond to changing needs
in present-day society, such as ICT skills, learning foreign languages, developing ethics
and citizenship values, learning religion or ensuring health and well-being for children.
The increase between 2011 and 2015 is particularly marked for ICT skills, with around
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40% of respondent countries (Chile, Finland, Greece, Italy, Korea, Mexico, New Zealand,
Norway, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Spain, Sweden, some provinces in Canada and some
regions in Germany) citing ICT skills as a content area of their curriculum framework
(OECD, 2017c). This result is not surprising, especially as an increasing number of
countries have recently equipped their ECEC settings with IT tools. This digital trend was
already observed a decade ago in the home environment. PISA 2015 data showed that a
large majority of 15-year-old students, even among the most disadvantaged, had used
computers before the age of 6 and were already familiar with IT tools when they began
pre-primary education (ISCED 02).
Figure 4.7. Content areas included in early childhood education and care curriculum (2011 and 2015)
Proportion of countries and jurisdictions which declared in 2011 and 2015 that the following content areas are
included in their ECEC curriculum framework
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Since, in many countries, the gap in access closed only recently, disadvantaged
15-year-old students may have less experience using computers than their more
advantaged peers. On average across OECD countries, only 25% of disadvantaged
15-year-olds students assessed in the PISA 2015 survey had started using computers
at the age of 6 or before (e.g. before 2005), compared to 38% of advantaged students.
A significant difference between the two socio-economic groups is observed in
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all countries except Iceland; this is also where the largest proportion of disadvantaged
students, almost one in two, started using a computer at pre-school age.
Finland, Denmark, Sweden and Israel are the only other countries where more than 40%
of students belonging to the lowest quarter of socio-economic started using computer at
age 6 or before (Figure 4.8).
Figure 4.8. Early exposure to computers, by student socio-economic status (PISA 2015)
Percentage of 15-year-old students who first used a computer when they were 6 years or younger
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As confirmation of the trends observed in Figure 4.7, the content of curriculum is still
widely discussed across OECD countries. Some countries have introduced broad
curriculum reforms that include ECEC. For example, Finland and Korea introduced
curricula to strengthen the quality of provision, while Denmark is reflecting on how to
enhance the quality of ECEC services through a strengthened curriculum.
Some others, such as New Zealand and Norway, will launch their updated ECEC
curriculum frameworks in 2017 (OECD, 2015a). Box 4.1 describes reforms of the content
of curricula implemented in recent years.
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Box 4.1. Reforms of the content of curricula implemented in recent years
Czech Republic: The Innovation of the Framework for Educational Programme of Pre-primary education
was implemented in 2012.
Iceland: National curriculum guidelines for pre-primary were implemented in 2011.
Finland: A Core Curriculum for Pre-School Education (2000) was established from 2001, and renewed in
2010 with National Curriculum Guidelines on ECEC (2003, renewed in 2005) for the design of local
curricula. In addition, legislation on early childhood education and the development of uniform pre-primary
education instruction are in progress to ensure that all children have equal pre-requisites. Finland is
currently developing a broader curriculum reform that includes pre-primary as well as primary and
secondary education.
Italy: The National Curriculum for ECEC was revised in 2012 and included implementation of the
European Framework of key competencies for lifelong learning.
Japan: Japan revised its National Curriculum of Day Care Centre Works in March 2008, clarifying the
enhancement of staff quality and the expertise of all staff.
Korea: In 2012, Korea introduced the Nuri Curriculum, an integrated curriculum for early childhood
kindergarten and nursery centres for 3-5 year-olds. It aims to promote the holistic development of children
and establish overarching principles for becoming responsible citizens through the provision of key
objectives and with financial support for tuition for all children, regardless of household income.
Mexico: Recent efforts to improve quality and coverage in ECEC include the creation of a framework
syllabus to help ECEC institutions develop a curriculum that meets their specific needs.
New Zealand: The early childhood curriculum, Te Whāriki, has been updated to reflect changes in early
learning contexts, theory and pedagogy since its original publication in 1996. Its original aspiration for
children and bicultural framing have been retained and strengthened through the publication of two
pathways – one for early childhood education services and one for kōhanga reo (an indigenous Māori
curriculum model). Te Whāriki (2017) will be implemented from 2017 onwards.
Norway: Norway is in the process of revising the Framework Plan for the Content and Tasks of
Kindergartens. It will be implemented in August 2017.
Sweden: Improved curriculum for pre-primary education implemented in 2011.

Recent initiatives to increase access and enhance quality to early childhood
education and care services
For the past two decades, many countries have taken initiatives to increase access to
ECEC services, especially for disadvantaged children (OECD, 2015a). These initiatives
are often associated with other reforms aimed at improving the quality of ECEC settings
and are the following:
•

Australia: The participation of 3-4 year-olds in pre-primary education
(ISCED 02) is close to the OECD average. Participation rates at age 4 have risen
dramatically since 2005, from 53% in 2005, to 85% in 2014, representing
the fourth highest increase in the OECD. To strengthen performance and support
disadvantaged and indigenous populations, Australia has developed a number
of strategies, including the National Partnership Agreement on Universal Access
to Early Childhood Education, which aims to maintain universal access to quality
early childhood education programmes for all children in the year before full-time
school for 600 hours per year, delivered by a qualified early childhood teacher
who meets National Quality Framework requirements.
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•

Brazil: Enrolment rates in ECEC are below the OECD average for ages 3 to 5.
However, recent initiatives have been implemented. The Constitutional
Amendment No. 59 (2009) increased the duration of compulsory education from
9 to 14 years (4-17 year-olds), and Law No. 12 796 (April 2013) made the
enrolment of 4-year-olds in ECEC compulsory. All states and municipalities had
until 2016 to comply with these policies. The programme Brazil Carinhoso (2012)
provides financial incentives to municipalities and the Federal District to increase
the number of places for disadvantaged children from 0-48 months in public or
government-dependent day care centres. The second phase of the National
Programme for the Restructuring and Acquisition of Equipment for the Public
Early Education School Network began in 2011 to improve access to ECEC
through investment in infrastructure and equipment.

•

Canada: Access to ECEC in Canada varies depending on the jurisdiction.
Enrolment rates in ECEC meet the OECD average at age 5. In 2016, the
Government of Canada started to develop, with provinces and territories, a new
Early Learning and Child Care Framework as a first step towards delivering
affordable, high-quality, flexible and fully inclusive child care. In 2014, the
Council of Ministers of Education, Canada (CMEC), through its CMEC Early
Childhood Learning and Development Working Group, released the CMEC Early
Learning and Development Framework. The framework presents a pan-Canadian
vision for early learning to be adapted to the needs of each province and territory.
It is designed to serve as a resource to support the development of policies and
initiatives by ministries and departments of education and their partners to
enhance the quality and continuity of the learning experience in the early years
and beyond. Through intergovernmental agreements, the Government of Canada
supports the work of provinces and territories to improve outcomes for indigenous
populations and official-language minorities through the provision of programmes
and subsidies to support learning environments.

•

Chile: Enrolment rates in ECEC are significantly below the average at age 3,
but only slightly below at ages 4 and 5. To strengthen performance and support
disadvantaged pupils, a financial incentive, the Ley de Subvención Escolar
Preferencial, 2008 (Law on Preferential Subsidies) was introduced. It increases
funding for schools that serve disadvantaged pupils from early childhood through
secondary education, while offering more support to these pupils and their
schools. Pre-primary education is offered through a mix of public and
government-subsidised private providers; quality assurance mechanisms are new
and still in a pilot phase. Improvement in both access and quality of pre-primary
education will promote the system’s long-term performance and equity.

•

Denmark: Enrolment rates in ECEC are high compared to the OECD average.
In Denmark, children have guaranteed access to day care, as local councils must
ensure the necessary number of places for children in their municipality.
An assessment of language development (2010) was introduced for 3-year-olds
to diagnose possible language problems before they start school.
The assessment only applies if staff finds that the child is lagging behind in
language development. If needed, children can receive support through additional
language stimulation in their day care facility. Children not enrolled in an early
childhood education and care programme, but who need support can also receive
help, and parents are required by law to accept the offer. Early childhood
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education and care institutions are financed by local authorities through subsidies
received from the central government.
•

Estonia: The recent amendment to the Pre-school Act of 2000 (2010)
(covering children from 1.5 to 7 years of age) introduces an obligation for local
governments to provide childcare services where there is a shortage of places
in municipal care centres.

•

Finland: Enrolment in ECEC is comparatively high at age 2 compared to
the OECD average, but enrolment rates at age 3, 4 and 5 are lower than
the OECD average. However, the government target is to ensure that all children
participate in pre-primary education, including children living in remote areas
and children with an immigrant background. ECEC has been the object of
different reforms. The administration and steering of ECEC services were
transferred from the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health to the Ministry of
Education and Culture in 2013.

•

France: Enrolment rates in ECEC are above the OECD average. However, efforts
related to pre-primary education are being pursued. An objective of the 2013
reform seeks to mobilise the different actors involved in education, social
and family policies at local levels to increase the numbers of children
under 3 attending quality early childhood education, especially in disadvantaged
areas.

•

Germany: Participation in ECEC is above the OECD average. Children aged 3-6
have been entitled to a place in ECEC since 1999, and since August 2013, parents
have a right to a place in ECEC from their child’s first birthday. This has already
led to increased ECEC provision by local authorities, which are responsible for
planning and implementing ECEC services at the local level, and are also
responsible for the major part of the funding of these services. To boost the
number of ECEC places, the federal government provided an extra budget to
support the regions and local authorities, which also indicated a policy shift.
The increase in participation rates (from 28% in 2012 to 33% in 2016) reflects
the efforts Germany has made in recent years to help parents reconcile work
and family life, with the aim of boosting fertility rates and offsetting demographic
ageing.

•

Hungary: Participation in ECEC is relatively high compared to the OECD
average, especially at age 4. The government’s updated Decree on the
Basic National Programme of Kindergarten Education (363/2012(XII.17) came
into force in 2013, outlining the principles and tasks of kindergarten education.
Starting in 2015, participation in ECEC became mandatory from age 3,
with minimum attendance of four hours per day.

•

Iceland: has broad participation in ECEC, with pre-primary education that
usually starts at age 2 and almost universal enrolment of 3-4 year-olds.
Public pre-schools are open to all children, with priority access for children with
disabilities or children whose parents are single or studying. Children with special
educational needs enrol in the same education programme as other children, but
it is adapted to their abilities. Public pre-schools charge fees to all pupils,
accounting for about 30% of their operating costs. In private pre-schools,
fees are usually 10%-20% higher than the fees of public schools.
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•

Ireland: Enrolment in ECEC is comparatively low at age 3 compared to
the OECD average, but enrolment rates at age 4 and 5 are higher than the OECD
average. The policy implemented in Ireland aims to improve performance as a
priority. To respond to the challenge of improving the performance of
Irish children, especially in disadvantaged communities, in 2005 the responsible
government department (then called Education and Science) developed
Delivering Equality of Opportunity in Schools (DEIS) as an ongoing national
policy for educational inclusion. The plan consists of a standardised system to
identify a school's level of socio-economic disadvantage (based on its
community) and an integrated School Support Programme that provides schools
and school clusters or communities with additional resources and support,
depending on the level of disadvantage. The strategy aims to raise literacy and
numeracy standards for pupils by: helping parents and communities to support
their children, supporting teachers and early childhood education staff during
pre-service and in-service education, building the skills of school leaders,
setting goals and monitoring progress, clarifying curricular expectations of pupils
at each level of education, and targeting learners who need additional resources
the most.

•

Israel: Enrolment in ECEC is high compared to the OECD average. Free access
to ECEC has been extended to ages 3-4, and recently become compulsory from
age 3. Access to education has been increased by introducing free early childhood
education from age 3 to age 4 (2012/13) to ease the cost of living for young
parents and allow them to actively participate in the labour market.

•

Italy: In order to increase the ECEC participation of children under the age of 3,
law 107/2015 made provision for an integrated ECEC system for children aged
0-6, under the responsibility of the Ministry of Education. Currently, further
legislation is being issued to implement the new system.

•

Japan: Japan has high enrolment rates in ECEC compared to the OECD average,
mainly in private institutions. The Second Basic Plan for the Promotion
of Education (2013-17) stipulates the introduction of free-of-charge and universal
ECEC for all children. The Japanese government also developed the Japan
Revitalisation Strategy (revised in 2014) – Japan’s challenge for the future.
One of the key elements of this strategy is to promote the more active
participation of women in society and economic life, and to increase women’s
employment rate from 70% in 2013 to 73% by 2020. These policies include
adding 600 000 available places in ECEC and reducing the number of children on
waiting lists by the end of 2017, and increasing the benefits women can receive
during childcare leave to pay 67% of their salary for six months.

•

Korea: Coverage of ECEC is very high in Korea, and there are several policies in
place to promote equity in education, most notably in the early years. In addition
to the after-school childcare available to all 3-5 year-olds, the Nuri curriculum
(integrated curriculum at early childhood education and nursery) has extended its
daily programme time to a maximum of five hours, and the government is also
providing support for additional tuition.
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•

Mexico: Enrolment in ECEC is comparatively low compared to the OECD
average. To increase participation in ECEC, Mexico made pre-school education
compulsory in 2002, with implementation in three different phases from 2004
to 2009. Efforts to improve quality and coverage in ECEC include the creation of
care centres in urban areas for children of low-income working parents (2007),
and the organisation of a national system of day care centres to enhance the
quality of day care. In 2008/09, the first year of pre-school (3-4 year-olds)
was made compulsory. The major positive effect has been increased enrolment
rates of 4-5 year-olds.

•

New Zealand: Enrolment in ECEC is relatively high compared to the OECD
average. The government’s Better Public Services programme (2011) presented
ten public sector commitments to achieve within three to five years, including
one related to ECEC education: by 2016, 98% of children starting school will
have participated in quality early childhood education.

•

Norway: Enrolment in ECEC is high compared to the OECD average.
The Kindergarten Agreement (Barnehageforliket) in 2003 increased accessibility
to kindergarten by providing new places, setting maximum fees for parents,
and funding public and private kindergartens. Between 2004 and 2012,
the
participation
of
1-5
year-olds
increased
significantly.
The reform also included the revision of the Kindergarten Act in 2005,
and a revised Framework for the Content and Tasks of Kindergartens in 2006.
A national strategy for raising the competence of staff (2007-10) and a strategy
for the recruitment of kindergarten teachers (2007-11) were also implemented.
With the kindergarten reform, formal education and care has replaced informal
care, even for children under 3. The number of minority-language children
in ECEC has also doubled. There is a new, ongoing strategy for competence
enhancement for kindergarten staff (2014-2020), and a revised Framework Plan
will be introduced in 2017.

•

Poland: Enrolment in ECEC in Poland is comparatively low compared to the
OECD average. Since 2011, Poland has experienced the biggest progress in
participation in ECEC. For rural areas, there has been an increase of nearly 23%.
Despite growth in the number of childcare institutions and the number of children
enrolled, the demand for places is still greater than the supply, particularly in rural
areas. In 2014, Poland introduced compulsory foreign language instruction in preprimary education for all 5-year-olds. Early childhood education became
compulsory for 5-year-olds in 2011, although this changed to 6-year-olds in
September 2016. Parliament amended the School Education Act (Ustawa o
systemie oświaty, 2013) to provide the right to participate in pre-primary
education for all 4-year-olds starting in September 2015, and in September 2017,
places in early childhood education became a legal entitlement for 3-year-olds.
The Ministry of Labour and Social Policy developed a nationwide Maluch
(toddler) programme to increase the number of ECEC places for children under
the age of 3.
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•

The Slovak Republic: Enrolment in ECEC is comparatively low compared to the
OECD average. Evidence shows that only 28% of Roma children were enrolled in
pre-primary education in 2011. The Slovak Republic has taken actions to improve
access to ECEC, with a focus on expanding kindergarten capacity in high demand
areas, supporting the participation of disadvantaged children, and providing
childcare in the workplace. The Strategy of the Slovak Republic for Roma
Integration by 2020 also aims to improve the position of vulnerable Roma
communities in coming years. This support is financed from the state budget and
European Union structural funds. In 2015, municipalities with the highest demand
for ECEC could apply for financial support to expand their pre-school capacity
(total budget allocation of EUR 15 million from the state budget). In the first
round, the Ministry of Education, Science, Research and Sport will support the
creation of 3 600 new ECEC places in 113 municipalities. Due to the high number
of applicants, the government intends to allocate additional resources to satisfy
the remaining demand.
The EU and the Slovak Government are co-financing inclusive education in
kindergartens in 82 municipalities to increase the participation in ECEC of
disadvantaged children, including Roma children. Additional national projects focus
on raising awareness of the importance of ECEC among Roma parents, developing
and implementing an inclusive kindergarten curriculum, training ECEC teachers to
work with Roma children, hiring teaching assistants, and preventing the unjustified
placement of Roma children in special schools.

•

Slovenia: Enrolment rates in ECEC are above the OECD average.
Nevertheless, to improve access to ECEC, the Kindergarten Act (2008) and the
Exercise of Rights to Public Funds Act (2012) provide grants to parents with two
or more children enrolled in pre-school education. While the supply of
kindergarten institutions is increasing, according to a report by the
European Commission, local authorities cannot always satisfy the demand for
places for younger children in urban and suburban areas.

•

Spain has recently implemented a plan, called Educa3, to increase the number of
ECEC places for 0-3 year-olds, and promote the quality of materials and
workforce in ECEC.

•

Sweden: With the aim of giving all children the same opportunity to take part in
pre-school, Sweden has taken measures to make pre-school affordable and
accessible to everyone through its maximum fee policy. ECEC institutions are
financed by local authorities and through subsidies received from the central
government. The policy states that parents should only have to spend 1-3% of the
family's income on childcare (i.e. pre-school, pedagogical care and leisure time
centre), depending on how many children they have, with a discount for siblings
(maximum 3% for first child, maximum 2% for second child, and maximum 1%
for third child). From the autumn term when the child reaches the age of 3, and up
to the time when school starts, there is a right to 525 hours free of charge per year.
The fee covers most activities, including food. This means childcare costs for
families in Sweden are a fraction of those in other nations. Fees make up about
8% of the total costs of a place in pre-school. Pre-school shall be granted to all
children above the age of 1, to the extent that is needed regarding parents’ work or
studies, or to the need of the child itself. Children whose parents are unemployed
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or on parental leave with a younger sibling are entitled to at least 15 hours/week
(or 3 hours/day) in pre-school.
•

Turkey: Enrolment in ECEC is comparatively low compared to the OECD
average. In Turkey, most women with at least one child between 3 and 5 years-old
do not participate in the labour market. ECEC initiatives to increase participation
include the Tenth Development Plan (2014-18), the Mobile Classroom for
children 36-66 months from low-income families, and the Summer Pre-school for
Children 60-66 months. The United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF)
supported the Turkey Country Programme (2006-07) and the Pre-School
Education Project (2010-13). To strengthen parent co-operation, the Childhood
Development and Education Project and the pilot Pre-primary Parent-Child
Education Programme Project (1999-2012) were implemented.

•

United Kingdom (England): Enrolment in ECEC is comparatively low at age 2
compared to the OECD average, but enrolment rates at age 3 and 4 are higher
than the OECD average. In England, all 3-4 year-olds continue to be entitled to
15 hours of free early childhood education a week for 38 weeks of the year. This
entitlement has been extended to disadvantaged 2-year-olds (around 20% of 2year-olds in 2013, and a total of around 40% in 2014). The objective was to
increase access for children from working parents and disadvantaged children (30
hours per week, with additional GBP 50 million of support stipulated by the
childcare bill).
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Chapter 5.
Policy outcomes of early childhood education and care: Performance
at age 15, impact for disadvantaged children, effect on health
and well-being, and mother employability5

The brain sensitivity of highly important developmental areas, such as emotional control,
social skills, language and numeracy, peak in the first three years of a child’s life.
Therefore, high-quality early childhood education and care (ECEC) can result in better
outcomes in subsequent stages of life. For instance, the number of years spent in ECEC
is a strong predictor of level of performance in and out of schools reached at later stages.
In the same vein, children with an immigrant background and more globally
disadvantaged children can benefit the most of attending high-quality ECEC.
However, the benefits of ECEC attendance are not limited to learning outcomes.
Early childhood education is also an important period for forming healthy behaviours
and affordable and high-quality ECEC with an adequate number of hours per week
can contribute to an increase in the participation of women in the labour force.
This chapter includes indicators on the outcomes of children that are associated
with both policy inputs and policy outputs. For example, it will include indicators
on student performance, health, well-being and labour market outcomes.

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities.
The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and
Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.
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Key messages
The number of years spent in early childhood education and care (ISCED 0)
is a strong predictor of the level of performance reached at later stages,
both in and out of school
Research tells us that:
•

Research in neurosciences has shown that the brain sensitivity of highly important
developmental areas, such as emotional control, social skills, language
and numeracy, peak in the first three years of a child’s life.

•

High-quality ECEC can result in better outcomes in subsequent stages of life.
Children learn more quickly during their early years than at any other time in life.
Children who are already falling behind in the first few years of their childhood
face greater obstacles to catch up and succeed at school and beyond.

•

Research shows that disadvantaged children can benefit the most from attending
high-quality early childhood education. Later interventions are less efficient
because they take place after children’s “development window”. Disadvantaged
children have the greatest benefit from attending high-quality ECEC,
and interventions targeted at them will have the highest returns.

•

Research highlights a need for more analysis and international comparative
indicators on the short-term and long-term effects of ECEC on child well-being,
development and learning. Therefore, the OECD programme of work over
the period 2017-2020 includes a series of projects to address this issue.

International comparisons reveal some clear trends:
•

PISA 2015 data relies on retrospective self-reporting from 15-year-olds
(e.g. PISA students who were in ECEC 10-15 years ago, between 2000 and 2005),
however, these data show, as in previous editions of PISA, that in practically
all OECD countries, 15-year-old students in 2015 who had attended ECEC
settings outperformed students who had not.

•

PISA data suggest that two years of early childhood education is the minimum
duration needed to have a good chance of reaching a good level of performance
at age 15.

•

Children who attended early childhood education for at least two years perform,
on average, better than others at age 15. After accounting for student
socio-economic status, the difference is still statistically significant in half of
the 57 countries with available data.

•

The more years spent in early childhood education, the lower the chances of being
among the low performers in the PISA assessment. Thus, 22% of students
who attended early childhood education for less than a year performed,
on average, below the baseline proficiency level in science (below level 2 on the
PISA scale). In contrast, only 10% of students who attended early childhood
education for more than two years scored below this level.

•

PISA 2015 finds that the relationship between attending pre-primary school
and better student performance at age 15 is strongest in school systems that offer
pre-primary education to a larger proportion of the student population over
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a longer period of time, that have smaller child-to-teacher ratios in pre-primary
education, and that invest more per child at the pre-primary level of education.
However, among all these variables, the strongest predictor of low or good
performance at age 15 is the duration of ECEC.
•

PISA 2015 data confirms that inequities persist in many countries.
For instance, in 2015, an average of 72% of disadvantaged 15-year-old students
and 82% of advantaged students had attended ECEC for at least two years.

•

Participation in at least one year of early childhood education is beneficial
for children with an immigrant background.

Early childhood education is an important period for forming healthy
behaviours
Research tells us that:
•

The ECEC environment provides opportunities to ensure that children understand
the importance of good nutrition and physical activity, and can benefit from both.
Studies show that locally focussed actions and interventions, especially those
targeted at the youngest, can be effective in changing behaviours and decreasing
the odds of, for example, being overweight during adolescence.

International comparisons reveal some clear trends:
•

The higher the enrolment rates in formal childcare for children under the age of 3
in 2005, the lower the proportion of boys and girls who were overweight
or obese at age 11 in 2014. This correlation is stronger for boys than for girls,
and shows that early interventions by qualified staff can contribute to forming
healthy behaviours.

•

However, the potential causal nature of the link between education and health
is still subject to a certain degree of scrutiny, and these data should be interpreted
with caution as the conditions in which education and health are correlated
are not yet fully understood.

Affordable and high-quality ECEC with an adequate number of hours per week
can contribute to the increased participation of women in the labour force.
Research tells us that:
•

Child development research on the benefits of full-time compared to part-time
programmes is less conclusive than evidence regarding the benefits of a longer
period of participation. However, from a labour market perspective,
the availability of full-day ECEC services is a crucial factor that enables parents
of young children, especially mothers, to take up near full-time employment
and secure higher earnings.

International comparisons reveal some clear trends:
•

Affordable and high-quality ECEC with an adequate number of hours per week
can contribute to the increased participation of women in the labour force.
In 2014, on average across OECD countries, 53% of mothers with their youngest
child under the age of 3 were employed, while around 34% of children under
the age of 3 were enrolled in formal childcare.
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•

In countries where the labour market participation rates for mothers are
the highest, such as Denmark, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal, Slovenia
and Switzerland (above 70% employment among women aged 15 to 64 with
at least one child under the age of 3), the proportions of young children enrolled
in formal childcare are also the highest.

•

The usual number of hours per week that children under the age of 3 are enrolled
in formal childcare is highly correlated with part-time employment among women
with at least one child aged 0-14.

•

In some countries (e.g. Latvia, Portugal and Slovenia), the average number
of hours in formal childcare is over 35 hours during a usual week, and part-time
employment is below 10% among women aged 15 to 64 with their youngest child
aged 0-14. At the other extreme, in Austria, the Netherlands and the
United Kingdom, children under the age of 3 spend, on average, 22 hours
or less in formal childcare during a usual week, while more than 25% of women
with at least one child aged 0-14 are employed part-time.

Number of years of early childhood education and care and performance at age 15
The first years of a child’s life are crucial for their later development and
learning.
Research in neurosciences has shown that the brain sensitivity of highly important
developmental areas, such as emotional control, social skills, language and numeracy,
peak in the first three years of a child’s life (Gambaro et al., 2014, Naudeau, S,
N. Kataoka, A. Valerio, M. J. Neuman, and L. K. Elder, 2011). These findings indicate
that the first years of a child’s life represent a pivotal “development window”: the brain
first develops rapidly, and its capacity to adapt and develop continues into adulthood,
but it slows down with age. The first years are important for the development of skills
as they lay the foundations for future skill development (OECD, 2015a and 2015b).
Figure 5.1. Sensitive periods in early brain development (2010)
Language

numbers

peer social skills

emotional control

Brain sensitivity
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Sources: Adapted from Council for Early Childhood Development, (2010), in Naudeau S. et al. (2011). OECD (2015b),
Starting Strong IV: Monitoring Quality in Early Childhood Education and Care (ECEC),
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264233515-en.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487519
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The “peaks” of brain sensitivity may vary across functions/skills (Council Early Child
Development, 2010). For example, brain sensitivity to the development of emotional
control starts from the middle level, increases to the high level from birth to around age 1,
and declines to the low level, where it stays from age 4. Peer social skills start with the
low level, increase rapidly from ages 1-2, gradually decrease and remain at a medium
level from age 4. Similarly, language development starts at the middle level, increases to
the high level at around ages 1-2, slightly decreases towards age 4, and will continue to
decrease towards the middle and low levels from then on. Numeracy starts with the low
level, increases rapidly from ages 1-3, gradually decreases but will be maintained at the
high level from age 4 (Figure 5.1 and OECD, 2015b).
Children learn more quickly during their early years than at any other time in life.
Children who are already falling behind in the first few years of their childhood face
greater obstacles to catch up and succeed at school and beyond (Naudeau et al., 2011;
OECD, 2016a). Participation in early childhood education is crucial. The positive effects
of participation in early childhood education include improved child well-being and early
learning outcomes as a foundation for lifelong learning (OECD, 2012), as well as later
student outcomes ranging from education, employment, income, health and other areas
(Melhuish et al., 2014).
Data from the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) 2015
show a strong relationship between the number of years that 15-year-old students
spent in early childhood education and their scores on the PISA science assessment.
PISA 2015 data relies on retrospective self-reporting from 15-year-olds (e.g. PISA
students who were in early childhood education and care (ECEC) 10-15 years ago,
between 2000 and 2005). The OECD’s PISA 2015 results, as with previous PISA
editions, show that on average across OECD countries 15-year-old pupils who had
attended at least one year of pre-primary school outperformed pupils who had not, at least
before accounting for student and school-level socio-economic status.
For instance, the difference between students who had attended more than one year
of early childhood education (ISCED 0) and those who had attended one year or less
of early childhood education averaged 41 score points in the PISA 2015 science
assessment, with one year of formal schooling equivalent to around 30 score points.
The performance gap reduces but remains significant when comparing students from
similar backgrounds. After accounting for student and school-level socio-economic
status, students who had attended early childhood education for one year or more scored
an average of 25 points higher in the PISA science assessment compared to those who
had not. However, there are limits to the interpretation of this finding, as the proportion of
those who had attended less than one year of early childhood education (ISCED 0)
represents on average across OECD countries of only 8% of all 15-year-olds,
and is relatively low in several OECD countries (Tables 5.1 and 5.2 on the web only).
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Figure 5.2. Average score-point difference in science performance across OECD countries, by number of
years spent in early childhood education (ISCED 0) by 15 year-olds pupils (PISA 2015)
Comparison made with all 15-year-olds in OECD countries having attended early childhood education for 3 years or more
(e.g. >3), before and after accounting for student and school-level socio-economic status
Average score-point
difference

Before accounting for students' and schools' socio-economic profile
After accounting for students' and schools' socio-economic profile
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Notes: How to read this chart? For instance, before accounting for student and school-level socio-economic status, students
who had attended early childhood education for three years or more scored an average of 40 points higher in the PISA science
assessment compared to those who had attended ECEC for less than one year. The difference is still significant at 16 points
after accounting for student and school-level socio-economic status.
On average among 15-year-old students who remember about early childhood education (ISCED 0), 53% of them had attended
early childhood education for at least three years. The percentages of 15-year-olds who attended early childhood education
(ISCED 0) in each of the other categories are added into brackets next to each category.
Source: OECD (2017a), PISA online education database, OECD, Paris, www.oecd.org/pisa/data/.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487525

The improved PISA performance of 15-year-olds who had spent more time in ECEC
is confirmed when increased duration of ECEC attendance and higher proportions
of 15-year-olds are taken into account in the analyses. Figure 5.2 confirms a strong
relationship between the number of years that 15-year-old students spent in early
childhood education and the scores achieved on the PISA science assessment.
The positive effect of ECEC attendance on performance in science at age 15 is not limited
to those who benefited from more than one year of early childhood education over those
who had not. In fact, 15-year-old students who had attended more than one year and less
than two years of ECEC (e.g. >=1 and <2) scored an average of 21 points higher
compared to those who attended less than one year (e.g. < 1), and 10 points higher after
accounting for socio-economic background. This positive effect is observed in more than
80% of OECD countries with available data.
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Similarly, 15-year-old students who attended more than two years and less than three
years of ECEC (e.g. >=2 and <3) scored, on average, 16 points higher than those who
attended more than one year and less than two years (e.g. >=1 and <2), and 7 points more
after accounting for socio-economic background. This significant effect is observed
in around two thirds of OECD countries. In contrast, the same statistically significant
positive effect disappears when the comparison is made between 15-year-old students
who had attended early childhood education for three years or more (e.g. >3) and those
who had attended early childhood education for more than two years and less than three
years (e.g. >=2 and <3). In this case, the difference is statistically non-significant in most
countries after accounting for socio-economic status, suggesting that two years of early
childhood education is the minimum duration needed to have a good chance to reach
a good level of performance at age 15 (Table 5.1 on the web only, Figure 5.2).
For this reason, the next sections will compare 15-year-old students who attended early
childhood education (ISCED 0) for at least two years with other students.
Children who attended early childhood education for at least two years perform,
on average, better than others at age 15. After accounting for the students’
socio-economic status, the difference is still statistically significant in half of the
57 countries with available data.
Figure 5.3 shows the advantage in science performance among 15-year-olds who
reported having attended early childhood education for at least two years or more
compared to others, both before and after accounting for students’ socio-economic status.
On average across countries, students who had attended early childhood education for
two years or more outperformed students who had attended early childhood education for
less than two years in 47 out of the 57 countries with available data. After accounting for
socio-economic status, this finding remains statistically significant in around half
of the 57 countries with available data for both categories (Table 5.1 on the web only,
Figure 5.3).
On average across OECD countries, the advantage amounts to more than 26 score
points before accounting for student and school-level socio-economic status, and
15 points after accounting for socio-economic status (i.e. half a year of formal schooling).
After accounting for socio-economic status, the score differences between students who
had attended early childhood education for less than two years and those who had
attended for two years or more are largest (i.e. at least 30 score points) in Belgium, China
(Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu, and Guangdong), France, Germany, Hong Kong-China,
Hungary, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, Macao (China), Spain, Sweden and Singapore
(Figure 5.3).
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Figure 5.3. Score-point difference in science performance between 15-year-old students who attended early
childhood education (ISCED 0) for two years or more and those who attended for less than two years
(PISA 2015)
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Notes: Score-point differences that are statistically significant are marked in a darker tone. The percentage of 15-year-old
students who attended early childhood education (ISCED 0) for less than two years are added into brackets next to the country's
name.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the score-point difference in science performance between 15-yearolds who reported that they had attended early childhood education (ISCED 0) for two years or more and others, after
accounting for socio-economic status.
Source: OECD (2016a), PISA 2015 Results (Volume II): Policies and Practices for Successful Schools, PISA, OECD
Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264267510-en.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487530

The more years spent in early childhood education, the lower the chance of being
among the low performers in the PISA assessment.
In PISA 2015, low performers are 15-year-olds students performing below Level 2
on the assessment. Low performers may be able to use basic or everyday scientific
knowledge to recognise or identify aspects of familiar or simple scientific phenomena.
However, they also often confuse key features of a scientific investigation, apply
incorrect scientific information and mix personal beliefs with scientific facts in support
of a decision.
PISA 2015 shows that, on average across OECD countries, the more years that
15-year-old students spent in ECEC (ISCED 0), the lower their chances of being low
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performers. Thus, 22% of students who had attended early childhood education for less
than a year performed, on average across OECD countries, below the baseline proficiency
level in science (below Level 2 on the PISA scale) and are considered low performers
(Figure 5.4). By comparison, 14% of 15-year-old students who had attended early
childhood education for more than one year but less than two years were classified as low
performers; while only 10% of students who had attended early childhood education for
more than two years but less than three years scored below Level 2 on the PISA
proficiency scale. When the last category is compared to students who have attended
more than three years of early childhood education, the difference becomes
non-significant in most countries: on average, 9.5% of students who had attended
early childhood education for more than three years scored below Level 2 on the PISA
proficiency scale (similar to the category "more than 2 and less than 3").
Figure 5.4. Proportion of low performers among 15-year-old students according
to the number of years spent in early childhood education (PISA 2015)
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Note: Countries and economies are ranked in ascending order of the percentage of low-performing students who had not
attended early childhood education (ISCED 0) or attended for "less than one year".
Source: OECD (2017a), PISA online education database, OECD, Paris, www.oecd.org/pisa/data/.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487540

When the two extremes are compared, the difference in the share of low performers
between 15-year-olds students with less than one year of early childhood education
and those with three years or more is significant in most countries, and exceeds
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20 percentage points in Belgium, the Czech Republic, France, Greece, Hungary,
the Slovak Republic, Sweden, Thailand and Uruguay (Figure 5.4, Table 5.4 on the web
only). The proportion of low performers (below Level 2) in science is small for all
15-year-old students in a small group of countries, independently of the number of years
they spent in early childhood education. This is the case in Estonia, Korea, Portugal
and Slovenia (left side of Figure 5.4). These four countries are recognised as being among
the group of PISA countries that succeeded in making progress over the last decade
in terms of performance and equity.
On average, a 15-year-old student who attended early childhood education (ISCED 0)
for less than one year is 3.1 times more likely than a student who attended for one year or
more to perform below the baseline level of proficiency in science (e.g. below Level 2),
before accounting for student and school-level socio-economic status; and more
than twice as likely (2.3 times) after accounting for socio-economic status.
Across OECD countries, the odds of low performance are five times or higher in
Hungary, Israel and the Slovak Republic (Table 5.4 on the web only).
The degree to which attending pre-primary school is associated with learning
outcomes at age 15 also relates to how pre-primary education is provided.
Evidence of the importance of early childhood education for early childhood
development and later education outcomes is convincing (e.g. Berlinski, Galiani and
Gertler, 2009; Barnett, 1995; Currie, 2001), but the extent of its benefits heavily depends
on the quality of ECEC services.
Figure 5.5. Structural early childhood education and care inputs improve student performance at
15-years-old (PISA 2015)
Average score point advantage associated with attending pre-primary education in school systems that:
score point difference
1) Increase the duration of ECEC (ISCED 0) by 1 year
2) Increase by 1% the porportion of students who
attend pre-primary education
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Notes: The score point difference above are statistically significant.
Series are ranked by descending "effect size".
1. Data on expenditure per child enrolled in pre-primary education are from 2013.
2. Data for child-to-teacher ratios in pre-primary education are from 2014.
Sources: OECD (2017a), PISA online education database, OECD, Paris, www.oecd.org/pisa/data/ and OECD (2016b),
Education at a Glance 2016: OECD Indicators, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2016-en.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487556
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PISA 2015 finds that the relationship between attending pre-primary school and better
student performance at age 15 is strongest in school systems that offer pre-primary
education to a larger proportion of the student population over a longer period of time,
that have smaller child-to-teacher ratios in pre-primary education, and that invest more
per child at the pre-primary level of education. In other words, input policies, such as
the child-to-teacher ratio, positively affect learning outcomes. Among all these variables,
the duration of ECEC is the strongest predictor of performance at age 15 (Figure 5.5).

Benefits of early childhood education and care attendance for disadvantaged children
Research shows that disadvantaged children can benefit the most from attending
high-quality early childhood education.
Educational interventions during the early years have higher returns because they take
full advantage of brain sensitivity peaks to develop children’s skills (Figure 5.1),
and because they lay the foundations for better learning at later stages. Research evidence
points to high returns in early investments and interventions, and demonstrates relatively
lower returns in compensatory measures at later stages in life (Carneiro, Cunha
and Heckman, 2003; OECD, 2006). Later interventions are less efficient because
they take place after children’s “development window”; but they can have even lower
returns if the student lacks the abilities needed to grasp new knowledge/succeed at
later stages. Children from advantaged socio-economic backgrounds have often already
developed these abilities in their families. Therefore, disadvantaged children receive
the greatest benefit from attending high-quality ECEC, and interventions targeted at them
will have the highest returns.
Figure 5.6. Rates of return to one Euro invested in educational interventions for disadvantaged
and well-off children at different stages of the life cycle (2006)

Source: Adapted from Cunha et al. (2006) in Wossmann (2008), Efficiency and equity of European education and
training policies.
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Figure 5.6 shows the rates of return to one Euro invested in educational interventions
for disadvantaged and well-off children at different stages of the life cycle.
Both series show a similar pattern: the rate of return decreases as age increases.
However, in the first stages of life, and in particular during early childhood, the rates
of returns are much higher for interventions addressed to disadvantaged children than
to well-off children. On the contrary, at later stages, returns are higher when investing
in education for well-off children. This illustrates the inefficiency of remedial
interventions when foundations are missing, as discussed above.
These findings are from an extensive body of research, mainly based on evidence
from the United States (Carneiro, Cunha and Heckman 2003, Cunha et al. 2006).
However, existing evidence from European countries suggests that the pattern of relative
effectiveness of educational interventions across ages and socio-economic backgrounds
is the same for Europe as for the United States (Woessmann, 2008).
PISA data reveal that 15-year-old students from a lower socio-economic
background or enrolled in socio-economically disadvantaged schools are less likely
to have participated in early childhood education for at least two years.
Despite these findings, many of the inequities that exist within school systems
are present before children enter formal schooling, and persist and even increase as
students’ progress through school (Downey, von Hippel and Broh, 2004).
Earlier entrance into the school system may help reduce inequalities, especially
if enrolment is expanded among disadvantaged children. However, although
the enrolment data discussed in Chapter 4 show that enrolment has increase in recent
decades, PISA 2015 data show that inequities in accessing ECEC are still persistent
in many countries.
Access to at least one year of ECEC is quasi-universal in most OECD countries.
On average among 15-year-old students who remember about early childhood education
(ISCED 0), 92% of them declared in PISA 2015 that they had attended early childhood
education for at "least one year" and, 77% for "at least two years". However, advantaged
15-year-old students had more chance than disadvantaged students of attending
early childhood education when they were younger in most countries. For instance, an
average of 72% of disadvantaged 15-year-old students compared to 82% of advantaged
students had attended early childhood education for at least two years (Figure 5.7, Table
5.2 on the web only). Across OECD countries, the differences between percentages of
socio-economic advantaged and disadvantaged students who had attended ECEC
(ISCED 0) for at least two years were larger than 18 percentage points in Slovenia,
the Slovak Republic, Turkey and the United States. This means that the 15-years-old
students who could have benefited the most from early childhood education –
those from disadvantaged backgrounds – were less likely to have participated in ECEC
when they were younger (Figure 5.7).
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Figure 5.7. Percentage of 15-year-old students who attended early childhood education (ISCED 0)
for two years and more, by socio-economic background (PISA 2015)
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Note: Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the differences between percentage of socio-economic
advantaged and disadvantaged students who had attended early childhood school for two years and more.
Source: OECD (2017a), PISA online education database, OECD, Paris, www.oecd.org/pisa/data/.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487575

Participation in at least one year of early childhood education is also beneficial
for children with an immigrant background
Integrating young immigrant children into their new communities is of key
importance in the long run, and their flexibility and the rapidity with which they can learn
a local language makes the task easier. Education systems can help by encouraging
their enrolment in early childhood education programmes.
Participation in ECEC programmes is, however, considerably lower among
immigrant children (first and second generations) than among those without an immigrant
background. Across OECD countries, an average of 88% of immigrant children had
attended early childhood education for at least one year, compared to more than 95%
of non-immigrant students (Tables 5.2 and 5.3 on the web only). Figure 5.8 presents
information from countries where the proportion of 15-year-old students with
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an immigrant background (first and second generations) was above 6%.
In these countries, immigrant students who reported that they had attended early
childhood education (ISCED 0) for at least one year scored 36 points higher in the PISA
science assessment than those who had not attended early childhood education,
or attended for less than 1 year. The difference is significant, at 25 score points after
accounting for socio-economic status (i.e. ten months of formal schooling). A small part
of this difference is explained by socio-economic factors, given that in many countries,
local and migrant children from more privileged households are more likely to attend
ECEC. The benefits of ECEC for these children are related to language and integration,
which are beneficial for children irrespective of their socio-economic backgrounds.
Among 15-year-old students with an immigrant background and a comparable
socio-economic background, those who had attended at least one year of ECEC
(ISCED 0) scored significantly better than others on the PISA science assessment in
18 out of the 31 countries with available data. The benefits of early childhood education
for immigrant children is particularly significant in France, Greece, Hong Kong (China),
Israel, Italy, Singapore and Sweden, where the gap exceeds 40 score points
(Table 5.3 on the web only, Figure 5.8).
Figure 5.8. Change in science performance when 15-year-old pupils with an immigrant background attended
early childhood education and care for at least 1 year compared to those who attended for less than 1 year (2015)
After accounting for students' and schools' socio-economic profile
Before accounting for students' and schools' socio-economic profile
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Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in a darker shade.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the change in science when 15-year-old students with immigrant background had
attended early childhood education at least one year, after accounting for student and school socio-economic profile.
Source: OECD (2017a), PISA online education database, OECD, Paris, www.oecd.org/pisa/data/.
StatLink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933487585
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In several countries (e.g. Denmark, Finland, the Netherlands, Norway and Sweden),
policies to expand access to early childhood services for immigrant and ethnic minority
groups have been pursued in order to expose children and families to the language
and traditions of mainstream society, and provide opportunities for parents to establish
social contacts and networks. Countries with indigenous populations (Australia,
New Zealand and the United States) aim to preserve traditional languages and cultures,
while seeking to empower families within mainstream society. The need for early
childhood staff and provision to value and respond to the needs of ethnically, culturally,
and linguistically diverse families remains a challenge in many countries
(OECD, 2006 and more details in Chapter 3, Box 3.1).
Initiatives are not limited to these countries. Germany, for example, set a strategic
goal in its National Action Plan on Integration (2011) to facilitate access to early learning,
care and education in ECEC settings for children with a migrant background.
A new federal programme, “Sprach-Kitas” (childcare centres that focus on language
education and development) was introduced in 2016 with the aim of fostering language
education and development, inclusive pedagogy and collaboration between families
and ECEC centres.
In Luxembourg, recent reforms of the ECEC sector aim to reinforce language
development in ECEC by offering 20 hours of free childcare to all children, with
the objective of enhancing children’s sense of belonging to Luxembourgish society.
In the United States, many states have tried to increase immigrant enrolment in ECEC
programmes as part of wider efforts to expand pre-school options among disadvantaged
communities. To improve access, some states have created or expanded public pre-school
systems, which supplement and complement the federal Head Start and Early Head Start
programmes (Crosnoe, 2013).
Both national and municipal governments in Norway have made special efforts
to support equality of participation, particularly for low-income and minority-language
families. Initiatives include fee reductions or exemptions. After pilot programmes
providing 20 hours per week of kindergarten free for children aged 3 to 5 in targeted
areas, the scheme was extended in 2016 to all children aged 3-5 in low-income families.
Although participation among minority-language children continues to be lower than for
all children, the gap is closing. The biggest relative increase has been found among
2-year-olds (OECD, 2015c: OECD Education Policy Outlook 2015, Making Reform
Happen).

Effect of early childhood education and care attendance on health
Early childhood education is also an important time for forming healthy
behaviours.
Investing in early childhood education offers all children better learning outcomes at
later stages, although this is not the only benefit, it is also an important period for forming
healthy behaviours. The ECEC environment provides opportunities to ensure that
children understand the importance of good nutrition and physical activity, and can
benefit from both. Studies show that locally focussed actions and interventions, especially
those targeted at the youngest, can be effective in changing behaviours, and can decrease
the odds of problems such as being overweight during adolescence (Sassi, 2010;
OECD, 2011a).
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Research on obesity in four OECD countries – Australia, Canada, England (UK)
and Korea – found that higher rates of obesity were associated with fewer years
of education (Sassi et al., 2009). Similarly, recent research has also demonstrated
that early intervention is important: overweight 5-year-olds were four times as likely
as normal weight children to become obese by the time they were 14 (Cunningham et al.,
2014). This is concerning, especially as obesity now affects more children than ever
before, with 26% of boys and 16% of girls in OECD countries estimated to be overweight
or obese at age 11, according to the World Health Organisation (WHO) child growth
curve standards (OECD, 2017c). Among children, 11-year-old boys are more affected
than girls by overweight and obesity in all the OECD countries, and more than 30%
of boys are overweight or obese in Greece, Italy, Spain, Hungary and Poland.
Education and early interventions in early childhood education can play a big role
in reversing the unhealthy trend of obesity. Therefore, rising enrolments in early
childhood education, especially for disadvantaged families and for children under the
age of 3, may provide more external opportunities for such early interventions.
High-quality ECEC is linked to many positive outcomes, including improved child wellbeing and learning, reduction of poverty, and increased inter-generational social mobility.
It may also help instil healthy eating and physical activity behaviours (OECD, 2014).
Figure 5.9 compares enrolment rates in formal childcare for children under the age
of 3 in 2005, with the proportion of boys overweight or obese at age 11 in 2014.
These data are not longitudinal, but show a small correlation between the two variables.
Unsurprisingly, the higher the enrolment rates in formal childcare for children under
the age of 3 in 2005, the lower the proportion of boys overweight or obese at age 11
in 2014. This correlation is stronger for boys than for girls, and shows that early
interventions by qualified staff can contribute to forming healthy behaviours.
However, the potential causal nature of the link between education and health is still
subject to a certain degree of scrutiny, and these data should be interpreted with caution
as the conditions through which education and health are correlated are not yet fully
understood.
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Figure 5.9. Relationship between early enrolment in early childhood education and care settings and rise of
obesity at later stages of life (2005 and 2014)
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Relationship between access to early childhood education and care, intensity of
participation and employability
Affordable and high-quality ECEC with an adequate number of hours per week
can contribute to the increased participation of women in the labour force.
Investing in ECEC is not only about the benefit for children, working parents,
mothers in particular, are more likely to drop out of the labour market or work fewer
hours to take up childcare duties, especially when their children are young
(Thévenon, 2013: Drivers of Female Labour Force Participation in the OECD).
Therefore, mothers need high-quality, affordable ECEC so that they can return to work
with confidence that their children are well cared for, and achieve a better work balance.
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In previous years, policies implemented in most countries for children under the age
of 3 emphasised the expansion of services as a necessary support for maternal
employment in a strong economy, rather than as a public service that can benefit both
children and parents. However, during the past decade there have been signs
of convergence among OECD countries, and the concept of services for children under
the age of 3 is progressively broadening to include educational, gender equality, social
integration, and family support objectives. For example, an increasing number
of countries has implemented an integrated curriculum in their ECEC programmes from
age 1 to entry to compulsory education, which highlights that ECEC services for children
under the age of 3 have expanded in most countries in response to a growing demand
for better learning outcomes, as well as growing female labour force participation
(OECD, 2011b).
The relationship between mothers’ labour market participation and enrolment
rates in formal childcare is strong, especially for mothers whose youngest child is
under the age of 3.
In 2014, on average across OECD countries, 53% of all mothers whose youngest
child was under the age of 3 were employed, while around 34% of children under the age
of 3 were enrolled in formal childcare, e.g. in ISCED 0 or in other registered ECEC
settings outside ISCED 2011 (Figure 4.2). These two averages mask wide variations
across countries, but a similar pattern emerges when the two series are analysed together.
In countries where mothers’ labour market participation is the highest, such as Denmark,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal, Slovenia and Switzerland (above 70%
employment among women aged 15 to 64 with their youngest child under the age of 3),
high proportions of children are enrolled in formal childcare (ISCED 0 and other
registered services).
In contrast, the enrolment rates in formal childcare for children under the age of 3
is less than 10% in the Czech Republic, the Slovak Republic and Mexico, while
employment among women aged 15 to 64 with their youngest child under the age of 3
is significantly below the OECD average in these countries (Figure 5.10).
This reflects deficiency in the provision of full-time ECEC services for children below 3
years of age in these countries. However, cross-national comparisons of employment
rates of mothers with very young children are particularly complicated due to
cross-national differences in the treatment of parents on parental leave.
For example, unlike most countries, Estonia treats all parents on parental leave
as economically inactive, which may contribute to the relatively low employment rate
among mothers with a youngest child under the age of 3 (Figure 5.10).
In all OECD countries except Greece, Ireland, the Netherlands and Spain,
maternal employment rates increase with the age of the mother’s youngest child.
On average, around two thirds of all mothers with their youngest child aged 3-5 years-old
in OECD countries are employed. However, large variations are observed
across countries. The difference in employment rates between mothers with their
youngest child under the age of 3 and aged 3-5 is over 30 percentage points in a group
of Eastern European countries, including the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary
and the Slovak Republic. A relationship between enrolment rates at ages 3-5 and maternal
employment among women aged 15-64 with their youngest child aged 3-5 still exist
at these ages, but the correlation is weaker compared to younger ages (Figure 5.10).
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Figure 5.10. Relationship between mother's employability by age of the youngest child and enrolment rates
in early childhood education and care (2014)
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Expanding access to ECEC and offering an adequate number of hours per week
to ECEC services can contribute to the increased full-time participation of women
in the labour force.
While high women labour force participation is becoming more common across
OECD countries over the past decades (see Chapter 1, the data section), the work patterns
of men and women continue to differ. Part-time employment is more frequent among
women than men, and especially among women with at least one child aged 0-14 (OECD
2011b). On average, part-time employment accounts for 30% of total employment among
women aged 15 to 64 with at least one child aged 0-14, and ranges from less than 10% in
the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Greece, Hungary, Latvia, Poland,
Portugal, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia and Turkey, to more than 35% in Austria,
Germany and the Netherlands (Figure 5.11 and OECD, 2011b).
Figure 5.11. Relation between the usual number of hours per week for which children under the age of 3
are enrolled in formal childcare and part-time employment (2014)
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A high level of part-time work among women may be a sign of difficulties
in combining family life and a career. Therefore, affordable and high-quality ECEC, with
an adequate number of hours per week, can contribute to the increased full-time
participation of women in the labour force. In 2014, the average number of hours
per week that children under the age of 3 were enrolled in formal childcare (ISCED 0 and
other registered services) was 30 hours, and varied significantly across countries.
However, a common pattern emerged. The usual number of hours per week that children
aged 0-2 are enrolled in formal childcare is highly correlated (R2 of 0.72)
with employment rates in part-time employment for women with at least one child
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aged 0-14. In some countries (e.g. Latvia, Portugal and Slovenia), the average number
of hours is over 35 hours during a usual week, and part-time employment is below 10%
among women aged 15-64 with their youngest child aged 0-14. At the other extreme, in
Austria, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, children under the age of 3 spend
on average 22 hours or less in formal childcare during a usual week, while more than
25% of women with at least one child aged 0-14 are employed part-time (Figure 5.11).
These different patterns of part-time and full-time work have implications for society
and for economic growth. The trends show that countries with a higher availability
of affordable ECEC provision exhibit high maternal labour force participation rates,
especially when services are accessible to the youngest child, and when they are offered
full rather than half days. Therefore, the availability of affordable ECEC systems
is a precondition for mothers’ labour market participation.
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Annex A.
Glossary of terms

Advisors (or counsellors): professionals that work across classes and/or playgroups,
providing additional guidance and support to teachers, other staff or children, generally or
specific to transitions. This category only appears in a few countries.
Autonomy: The ability of a child to undertake activities, tasks etc. without the help
of others (mastery of skills), to make his/her own decisions, and to express his/her own
opinions or ideas, feel secure and have confidence in his/her own ability.
Appraisal: The review of a pre-school teacher’s or educator’s work by the centre
management, an external inspector or by his or her colleagues. This appraisal can be
conducted in a range of ways, from a more formal, objective approach (e.g. as part of a
formal performance management system involving set procedures and criteria) to the
more informal, more subjective approach (e.g. through informal discussions with the
teacher).
Assessment of children: Judgement on individual progress and achievement of
goals. It covers classroom/playroom-based assessments as well as large-scale, external
assessments and examinations and refers to the process of documenting knowledge,
skills, attitudes and beliefs. Assessment can focus on the individual learner and staff
(adapted from OECD, 2013). Assessment can be direct or indirect and its use formative
or summative.
•

Direct assessment: Assessments that look at concrete outputs of learning, i.e. the
measurable and demonstrated knowledge and skills of children/staff.

•

Indirect assessment: Assessments that examine indicators of learning and gather
information through feedback, e.g. in surveys or interviews (adapted from Middle
States Commission on Higher Education, 2007).

•

Formative assessment: Assessments that frequently or continuously (not at one
point in time only) and interactively assess child development and progress with
the purpose of understanding and identifying learning needs and adjust instruction
and teaching methods accordingly (adapted from OECD, 2005; Litjens, 2013).

•

Summative assessment: Assessments that measure learning results at the end of
a certain time period to obtain summary statements. These can be used e.g. for
holding staff and settings accountable for providing quality ECEC or as a method
to identify whether children have learning disadvantages (adapted from OECD,
2005; Litjens, 2013).

Assistants: Assistants support the “teacher” with a group of children or class.
Assistants are more common in pre-primary education than in primary education. They
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usually have tomeet lower qualification requirements than teachers, which may range
from no formal requirements to, for instance, vocational education and training.
Career: A paid job that is likely to form a person’s life’s work.
Classroom/playgroup/group: A group of children who take part in supervised
creative and social play or education within the ECEC setting or primary school (see also
ECEC and ECEC setting).
Centre-based/school-based provision or settings: Publicly regulated ECEC settings
provided outside the home. The services provided can be full-time or part-time and can
include nurseries, day-care centres, crèches and kindergartens (adapted from Eurydice,
2014; OECD, 2012b).
Children: ‘Children’ refers to children in ISCED 2011 Level 0 and 1
Child-to-teacher ratio: The ratio of children to teacher, obtained by dividing the
number of full-time equivalent children at a given level of education by the number of
full-time equivalent “teachers” (see definition of teachers) at that level and in similar
types of institutions (see also staff-child ratio). The child-to-teacher ratio is one of the key
variables policy makers use to control spending on education. The child-to-teacher ratio is
an important indicator of the resources invested in ECEC, and also of the quality of these
services. Because of the difficulty of constructing direct measures of educational quality,
this indicator is also often used as a proxy for quality, on the assumption that a smaller
ratio of children to teacher means better access by children to teaching resources).
However, a low ratio of children to teacher does not necessarily mean better access to
teaching and to educational support for the individual child unless the actual pedagogical
practices are developed in such a way that this is ensured. But a very high ratio of
children to teacher certainly suggests insufficient professional support for learning,
particularly for children from disadvantaged home backgrounds.
Counsellors: see Advisors.
Curriculum: Refers to the contents of early childhood education such as learning
areas and learning goals. In a narrow sense, it describes the “what” of teaching. In a
broader sense, it is often defined as “the sum of all experiences in childhood settings”.
Even though often simultaneously used, it is not the same as pedagogy.
Curriculum framework: It is a core policy document that includes statements about
underlying values, conceptions of learning, the major aims, purposes and tasks of
education. It describes a range of requirements, regulations and advice which should be
respected by all stakeholders in the education system, and which should guide the work of
schools, teachers and the developers of other curriculum documents (such as textbooks
and teacher guides) (UNESCO IBE, 2016).
Curriculum implementation: The actual use in practice (practical application) of the
curriculum or curriculum framework by ECEC staff, managers and children. This refers
to the way in which the concepts of the curriculum are put into effect, and how they are
used in practices and activities by staff and children, how they are interpreted, how they
are used in development and learning, and how they influence teaching, caring and
interactions between staff, and between staff and children.
Decentralised system: An organisation whose decision-making authority for
ECEC does not reside with a central institution. Decision making on ECEC is done at a
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decentralised level, at the level of regions, provinces or municipalities. The central
authority has little or no influence on decision making in ECEC.
Degree: An academic degree is a position and title within a college or university that
is usually awarded in recognition of the recipient having either satisfactorily completed a
prescribed course of study, or completed other work to show that degree requirements
were met. The most common degrees awarded today are Bachelor’s, Master’s, and
doctoral degrees. Degrees for ECEC and primary schooling include (but are not limited
to) diplomas or state examinations.
ECEC: Early childhood education and care. It includes all arrangements providing
care and education for children under compulsory school age, regardless of setting,
funding, opening hours or programme content (see also ECEC setting) (OECD, 2001).
ECEC centre leader: A centre leader is defined as the person with the most
responsibility for the administrative, managerial and/or pedagogical leadership at the
ECEC centre. As part of the leadership role, centre leaders may be responsible for the
monitoring of children, the supervision of other staff, contact with parents and guardians,
and/or the planning, preparation and carrying out of the pedagogical work in the centre.
Centre leaders may also spend part of their time working with the children. See also
Principal.
ECEC centre (See ECEC setting below)
ECEC profession: ECEC profession refers to a vocation related to early childhood
education and care, particularly working with children. The titles for this profession may
vary from country to country, such as child care worker, family and day care worker,
teacher (e.g. pre-primary teacher; primary teacher; kindergarten teacher; pre-school
teacher), pedagogue, or other auxiliary staff. See also ECEC staff.
ECEC quality: A multidimensional concept covering structural characteristics and
process quality. Conceptualisations cover global aspects (such as warm climate or childappropriate behaviour) and domain-specific stimulation in learning areas such as literacy,
emerging mathematics and science. Some researchers include orientation quality as an
additional dimension of ECEC quality, referring to pedagogical values, beliefs and
approaches of teachers and ECEC settings (see Anders, 2015) (see Structural quality,
Process quality).
ECEC sector: The ECEC sector consists of multiple entities such as ECEC centres
(e.g. day care centres, kindergartens, pre-schools, pre-primary schools), family day care,
local educational authorities, and other institutions/services that support children’s
development. The sector also comprises all actors/agents on national, regional and local
level that play a part in developing the practices and policies for providing ECEC. (see
also ECEC setting).
ECEC setting: A place where ECEC is delivered. Also referred to as ECEC centre or
provision. Most settings typically fall into one of the following five categories:
•

Regular centre-based ECEC: more formalised ECEC centres typically belong to
one of these three sub-categories:
− Centre-based ECEC for children under the age of 3: often called "crèches",
these settings may have an educational function, but are typically attached to
the social or welfare sector and associated with an emphasis on care. Many of
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them are part-time and provided in schools, but they can also be provided in
designated ECEC centres.
− Centre-based ECEC for children from the age of 3: often called kindergarten
or pre-school, these settings tend to be more formalised and linked to the
education system.
− Age-integrated centre-based ECEC for children from birth or one year-old,
up to the beginning of primary school: can be called kindergarten, pre-school,
or pre-primary, and offers a holistic pedagogical provision of education and
care (often full-day). To an increasing degree, these settings are linked to the
educational system.
•

Family day-care ECEC: licensed home-based ECEC, which is most prevalent
for children under the age of 3. These settings may have an educational function
and be part of the regular ECEC system, or not. The minimum requirements
defined for licensed family day care services vary widely across countries.
Requirements range from registration with an initial (one off) health and safety
check, to registration with annual safety and health checks (the most usual form of
licensing imposed on providers), to – in the most advanced cases – registration
with requirements for staff and curriculum standards, annual pedagogical
inspection, in-training requirements, and pedagogical supervision regularly
ensured by an accredited supervisory body. Registered family day care refers to
providers who are recruited, supported, and, in some cases, employed, by a public
authority or publicly-funded private organisation.

•

Licenced or formalised drop-in ECEC centres: often receiving children across
the entire ECEC age bracket and even beyond, these drop-in centres often
complement home-based care or services of other centre-based settings, and allow
parents to complement home-based care by family members or family day care
with more institutionalised services. They may also cater for children outside the
opening hours of other centre-based ECEC settings, such as nursery schools. This
type of ECEC setting allows children and children accompanied by caretakers
(parent, guardian, relative or childminder) to attend a playgroup led by ECEC
professionals on a drop-in basis (without having to apply for a place).

ECEC staff: People whose professional activity involves the transmission of
knowledge, attitudes and skills to children enrolled in an ECEC setting. This definition
depends neither on the qualification held by the ECEC staff nor on the delivery
mechanism. ECEC staff may include teachers, educators, assistants or staff working with
individual children, among other categories (see also Teacher, Assistant, Staff for
individual children and Advisors).
ECEC systems, policies and programmes: National, regional or municipal systems,
policies, and programmes for ECEC. Systems here refer to institutional, organisational
entities adopted by the government. Policies refer to plans of action adopted by ECEC
settings or rational courses of actions taken by governments. Programmes refer to projects
or services designed for ECEC settings.
Education at a glance (EAG): Education at a Glance is an OECD annual publication
containing a rich, comparable and up-to-date array of indicators that reflects a consensus
among professionals on how to measure the current state of education internationally. The
EAG indicators released in this publication are based on the UNESCOUIS/OECD/EUROSTAT (UOE) data collection on education statistics administered by
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the OECD in 2015. The objective of the joint UOE annual data collection on education
statistics is to provide internationally comparable data (mostly at national level, with
some insights at the subnational level) on key aspects of formal education systems.
Countries participating in the UOE data collection co-operate to gather the information, to
develop and apply common definitions and criteria for the quality control and verification
of the data.
Education or training: All the listed ISCED levels or stages of staff and leaders’
learning and/or professional development represented by a structured or certified
programme. This education does not need to be exclusively related to education or
qualifications for working with children.
Effectiveness, effective, effectively: Effectiveness is defined as the capability of
producing desired outcomes. When something or someone is “effective” it means it has
produced the intended or expected results.
Employment status: Employment status refers to the type of contract agreement that
an employee has with their employer. This contract agreement sets out the conditions of
employment, and whether the employment is temporary or permanent.
Enrolment rates by age: Enrolment rates are expressed as net enrolment rates, which
are calculated by dividing the number of children of a particular age group enrolled in the
level of education by the size of the population of that age group. Generally, enrolment
rates are based on head counts and do not distinguish between full-time and part-time
study. Enrolment rates can be broken down by gender.
Evaluation: Refers to judgments on the quality of ECEC or primary settings or
systems, policies and programmes (adapted from OECD, 2013).
Expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP: This indicator
provides a measure of the relative proportion of a nation’s wealth that is invested in
educational institutions and of the respective role of public and private stakeholders.
Expenditure on education is an investment that can help to foster economic growth,
enhance productivity, contribute to personal and social development, and reduce social
inequality. The proportion of total financial resources devoted to education is one of the
key choices made in each country by governments, enterprises, and individual students
and their families alike.
Expenditure per child: This indicator represents direct public and private
expenditure on educational settings/institutions in relation to the number of full-time
equivalent children enrolled in these settings/institutions. Expenditure per child on a
particular level of education is calculated by dividing the total expenditure on educational
settings/institutions at that level by the corresponding full-time equivalent enrolment.
Only those educational settings/institutions and programmes are taken into account for
which both enrolment and expenditure data are available. Expenditure in national
currency is first converted into equivalent US dollars by dividing the national currency
figure by the purchasing power parity (PPP) conversion factor. The children enrolment
numbers used are those that are collected with a coverage aligned to that of the finance
data.
Foreign-born population covers all people who have ever migrated from their
country of birth to their current country of residence. The foreign-born population data
shown here include people born abroad as nationals of their current country of residence.
The difference across countries between the size of the foreign-born population and that
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of the foreign population depends on the rules governing the acquisition of citizenship in
each country. This indicator is measured as a percentage of population.
Free access (to ECEC services): Use of the concerned ECEC service is free of charge
for the demand side, i.e. there are no fees for children and their parents. The resulting
costs for free access are typically covered by (government) subsidies.
Jobless and "complex" families: Children living in jobless families are children
living in households where no adult is in paid work, regardless of the number of adults
(and their relationship) in the household. The data is presented from the children’s
perspective, e.g. the indicator considers the proportion of children in jobless families
rather than the share of jobless families in all households. Children in “complex”
families include households where: i) all adults work (either full-time or part-time), ii) at
least one adult works and one adult is not in paid work, and iii) no adult in paid work.
Government: The entirety of the executive at all levels of governance, at national,
state-level, regional and local level.
Gross Domestic Product (GDP): Gross domestic product is an aggregate measure of
production equal to the sum of the gross values added of all resident institutional units
engaged in production (plus any taxes, and minus any subsidies, on products not included
in the value of their outputs). The sum of the final uses of goods and services (all uses
except intermediate consumption) measured in purchasers' prices, less the value of
imports of goods and services, or the sum of primary incomes distributed by resident
producer units (OECD, 2017a).
Head teacher: see Principal.
Health development: The physical health status of a child, encompassing physical
well-being only (adapted from WHO definition, 2006). Mental, emotional and social
development are excluded from this definition; these are included in the definition of
socio-emotional skills.
Home-based provision: Publicly regulated ECEC provision that is delivered in the
provider’s home. Regulations usually require providers to meet minimum health, safety
and nutrition standards. Home-based provision excludes live-in and live-out nannies and
babysitters (as defined by Eurydice, 2014).
Home language: Refers to the language that a person speaks at home with his/her
family. This may be the person’s [first language] or may be different than the mainstream
language of instruction applicable in the national context or, as applicable, in the context
of the jurisdiction or region.
Induction activities: Induction activities are designed to introduce new ECEC staff or
teachers into the ECEC or teaching profession, and to support experienced staff or
teachers who are new to a setting. Induction activities might be presented in formal
structured programmes (for example, regular supervision by the ECEC centre leader or
primary school head, reduced work load, formal mentoring by experienced colleagues),
or they might be informally arranged as separate activities available to support new
colleagues (for example, informal peer work with other new colleagues, a welcome
handbook).
Information and communications technology (ICT): The teaching and learning of
technological and digital skills. Creating and developing the capacity to use digital and
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technological environments for development, communication and knowledge creation.
Digital environments refer to computers (including laptops, tablets, iPads, netbooks,
smart boards) and computer games, the Internet, television and radio, among others.
The main purpose of ICT in education is to use media as a learning tool to improve
learning processes. Another important goal is to teach children the thoughtful use of
media for learning, education, development and to improve life quality.
Inspection: The process of assessing (inspecting, investigating) the quality and/or
performance of institutions, staff, services, and programmes by those (inspectors) who are
not directly involved in the ECEC settings being monitored, and who are usually
specially appointed to fulfil these responsibilities.
Integrated system: When the responsibilities for ECEC services are under one
(leading) authority (at the national and/or regional level), e.g. the education ministry,
ministry of social welfare or another authority. Those responsibilities may stretch from
curriculum development to standard-setting, monitoring or financing.
Integrated ECEC setting: An ECEC setting which, in the same physical location,
provides both child care and early education in an integrated fashion.
ISCED 2011 classification: The ISCED classification was initially developed by
UNESCO in the mid-1970s, and was first revised in 1997. Due to subsequent changes in
education and learning systems throughout the start of the 21st century, a further review
of ISCED was undertaken between 2009 and 2011 involving extensive global
consultation with countries, regional experts and international organisations. The revision
took into account important shifts in the structure of higher education, such as the
Bologna process in Europe, expansion of education programmes for very young children,
and increasing interest in statistics on the outcomes of education, such as educational
attainment. The revised ISCED 2011 classification was adopted by the UNESCO General
Conference at its 36th session in November 2011 and implemented in international
educational statistics in 2015 (OECD/European Union/UNESCO-UIS, 2015).
•

ISCED 0 (Early childhood education): In ISCED 2011, ISCED 0 covers early
childhood education and care for all ages, including very young children. As the
educational properties of ISCED 0 programmes can be difficult to assess directly,
several criteria are used to come up with a technical definition. For a programme
of an ECEC setting to be reported as ISCED level 0 it must have: adequate
intentional educational or pedagogical properties; be delivered by qualified staff
members; take place in an institutionalised setting; meet a minimum
intensity/duration (an intensity of at least 2 hours per day; and a duration of at
least 100 days a year) and be targeted at children from age 0 until entry into
ISCED level 1. In ISCED 2011, programmes are sub-classified into two
categories depending on age and the level of complexity of the educational
content: early childhood educational development (ISCED 01) and
pre-primary education (ISCED 02). ISCED 01 programmes are generally
designed for children younger than 3. This is a new category not covered by
ISCED 1997. ISCED 02 is designed for children from age 3 years to the start of
primary education. It corresponds exactly to level 0 in ISCED 1997. Ageintegrated ECEC are reported according to the age of the children.

•

ISCED 01 – Early childhood educational development: Typically aimed at
very young children, aged0-2. The learning environment is visually stimulating
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and language rich, and fosters self-expression with an emphasis on language
acquisition and the use of language for meaningful communication. There are
opportunities for active play so that children can exercise their co-ordination and
motor skills under supervision and in interaction with staff.
•

ISCED 02 – Pre-primary education: Aimed at children in the years
immediately prior to starting compulsory schooling, typically aged 3-5. Through
interaction with peers and educators, children improve their use of language and
their social skills, start to develop logical and reasoning skills, and talk through
their thought processes. They are also introduced to alphabetical and
mathematical concepts, understanding and use of language, and are encouraged to
explore their surrounding world and environment. Supervised gross motor
activities (i.e. physical exercise through games and other activities) and playbased activities can be used as learning opportunities to promote social
interactions with peers and to develop skills, autonomy and school readiness.

Labour Force: The International Labour Organisation (ILO) considers people of
working age to be in one (and one only) of three situations in the labour market:
employed, unemployed, or inactive. The employed and unemployed together are known
as the labour force. The labour force participation rates is calculated as the labour force
divided by the total working-age population. The working-age population refers to people
aged 15 to 64. This indicator is broken down by age group and it is measured as a
percentage of each age group.
Language and literacy skills: Children’s productive and receptive language skills on
all levels: syntax (ability to form sentences), morphology (ability to form words),
semantics (understanding the meaning of words/sentences), phonology (awareness of
speech sounds), pragmatics (how language is used in different contexts), vocabulary. It
also refers to children’s (precursor) literacy skills, that is to say, all the skills related to
reading and writing, such as recognising and writing letters and words, understanding
pictures, etc.
Learning standards: Standards regarding child outcomes or child development set at
a national or regional level. The standards set clear expectations that children need to
meet on different developmental subjects, e.g. numeracy, reading, motor skills.
Legal entitlement to ECEC: Two types of legal entitlement to ECEC are
distinguished (as defined in Eurydice, 2013):
•

Universal legal entitlement: Statutory duty for ECEC providers to secure
(publicly subsidised) ECEC provision for all children living in a catchment area
whose parents, regardless of their employment, socio-economic or family status,
require an ECEC place.

•

Targeted legal entitlement: Statutory duty for ECEC providers to secure
(publicly subsidised) ECEC provision for children living in a catchment area who
fall under certain categories. These categories can be based on various aspects,
including the employment, socio-economic or family status of their parents.

Local level or local authorities: The local level is a decentralised level of ECEC
governance. It is located at city/town level in the vast majority of countries. In some
countries, the municipalities take the main responsibility for ECEC.
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Mean age of mothers at birth, calculated as the simple mean average age in years of
women at childbirth. The mean age of mothers at birth is shown both for all births and
also for first births only.
Minimum quality standards: The minimum benchmark for structural aspects of
ECEC settings to ensure a minimum level of quality. These are often aspects of ECEC
that can be regulated relatively easily (e.g. staff-child ratio, space, group size and
qualifications of ECEC staff).
Motor skills: The ability to perform complex muscle and nerve acts that produce
movements, the ability to co-ordinate the body. It refers to both fine and gross motor
skills and awareness of their own body. Fine motor skills include small movements such
as drawing and writing, crawling or putting shoes on. Gross motor skills are large
movements like walking and kicking, running and cycling.
Monitoring: The process of systematically tracking aspects of ECEC services, staff,
child development and curriculum implementation, with a view toward data collection,
accountability and/or enhancing effectiveness and/or quality.
Neighbourhood: The surrounding geographical area in which the setting or school is
located.
Network A group of ECEC centre leaders and/or ECEC staff who communicate
together for mutual benefit, sharing experiences and practices.
Networking: Networking is defined as a possibility for (new) <ECEC staff> to
interact with their peers, within or between <ECEC centres>, and could include the use of
Internet. Networking with peers is based on face-to-face meetings to share experiences
within or between <ECEC centres>, but could partly be based on virtual communities
(see further).
Non-Immigrant and Immigrant students in PISA 2015: If the student and the
Mother or/and the student and the Father are born in the country of test; or, If the student
is not born in the country of test, but the mother or/and the father is, then the student is
considered Non-Immigrant. If the student is born in the country of test, but none of the
parents or the Data for parents are missing, the student is a Second-GenerationImmigrant. If none of the three are born in the country of test, or If the student is not born
in country of test and the Data of one parent is missing, the student is a First-GenerationImmigrant.
Numeracy: The ability to reason and to apply simple numerical concepts and
understand numbers. Basic numeracy skills consist of knowing and recognising space,
shapes, location and direction, the basic properties of sets, quantity, order and number
concepts, time and change, being able to count, to comprehending fundamental
mathematics like addition, subtraction, multiplication and division.
Observation: A method to collect information on a subject from an outsider’s
perspective. It can be used for a specific purpose (e.g. inspection, peer review) or can be
open ended (e.g. to document a child’s progress for parents).
OECD Family Database: In view of the strong demand for cross-national indicators
on the situation of families and children, the OECD Family Database was developed to
provide cross-national indicators on family outcomes and family policies across the
OECD countries, its enhanced engagement partners and EU member states. The database
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brings together information from various national and international databases, both within
the OECD and external organisations. The database currently includes 70 indicators
under four main dimensions: (i) structure of families, (ii) labour market position of
families, (iii) public policies for families and children and (iv) child outcomes.
Overweight at age 11, by gender: This indicator uses data from the Health
Behaviour in School-aged Children (HBSC) survey 2013/14 to provide information on
the proportion of children (11-, 13- and 15-year-olds) that are considered ‘overweight’ or
‘obese’ in OECD and EU member countries. Data are presented through one primary
measure: Proportion (%) of 11-, 13- and 15-year-olds with a Body Mass Index (BMI)
classed as 'overweight' or 'obese' according to the World Health Organization (WHO)
child growth curve standards, by gender (WHO, 2006). The BMI data are based on selfreported information from children on their weight (without clothes) and height (without
shoes), with the BMI calculated as weight in kilograms divided by height in meters
squared (kg/m2).
Parental/guardian associations:
A
formal
organisation
composed
of
parents/guardians and/or ECEC staff or teachers that is intended to facilitate parent and/or
guardian participation in ECEC settings or primary schools. It may be referred as PTA
(parent-teacher association) or PTO (parent-teacher organisation).
Part-time/full-time classification and conversion to full-time equivalents: Both
the intensity of participation of students and the employment status of educational
personnel can be classified as either full-time or part-time according to similar principles
and their total numbers (headcount) can be expressed in full-time equivalents (FTEs).
Students should be classified between full-time and part-time on the basis of the intended
study load of the student within the reference school or academic year. Educational
personnel should be classified according to their contractual working hours. In order to
determine whether they are full-time or part-time, their study load and working hours
should be compared to those required to study or work full-time for the full reference
school or academic year according to the national norms or conventions at the given level
of education. A full-time student is one who is enrolled in an education programme
whose intended study load amounts to at least 75% of the normal full-time annual
study load. A part-time student is one who is enrolled in an education programme
whose intended study load is less than 75% of the normal full-time annual study lead.
Full-time educational personnel are employed for at least 90% of the normal or
statutory working hours of educational personnel in the same job or role at the given level
of education. Part-time educational personnel are employed for less than 90% of the
normal or statutory working hours of educational personnel in the same job or role at the
given level of education. The conversion of headcounts to full-time equivalents (FTE) is
similar for students and educational personnel. The aim is to express study loads and
working hours during the reference period in a single standard unit which equates to a
full-time, full-year student or educational personnel respectively. In order to determine
the FTEs of a given student or educational personnel, their intended study load or
contractual working hours should be divided by the corresponding normal annual study
load or normal or statutory working hours for the reference period. The concepts used to
define full-time and part-time participation at other ISCED levels, such as study load,
student participation and the academic value or progress which the study represents, are
not easily applicable to ISCED level 0. Therefore, a consensus has not been reached on a
methodology for calculating FTE for Enrolments at ISCED 0 but it is recommended in
data reporting to estimate pupils enrolled in Full-time equivalents by ISCED 0 Enrolment
Headcount (i.e. all enrolments counted as full-time). Headcount is not a satisfying criteria
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for
full-time equivalent for indicators such as expenditure per student (even if it is accepted
for enrolment comparisons).
Pedagogue: In some countries, the term "pedagogue" describes a qualified
pedagogical staff member in an ECEC setting or a school who may provide either special
support to some children or is the leader at the classroom or playroom level. See also
Teacher.
Pedagogy: A set of instructional techniques and strategies to support children’s
learning, development, and the acquisition of skills, competencies, values and attitudes
(Anders, 2015). It involves the staff’s pedagogical knowledge, but also the way the
knowledge is applied and the practices are implemented in interaction with children, and
in response to children’s requests and interests (Jensen, 2009). Curricula should provide
clear and explicit pedagogical guidelines for staff to ensure that critical learning or
development areas are covered (OECD, 2012).
PISA: The Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) is an ongoing
triennial survey that assesses the extent to which 15-year-olds students near the end of
compulsory education have acquired key knowledge and skills that are essential for full
participation in modern societies. The PISA 2015 survey focused on science, with
reading, mathematics and collaborative problem-solving as minor areas of assessment.
For the first time, PISA 2015 delivered the assessment of all subjects via computer.
Paper-based assessments were provided for countries that chose not to test their students
by computer, but the paper-based assessment was limited to questions that could measure
trends in science, reading and mathematics performance. Around 540 000 students
completed the assessment in 2015, representing about 29 million 15-year-olds in the
schools of the 72 participating countries and economies (OECD, 2017b).
PISA Index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS): The Programme for
International Student Assessment (PISA) index of ESCS was created on the basis of the
following variables: the International Socio-Economic Index of Occupational Status
(ISEI); the highest level of education of the student’s parents, converted into years of
schooling; the PISA index of family wealth; the PISA index of home educational
resources; and the PISA index of possessions related to “classical” culture in the family
home. For technical information on the index please have a look at the PISA Technical
Report (OECD, 2017b).
PISA index of family wealth is based on the students' responses on whether they had
the following at home: a room of their own, a link to the Internet, a dishwasher (treated as
a country-specific item), a DVD player, and three other country-specific items; and their
responses on the number of cellular phones, televisions, computers, cars and the rooms
with a bath or shower (OECD, 2017b).
PISA index of home educational resources is based on the items measuring the
existence of educational resources at home including a desk and a quiet place to study, a
computer that students can use for schoolwork, educational software, books to help with
students' school work, technical reference books and a dictionary (OECD, 2017b).
PISA School socio-economic profile: Advantaged (disadvantaged) schools are those
in the top (bottom) quarter of the distribution of the school-level PISA index of economic,
social and cultural status (ESCS) within each country/economy (OECD, 2017b).
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Principal (or head teacher): The person, typically a qualified teacher, responsible
for the day-to-day management of a kindergarten facility or primary school (see also
ECEC centre leader).
Pre-primary education: Refers to services for children to support early development
in preparation for participation in school and society and accommodate children from age
three to the start of primary education. It is also often referred to as ‘pre-school’ and it
corresponds exactly to ISCED Level 0.2 (see ISCED). For international comparability
purposes, the term “early childhood education” is used to label ISCED level 0 (for more
details, see Indicator C2 in Education at a Glance 2015).
Pre-school: Refers to services for children to support early development in
preparation for participation in school and society and accommodate children from age
three to the start of primary education. It is also often referred to as ‘pre-primary
education’ and it corresponds exactly to ISCED Level 02 (see ISCED).
Practical skills: Skills that involve active involvement of a child and refer to only
those skills that children need in daily life such as lacing shoes, brushing teeth, etc.
Private expenditure: Private expenditure refers to expenditure funded by private
sources, i.e., households and other private entities. “Households” means students and
their families. “Other private entities” include private business firms and non-profit
organisations, including religious organisations, charitable organisations, and business
and labour associations. Private expenditure comprises school fees; materials such as
textbooks and teaching equipment; transport to school (if organised by the school); meals
(if provided by the school); boarding fees (OECD, 2016).
Process quality: What children actually experience in their programme – what
happens within a setting, such as interactions between educators and children. It also
consists of the relationships with parents, available materials and professional skills of
staff.
Public and Private institutions or settings: This report distinguishes between
government-dependent and independent-private settings according to the degree of
dependence on government funding. ECEC settings can be classified in three categories:
1) independent-private ECEC settings controlled by a non-government organisation or
with a governing board not selected by a government agency that receive less than 50%
of their core funding from government agencies, 2) government-dependent private
ECEC settings controlled by a non-government organisation or with a governing board
not selected by a government agency that receive more than 50% of their core funding
from government agencies, and 3) public ECEC settings controlled and managed by a
public education authority or agency.
Public expenditure: Public expenditure refers to spending of public authorities at all
levels. Expenditure that is not directly related to education (e.g. culture, sports, youth
activities, etc.) is not included unless these services/activities are provided as ancillary
services by educational institutions. Expenditure on education by other ministries or
equivalent institutions, for example Health and Agriculture, is included. It includes
subsidies provided to households and other private entities (often in the form of financial
aid to students) which can be attributable to educational institutions (e.g. fees) or not
(e.g. private living costs outside of institutions). Public expenditure on education includes
expenditure by all levels of government, both education specific authorities as well as
other government agencies. Thus, central government expenditure includes not only the
expenditure of national education ministries, but also all expenditure on education by
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other central government ministries and authorities. Similarly, educational expenditure by
regional and local governments includes not only the expenditure of the regional or local
agencies with primary responsibility for operation of schools (e.g. provincial ministries of
education; or local education authorities) but also the expenditure of other regional and
local bodies that contribute to the financing of education (OECD, 2016). Public
expenditure is classified by the following three levels of government:
•

Central (national) government

•

Regional government (province, state, Land, etc.)

•

Local government (municipality, district, commune, etc.).

Purchasing Power Parities (PPPs): Purchasing power parities (PPPs) are the rates
of currency conversion that equalise the purchasing power of different currencies by
eliminating the differences in price levels between countries. In their simplest form, PPPs
are simply price relatives which show the ratio of the prices in national currencies of the
same good or service in different countries (OECD, 2017a).
Rating scale: A set of categories designed to elicit information about a quantitative or
a qualitative attribute. A common example is the 1-10 rating scale, in which a person
(evaluator or assessor or survey respondent) selects the number that is considered to
reflect the perceived quality or performance of the subject being monitored.
Regional level/regional authorities: A decentralised level of governance. It is
located at state or province level in the vast majority of countries, and can be referred to
as communities, Länder, cantons, states, etc. Regional authorities in federal countries are
often responsible for ECEC in their particular region.
Regulations/recommendations: Different kinds of official documents containing
guidelines, obligations and/or recommendations for ECEC institutions. Regulations are
laws, rules or other orders prescribed by public authority to regulate conduct.
Recommendations are official documents proposing the use of specific tools, methods
and/or strategies for teaching and learning. Their application is not mandatory (as defined
in Eurydice, 2013).
Science skills: Interest and abilities in understanding the various cycles in nature, as
well as in the development of scientific knowledge, the ability to question scientific
phenomena and to draw conclusions about scientific subjects. Science skills also refer to
the development of awareness of how science and technology shape and affect our
material, intellectual and cultural environments and the ability to understand that we all
are a part of nature’s cycles. Those skills also enable making simple predictions, asking
why, comprehending cause and effect, sorting, comprehending the common properties of
living beings.
Service quality: The level of quality at setting/provision level. It is the level of
quality provided by an ECEC setting, and refers to all the features that are regarded by a
country/region/local authority to be of importance for quality, children’s environments
and experiences that are presumed to be beneficial to their well-being. This most often
includes the use of a curriculum, staff characteristics, teacher or assistant behaviours and
practices, and the staff-child interactions that form the core of children’s ECEC
experiences, referred to in the literature as process quality. In addition, quality in most
countries involves structural features of the setting, such as space, group size and other
standards or regulations, e.g. safety standards (NCES, 1997; OECD, 2006; OECD, 2015;
OECD, 2012).
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Socio-economically disadvantaged children: Children from low-income
backgrounds (“economically disadvantaged”), from poor areas or regions, with poorly
educated parents and/or with one or more immigrant background parent who may face
learning disadvantages due to a different language spoken at home (adapted from
Bennett, 2012).
Special (education) need children (or children with special needs) Special needs
children cover those for whom a special learning need has been formally identified
because they are mentally, physically, or emotionally disadvantaged. Often they will be
those for whom additional public or private resources (personnel, material or financial)
have been provided to support their education.
Split system: ECEC services are governed by different ministries or authorities at
national/regional level. In many countries with a split system, policies for “care” and
“early education” have developed separately and fall under the responsibility of different
authorities. Childcare and early education is provided as two different services and for
different age groups. For instance, “childcare” for younger children refers most
commonly to children under the age of 3 and “early education” most commonly to
children of 3 years or older.
Staff-child ratio: The number of children per full-time member of staff. This can be
a maximum (regulated) number, which indicates the maximum number of children that
one full-time member of staff is allowed to be responsible for, or an average, that is, the
average number of children a full-time staff member can be responsible for. Ratios can be
either for main staff only (such as teacher or caregiver), commonly reported as teacherchild ratios, but can also include auxiliary staff, such as assistants.
Standardised test: A test designed in such a way that the questions, conditions for
administering, scoring procedures and interpretations are consistent and administered and
scored in a predetermined, standard manner (OECD, 2012; Zucker, 2004). This means
that the same test is given in the same way to all test takers. Standardised assessments are
usually administered to large groups of children, and mainly for the purpose of measuring
academic achievement and/or comparing members of a cohort (Rosenkvist, 2010)
(see also test).
Structural quality: Quality aspects that consist of “inputs to process-characteristics
that create the framework for the processes that children experience” (Litjens and
Taguma, 2010). These characteristics are not only part of the ECEC location in which
children participate, but also part of the environment that surrounds the ECEC setting,
e.g. the community. They are often aspects of ECEC that can be regulated, although they
may include variables that cannot be regulated.
Subsidised services: Settings that receive grants/funding from the state or other
public governmental bodies (e.g. regional/local authorities or municipalities) to finance
operation of the ECEC service and ensure ECEC provision at reduced fees for parents or
even for free.
Teachers and comparable practitioners: Pre-primary and primary education teachers
are the persons with the most responsibility for a group of children at the class- or
playroom-level. They may also be called pedagogues, educators, childcare practitioner or
pedagogical staff in pre-primary education, while the term teacher is almost universally
used at the primary level. Data sourced from the OECD’s Education at a Glance
exclusively covers this category.

STARTING STRONG 2017: KEY OECD INDICATORS ON EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CARE © OECD 2017

ANNEX A: GLOSSARY – 183

Staff for individual children: These staff members work with some children only,
for example children with special educational needs or those who do not speak the
language of the centre or school. They may be in the setting or play- /classroom every day
or only for selected time slots or lessons.
Teacher salary (OECD, 2016):
•

Actual salaries for teachers: Actual salaries for teachers aged 25-64 refer to the
annual average earnings received by full-time teachers aged 25 to 64, before
taxes. It is the gross salary from the employee’s point of view, since it includes
the part of social security contributions and pension scheme contributions that are
paid by the employees (even if deducted automatically from the employees’ gross
salary by the employer). However, the employers’ premium for social security
and pension is excluded. Actual salaries also include work-related payments, such
as annual bonuses, results-related bonuses, extra pay for holidays and sick-leave
pay. Income from other sources, such as government social transfers, investment
income and any other income that is not directly related to their profession, are
not included.

•

Earnings for workers with tertiary education: Earnings for workers with
tertiary education are average earnings for full-time, full-year workers aged 25-64
with an education at ISCED5/6/7 or 8 level. The relative salary indicator is
calculated for the latest year with available earnings data. For countries in which
teachers’ salaries and workers’ earnings information are not available for the
same year, the indicator is adjusted for inflation using the deflators for private
consumption.

•

Statutory salary: Statutory salaries refer to scheduled salaries according to
official pay scales. The salaries reported are gross (total sum paid by the
employer) less the employer’s contribution to social security and pension,
according to existing salary scales. Salaries are “before tax” (i.e. before
deductions for income tax). Salary after 15 years of experience refers to the
scheduled annual salary of a full-time classroom teacher. Statutory salaries may
refer to the salaries of teachers with the minimum training necessary to be fully
qualified or salaries of teachers with the typical qualifications, plus 15years of
experience. Starting salary refers to the average scheduled gross salary per year
for a full-time classroom teacher with the minimum training necessary to be fully
qualified at the beginning of the teaching career. Maximum salary refers to the
maximum scheduled annual salary (top of the salary scale) for a full-time
classroom teacher with the maximum qualifications recognised for compensation.

Teaching time / Working time (OECD, 2016):
•

Actual teaching time: Actual teaching time is the annual average number of
hours that full-time teachers teach a group or class of students including all extra
hours, such as overtime. The data can be from administrative registers, statistical
databases, representative sample surveys or other representative sources
− Statutory teaching time: Statutory teaching time is defined as the scheduled
number of 60-minute hours per year that a full-time teacher per year that a
full-time teacher teaches a group or class of children as set by policy,
teachers’ contracts of employment or other official documents.
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•

Teaching time: Teaching time can be defined on a weekly or annual basis.
Annual teaching time is normally calculated as the number of teaching days per
year multiplied by the number of hours a teacher teaches per day (excluding
preparation time and periods of time formally allowed for breaks between lessons
or groups of lessons). At the primary level, short breaks between lessons are
included if the classroom teacher is responsible for the class during these breaks.
The number of teaching days is the number of teaching weeks multiplied by the
number of days per week a teacher teaches, less the number of days on which the
school is closed for holidays. The number of teaching weeks refers to the number
of weeks of instruction excluding holiday weeks a teacher teaches a group or class
of students as set by policy, teachers’ contracts of employment or other official
documents.

•

Total statutory working time: Total statutory working time refers to the number
of hours that a full-time teacher is expected to work as set by policy. It can be
defined on a weekly or annual basis. It does not include paid overtime. According
to a country’s formal policy, working time can refer to the time directly associated
with teaching and other curricular activities for students, such as assignments and
tests, the time directly associated with teaching and hours devoted to other
activities related to teaching, such as preparing lessons, counselling students,
correcting assignments and tests, professional development, meetings with
parents, staff meetings and general school tasks.

•

Working time required at school: Working time required at school refers to the
time teachers are required to spend working at school, including teaching and
non-teaching time.

Total Fertility Rate (TFR) or the average number of children born per woman over
a lifetime given current age-specific fertility rates and assuming no female mortality
during reproductive years. TFRs are computed as the sum of age-specific fertility rates
defined over five-year intervals. Assuming no migration and that mortality rates remain
unchanged, a TFR of 2.1 children per woman is generally sufficient to generate a stable
population within a given country - a TFR above or below this ‘population replacement
rate’ is likely to produce population growth and population decline, respectively.
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