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Introduction

This Final Report is submitted for the implementation of specific contract No
EAC/2012/0615 “Study on the effective use of early childhood education and care
(ECEC) in preventing early school leaving (ESL)". The study is carried out by the Public
Policy and Management Institute.

The aim of the study is to get a better understanding of the evidence base behind the
relationship between good-quality early childhood education and care and early school
leaving rates and to support the work of the European Commission and Member
States, within the Strategic framework Education and Training 2020.

Specific objectives of the study include:

= development of a state of the art conceptual framework for analysis,
reviewing existing research across Europe and beyond (all previous
research that is available in European languages - most importantly
longitudinal);

= collecting new data and analysing relevant policies and their effects
across Europe;

= providing recommendations for actions that could be taken at European
and national level to improve the effectiveness of ECEC services, to
promote ECEC and to contribute to the development of a more
comprehensive approach to tackling underachievement and early school
leaving.

The report presents the final results of the assignment and the methodology that was
used to complete it. The report consists of three chapters.

The first chapter briefly introduces the relevance of the research topic and describes
the conceptual framework of the study. It also presents the main concepts and their
definitions that framed the research process and analysis. The development and
justification of the use of the definitions is presented in the full version of the literature
review (see Annex 1). The research team has also conducted an overview of European
policy and legal context within the field of ECEC and general education, which is
presented in Annex 2. Finally, the first chapter briefly presents the research design
and methodology of the study that was used to achieve the objectives stated above.

The second chapter discusses the potential link between children’s early development
and success at the end of compulsory schooling. The chapter also presents evidence
on the impact of quality ECEC in strengthening foundations for learning in children’s
development. The findings are based on the analysis of previous research evidence
(including the one from longitudinal studies) and supported by case study data from
10 European countries. Full case study reports, which provide evidence on the status
quo of ECEC systems in 10 countries and its potential links with children’s success in
later schooling, are attached separately as Annex 3.

The third chapter argues the importance of a well-balanced and competent education
system for the smooth development of children and strengthening foundations for
lifelong learning. It focuses on three important education stages of children’s learning
process: early childhood, transitions and compulsory schooling and discusses the
importance of balance and continuity between them to ensure children’s success.

The study is completed with a set of conclusions and recommendations for actions that
could be taken at European and national level to improve the effectiveness of ECEC

September 2014 5



European Education
Commission | and Training

services, to promote ECEC and to contribute to the development of a more
comprehensive approach to tackling underachievement and early school leaving.

The Report has the following Annexes:

Annex 1. Full literature review

Annex 2. European policy context in the area of early childhood and general
education;

Annex 3. Case study reports

Annex 4. Group size and practitioner to child ratio in ECEC across Europe.
Annex 5. Monitoring, length of compulsory education and educational support
during compulsory education in Europe.
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Chapter 1: Analytical framework and methodology

Chapter 1 introduces the context for the current study, discusses the main concepts
important for understanding the relationship between early childhood education and
care and pupils’ participation and performance at later stages of education and
introduces the analytical framework on which the study is based.

1.1. Relevance of research topic

Early school leaving (ESL) remains one of the main challenges faced by European
society. One out of every seven young Europeans leaves the education system without
having the necessary skills or qualifications to make a successful transition to the
labour market and for active participation in society. According to Eurostat, 12.0% or
more than 5 million of all 18-24 year olds in the EU Member States had not completed
upper secondary education and were no longer in education and training in 2013.
Research also shows that early school leaving generates major individual, economic
and social costs (including reduced tax revenues and increased public spending on
healthcare, criminal justice and social benefits) and these are linked to
unemployment, social exclusion, and poverty. As a result, ESL is an obstacle to
economic growth and employment, which hampers productivity and competitiveness,
and fuels poverty and social exclusion. Besides the serious social and economic
consequences for societies, early school leaving increases the risk of an immense
waste of the individual potential of young people. Therefore, the need to address early
school leaving is widely acknowledged in the European agenda.

At the moment reducing early school leaving is one of the five headline targets of the
Europe 2020 Strategy and one of the benchmarks of the Strategic Framework for
cooperation in education and training (Education and Training 2020). It expresses the
commitment of the Member States to reduce the share of early school leavers in
Europe to less than 10% by the year 2020. Furthermore, one of the benchmarks of
the Education and Training 2020 Work Programme is that by 2020 the share of low
achieving 15-year-olds in reading, mathematics and science should be less than 15%.
Although in some Member States progress is satisfactory towards this headline target
and benchmark, many countries are still lagging behind. The Council Recommendation
on policies to reduce early school leaving, adopted in June 2011 (Council of the
European Union, 2011) highlights the fact that effective policies against ESL need to
be evidence-based and comprehensive, addressed at all levels of education and they
should combine prevention, intervention and compensation measures. The document
names high-quality early childhood education and care (ECEC) among the effective
measures in preventing early school leaving.

In general, the importance of ECEC services is widely acknowledged in European
policy discourse. There is a consensus that investing in the earliest phase of education
brings the greatest economic and social returns over the lifecycle, particularly in the
case of disadvantaged children and helps to avoid later, more expensive and often less
effective remedial actions. Moreover, high-quality early childhood education and care
services positively contribute to educational achievement, participation and reduce the
risk of early school leaving. However, clear evidence about the causal relationship
between these variables in different contexts is still lacking. Although a number of
longitudinal studies have explored it more closely, this assumption is mostly derived
from research results of other ECEC, ESL and low attainment aspects that indirectly
indicate the possibility of the existence of such relationship. For example, a large body
of evidence shows that children who participated in high-quality ECEC were better
prepared for school and tended to have higher achievement at school in math, reading
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and had better memory (Eurydice, 2009; Ivi¢ & PesSikan, 2009, Havnes & Mogstad,
2009); meanwhile many studies describe low achievers and early school leavers as
young people who have lower cognitive skills. These insights allow logically assuming
that ECEC by contributing to the development of children’s competences may reduce
the risks of low-achievement and early drop-out (Lyche, 2010). Therefore, there is a
need for further more detailed exploration and analysis on how equitable and high-
quality early child education and care can influence the performance of children at
later stages at school and possibly contribute to the prevention of early school drop-
outs.

The aim of this study is to bring all the available pieces of the ECEC-ESL puzzle
together into this report and identify the missing details that need to be explored
further.

1.2. Analytical framework

Even though the potential of high-quality ECEC in positively influencing pupils’
performance and participation at school at a later stage is widely discussed and
acknowledged, it is challenging to establish direct links between these two concepts,
given the potential influence of numerous other factors that might also affect
performance and participation at school.

The core element of our approach is the focus on the developmental aspect of
children’s learning process, which is reflected in our analytical framework (see Figure 1
below). Children’s development is a long-term continuous process starting from home
and the first transition to the ECEC setting following transitions and participation in
compulsory school and subsequent successful graduation from it.

Neuroscience and brain research have shown that early childhood is the most
intensive period of brain development during the human lifespan. The foundations for
learning laid during early childhood have potential to enhance further achievements
and learning of children during compulsory schooling. However, this process is shaped
and influenced by three groups of factors (see Figure 1).

Background factors shape the peculiarities of children’s needs when they enter and
participate in the education process. Rich research evidence confirms that children
with low socio-economic status perform worse than their more socially advantaged
peers (OECD, 2013a). Most countries recognise that families living in poverty are
significantly less likely to participate in early childhood provision even though their
children might benefit greatly (Levin, 2003). Children who must combine work with
study are more likely to repeat and leave school early (GHK Consulting ltd, 2011;
OECD, 2012b; UNICEF & UNESCO, 2012) often even without being able to read a
basic text (UNICEF & UNESCO, 2012). Foreign or minority background can also
hinder children’s success due to additional linguistic needs (OECD, 2010; Egelund,
2011, Haahr, 2005; GHK Consulting Itd, 2011; Bauchmdaller, Ggrtz, & Wadirtz
Rasmussen, 2011; DCSF, 2007); children from one-parent families and also families
with a history of violence are likely to have lower educational performance and are
likely to leave school earlier (OECD, 2010; Prusik, 2010; Matkovi¢, 2010; Eivers et al.
2000), which emphasises the important influence of family characteristics and
environment on children’s learning process. National and international research
confirms that physical or mental disability or long illness increases the likelihood of
early school leaving (Feri¢, et al. 2010; SCB, 2007; Domagata-Krecioch, 2008, OECD,
2012a). Though it is important to acknowledge the role of background factors in
explaining differences in children’s performance, it is even more crucial to understand
that these factors cannot be decisive in defining children’s success or failure. They
rather reflect the diversity of the child population and starting opportunities. It is the
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task of the education system to neutralise these inequalities and enhance every child’s
potential regardless of its background, which makes education system factors crucial
in the learning process of children.

Therefore, education system factors play a crucial role in children’s learning process
and are expected to be the “fertile soil” where children’s competence and capabilities
grow smoothly. Learning and education start right from birth and continue into
compulsory schooling. The role of the system is to ensure the quality of all levels
(ECEC, primary and secondary) and transitions between them in order to provide solid
and responsive ground for every child to learn and succeed. In this study we also aim
to answer what are the crucial quality elements of an education system (starting from
ECEC up to upper secondary school) that enable it to provide such ground for
children’s development and ensure their success.

The third group of factors refer to cross-sector policy factors which may indirectly
influence children’s development, by shaping the decision of parents or children to
participate in the education process. For example, parental leave policies may
influence the decision about enrolling a child in ECEC and parents ability to create a
home learning environment, considering the time available to be with children.
Labour market may also have significant influence on the decision to enrol children
in ECEC. Where the labour market and employment are strong, and wages are good, it
is much easier for families to be able to finance ECEC (Levin, 2003). On the other side
of the education process, the labour market can serve as a pull factor for pupils to
leave school early. For example, availability of jobs for low-skilled persons might be a
disincentive in some countries to stay longer in school (GHK Consulting ltd, 2011)).
Although we focus primarily on factors that influence children’s development directly
(most importantly education system factors) in this study, we recognise the potential
role of cross-sector policy factors as additional elements in explaining children’s
participation in the education process.
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Figure 1: Analytical framework
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The analytical framework presents the entire hypothetical causality chain of a child’s
development starting from participation in early childhood education to the transition
to subsequent levels of education and final graduation. The analytical framework also
takes into account the effects of education system factors, socio-economic background
and family characteristics on children’s success in the learning process, which proved
to be significant and important according to the existing research evidence (see full
literature review in Annex 1). Based on the analytical framework presented above we
have detailed the research questions we aim to answer in this study. The research
questions cover different factors influencing children’s development and aim to identify
the role of early childhood education and care in it, and more specifically - in
preventing early school leaving (see Table 1).

Table 1: Research questions

Questions

- What constitutes equitable and high-quality early childhood
education provision?

- What types of ECEC service are practiced in Member States?
What policies proved to be more favourable for children’s
development?

Links between overall
design of ECEC system
in the country and
factors that define the
quallty of ECEC

- What is the role of ECEC in strengthening the foundations for
learning for children participating in it? What is the impact of ECEC
on early child development and on transition to and success in
primary and secondary school? Is the impact of ECEC sustained?

Outcomes for children
of ECEC

- What is the role of transition in children’s successful learning?

- What transition mechanisms between ECEC and primary
education are used in European countries? What policies are most
favourable for children?

- What is the role of ECEC and schools in facilitating children’s
transitions?

- How are transitions between grades organised in European
countries? What factors determine difficulties for children in making
these transitions?

transition policies and
success at the next
educational level
(after transition)

Links between
education-related
factors (at ISCED 1-3)
and performance and
participation of pupils

- What impact do features of the education system have on pupils’
performance and participation in compulsory schooling?

- What types of educational support policies are practiced in
European countries?

- What types of competences do underachieving pupils/early
school leavers possess/lack in different European countries?

- Are there any links between the developmental outcomes for
children that are developed by typical ECEC institutions and types of
competences that underachieving pupils and early school leavers
typically lack?

- Does quality of ECEC and smooth education process have an
impact on the level of children’s achievement and participation in
school?

- What is the interplay between ECEC and further education in
terms of strengthening children’s foundations for learning?

Relations between
children’s
competences profile at
early age and
competence profile at
primary and
secondary educational
level

- What are the other factors (if any) that influence quality
provision of ECEC and positive children’s outcomes from ECEC?

- What are the other factors that influence achievement and early
school leaving rates in different European countries?

Influence of other
policy factors

Links between
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1.3. Key terms and concepts

1.3.1. Capabilities and Competences

Two important concepts are used inter-dependently when discussing children’s
development:

Competence is understood and defined as measurable knowledge, skill, ability and/or
other characteristic (e.g. attitude, behaviour, physical ability), which a child may
possess or acquire during the education process and which is necessary for their
performance at later stages of education and life. However, in early child development
it is difficult to identify measurable competences; therefore, when talking about early
outcomes of children, abilities, developmental outcomes and learning dispositions that
further develop into pupils’ competences are referred to.

Capabilities are seen as an umbrella concept that link abilities/competences of a child
and inputs (education system elements). The capability approach (Saito, 2003) looks
at whether learners are able to convert their abilities/competences into capabilities
and whether - at the same time - education systems provide opportunities for this
process (i.e., if learners can use their abilities at their own choice and if education
systems provide this choice).

The basic patterns of child development in the light of genetic-environmental
correlation (i.e. impact of environment on development) are a rather recent area of
study. Researchers are constantly discovering new information on how children grow,
develop, and learn about their world. Although each child is unique, there are basic
patterns, or principles, of growth and development that are predictable, and orderly.

Rather than focusing on equipping our children with specific knowledge, Birghous
(2000) argues that we need to equip children with the skills they need to reflect
rationally on alternative choices about how to live, so as to enable them to make
better rather than worse choices now and in the future. Nussbaum (2000) is also clear
that time spent in compulsory education (schooling) should help children develop
capabilities which are important to make genuine and valued choices. According to
Sen’s concept of capability as applied to education! children are better off when they
have more feasible options to choose from and the freedom to choose which options
to exercise in the present and/or when they are engaged in building future capabilities
(Saito, 2003). Competences such as concentration or accuracy, attitudes such as
neatness, punctuality, engagement, behaviours such as attentive listening or polite
communication do not exist in a void. They surface only when a person is engaged in
activities which are congenial to them and which they perceive as worthwhile.

The capability approach (Nussbaum, 2011) warns us that we cannot just evaluate
abilities/competences and inputs (education system elements); but we also must look
at whether learners are able to use these abilities and competences at their own
choice (i.e. education system provides opportunities for this). We find that this
approach can be beneficial for the discussion of development and impact of ECEC
because it grasps the interplay between the child and the context in which it grows up.
Capabilities are not just abilities/competences residing inside of a person, but also a

! ..by, for example: Saito, M. (2003). Amartya Sen’s capability approach to education: A critical exploration.
Journal of Philosophy of Education, 37 (1), 17-33.
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freedom of choice or opportunities to exercise and develop these abilities/competences
created by a combination of education, social and economic factors.

1.3.2. Underachievement

For the purposes of the present study the term “underachievement” is used in three
different ways:
= With reference to particular educational transitions by individuals: when
his/her low educational achievement makes a particular transition
difficult or impossible, the pupil in question is “underachieving”.
= With regard to individual educational careers: when insufficient
educational achievement significantly hinders the course of a pupil’s
career in education, the pupil is said to “underachieve”.
= With regard to groups in education: when there is a difference in
average educational achievement between two sub-groups of a
meaningful partition of a population in education, the sub-group with
the lower average achievement can be described as “underachieving”
relative to the other sub-group in question.

The notion of “underachievement” in education is burdened with a history of
confusion, multiple definitions and conceptual difficulties (Plewis, 1991; Reis &
McCoach, 2000; Gorard & Smith, 2004, Ziegler & Stoeger, 2012). Plewis (1991) gave
three different meanings of educational “underachievement” which were current over
two decades ago. Firstly, it referred to the finding that “teachers, when asked about
individual pupils as to whether their achievement is in line with their ability or whether
they are doing as well as they are capable of, are able to discriminate between pupils
along these dimensions.” Secondly, “many psychologists” defined “educational
underachievement for individuals in terms of a discrepancy between their IQ and their
score on an educational test”. Thirdly, among educational sociologists “social and
demographic groups with mean achievement or attainment test scores below the
mean for a selected reference group” were said to “underachieve”. He concluded that
the “conceptual and operational confusion surrounding underachievement can only be
a hindrance to good educational research. Eliminating the word should improve the
quality of educational debates on achievement and studying teachers’ perceptions of
their pupils in this area could give us a better understanding of educational
processes”. The term “underachievement” has not quite disappeared from
educationalists’ vocabulary. In view of the difficulties surrounding it, a specific
description suited to the present study is put forward here.

In contrast, differential achievement between well-defined sub-populations — as in the
sociologists’ view of “underachievement” (e.g. Troyna, 1991, Carrington & McPhee,
2008) — seems of interest in a review of the effects of quality ECEC. When there is a
difference in average educational achievement between two sub-groups of a
meaningful partition of a population in education, the sub-group with the lower
average achievement can be described as “underachieving” relative to the other sub-
group in question.

Individual pupils’” underachievement may interfere with particular transitions in
education—for example: entering primary education, transferring from primary to
secondary education, passing from one grade to the next. This may affect the general
course of their career, eventual attainment, and the risk of leaving school early. As
such, it is particularly relevant to the present study and underachievement that makes
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a particular transition difficult or impossible or significantly hinders the course of a
pupil’'s career in education will also be included in the specific notion of
“underachievement” adopted here.

1.3.3. Early school leaving

For the purposes of the current study early school leavers are those who, upon
leaving initial education for the first time, have only achieved pre-primary, primary,
lower secondary or a short upper secondary education of less than 2 years (ISCED O,
1, 2 or 3c short).

Although there is no universally accepted definition of “early school leaving”, there is
broad agreement about success in “upper secondary education” as the preferred
minimum attainment level. This is true for the European “early leavers from education
and training” indicator and also for comparable OECD statistics (OECD, 2012b). In the
US research, successful completion of “high school” is the corresponding target (e.g.:
Pharris-Ciurej, Hirschman, & Willhoft, 2012, Plank, DelLuca, & Estacion, 2008,
Rumberger & Lamb, 2003). In terms of UNESCQ’s International Standard Classification
of Education (ISCED), early school leavers are those who have only achieved pre-
primary, primary, lower secondary or a short upper secondary education of less than 2
years (ISCED 0, 1, 2 or 3c short). All these definitions of early school leavers are
appropriate when the effectiveness of the initial education system is at stake. They are
quite different from the EU “early leavers from education and training” indicator, which
is defined as “the proportion of the population aged 18-24 with only lower secondary
education or less and no longer in education or training” (Council of the European
Union, 2011). The latter confounds school leaving after a continuous career in
education, school leaving after re-entry, and qualification (at a young age) in adult
education and it mixes in a labour market component.

With regard to defining “early school leavers” in the context of this study, it is
worthwhile to distinguish between the different elements involved in the EU definition
of “early leavers from education and training”. Which one of these elements is most
likely to be influenced by the quality of ECEC? For which of these elements is it most
feasible to find support from research results for a link with the quality of ECEC? As
there is little scope of finding material that directly bridges the time gap between
ECEC and ESL, this study will need to rely on linking together evidence about the
effects of ECEC in the further educational career. It seems most practical and feasible,
therefore, to focus mainly on the event which is the closest in time, namely the first
time the pupil leaves initial education. Thus, for the purposes of the current study
early school leavers are those who, upon leaving initial education for the first time,
have only achieved pre-primary, primary, lower secondary or a short upper secondary
education of less than 2 years (ISCED 0, 1, 2 or 3c short).

1.3.4. Quality of Early Childhood Education and Care

For the purposes of the current study Early Childhood Education and Care (ECEC)
is defined as any regulated arrangement that provides education and care for children
from birth to compulsory primary school age - regardless of the setting, funding,
opening hours or programme content - and includes centre and family day care;
privately and publicly funded provision; preschool and pre-primary provision.
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High-quality ECEC is defined as a multi-dimensional and generic construct, which
unfolds (and has to be proactively developed) in four components: governance
quality, structural quality, process quality and access quality; and leads to positive
experiences and outcomes for children.

Definitions that understand ECEC in its broadest sense include all processes and
mechanisms that sustain and support development of children from birth till the age
of the start of compulsory schooling. For instance, in the OECD’s Starting Strong
definitions (OECD, 2001, 2006a, 2012d) ECEC encompasses all arrangements
providing education and care for under compulsory school age, regardless of setting,
funding, opening hours, or programme content, and policy measures aimed at
supporting optimal care and education during this (e.g. parental leave regulations).
The UNESCO (2010) definition of ECEC refers to all organised developmental services
for young children up to compulsory school age. Those services can include childcare
centres, other “care” services (e.g. day care), programmes with the primary purpose
of “early childhood education” (e.g. kindergartens, nursery schools) and some
elements of family resource programmes. Similarly, Eurydice (2014) describes ECEC
as any regulated arrangement that provides education and care for children from birth
to compulsory primary school age - regardless of the setting, funding, opening hours
or programme content - and includes centre and family day care; privately and
publicly funded provision; preschool and pre-primary provision. This understanding is
also reflected in the current study.

When exploring positive impacts of ECEC, researchers unanimously confirm that it is
conditional on the quality of ECEC (European Commission, 2011; Eurydice,
2009a). As Datta Gupta and Simonsen (2010) and Eurydice (2009) observed, only
ECEC services of good quality benefit child development, especially children most in
need.

The debate on quality ECEC started in the 1980s when the child development
perspective on quality was developed. At that time high quality was defined as one
which promotes optimal child outcomes in all domains of development (Huntsman,
2008). The outcome of ECEC should be children’s well-being and development in the
physical, cognitive and socio-emotional areas. After finishing the ECEC stage, children
should be (1) healthy and well-nourished, (2) securely attached to caregivers and able
to interact positively with extended family members, peers, and teachers, (3) able to
communicate in their native language or in the host country language with both peers
and adults, and (4) ready to learn throughout primary school (Naudeau et al. 2011).
Two approaches - top-down and bottom-up were developed in analysing quality (Katz,
1993). Top-down approach referred to structural quality, which could be measured
by selected characteristics of the programme, the setting, the equipment, and other
features, as seen by the adults in charge of the programme; while the bottom-up
perspective attempts to determine how the programme is actually experienced by the
participating children (process quality) (Ishimine, Tayler, & Bennet, 2010). Later on
other perspectives on quality emerged in the scholarly debate and quality ECEC
started to be understood as existing “in the eyes of the beholder”, i.e. viewed from the
perspectives of different stakeholders (Calvert, 2012; Layzer & Goodson 2006; da
Silva & Wise 2006). ECEC quality started to be understood as a multi-dimensional and
multi-level concept. Finally, the CoRe study (2011) commissioned by the European
Union related the concept of quality to the economic, social, and educational functions
of ECEC and stated that quality must unfold at all four levels of a competent ECEC

September 2014 15




European Education
Commission | and Training

system (i.e. governance level, interagency level, institutional level and individual
level).

Literature review conducted for this study illustrates that high-quality ECEC has been
associated with some aspects of governance quality, structural quality, process quality
and access quality, where all these aspects are interrelated (see Annex 1). These
aspects are interdependent and overlapping; therefore, as concluded by (OECD,
2012d) they should all be treated as necessary elements for successful ECEC policy
and will be used as quality aspects analysed in this study:

= Structural quality conditions can be defined as “inputs to process
characteristics which create the framework for the processes that
children experience” (Taguma, Litjens, & Makowiecki, 2012);

= Process quality consists of what children actually experience in their
programmes - that which happens within a setting. These experiences
are thought to have an influence on children’s well-being and
development (Litjens & Taguma, 2010) (e.g. Experiences and
Interactions of different participants);

= Access quality can be summarised as respect for equity, inclusion,
diversity, affordability, usefulness, comprehensibility, and availability of
ECEC services (Lazzari & Vandenbroeck, 2012));

= Governance quality refers to responsibility for decision-making and
delivery of services across government departments, levels of
government, and public and private actors and systems of evaluation,
monitoring and quality improvement.2

1.3.5. Transitions

Transitions take various forms in learning and education. Learning processes and
learning outcomes themselves are expressions of change and transformation.
Similarly, transitions can be considered as natural phases of human development.
During young people’s and adults’ educational path, they are confronted with more or
less radical transitions which involve moving from one environment to another
(Tynjala et al, 2012): transitions from home to pre-primary education, transitions
between grades, between schools, from ordinary to special education, etc. The
challenge for education systems is how to organise the links between different
educational levels, schools and grades so that they support transitions in the best
possible way.

This study primarily explores effective transition between ECEC and primary
school and defines it as a relationship between ECEC and compulsory schooling in
three dimensions: readiness for school unfolded in four essential components (ready
ECEC, ready schools, ready parents and ready communities mean ready children);
strong and equal partnership between all stakeholders involved - ECEC educators,
school teachers, children, parents and communities — and continuity of children’s
development between ECEC and primary school.

Positive experiences of transition to school and between educational levels can be a
critical factor for children’s future success and development, while negative
experiences can have lasting difficulties leading to problematic behaviour and poorer

2 Governance quality is a collective concept adapted based on literature review (in particular, OECD (2012)
and CoRe (2011).
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educational performance (Niesel & Griebel, 2005; Woodhead & Moss, 2007; Moss,
2013). Transition from primary to secondary school has been identified in different
education systems as a significant and potentially stressful event for pupils.
Sutherland, Ching Yee, & McNess (2010) point out that difficulties with transitions can
be even more significant for particular groups of pupils. Important characteristics such
as gender, ethnic heritage, socio-economic status (SES) and special
educational needs (SEN) may aggravate pupil’s difficulties in secondary schools
despite average (or even above average) performance in primary school if there is no
adequate response from the system. Also the importance of family and school
support has been recognised by several researchers. Education systems and the
organisation of transitions play a crucial role in this process. Sutherland et al. (2010)
also highlight that the complexity of transitions stems from parental choice policies
and competition, which can hinder transitions for some groups of pupils. Clear and
uniform administrative procedures are also important for successful transition between
educational levels (Evangelou, Silva, Kyriacauo, Wild, & Glenny, 2009). Therefore,
poor attention to the transition process can enhance barriers for children, especially
those from disadvantaged backgrounds, to successfully integrate into the next
educational level.

Transition from ECEC to school is one of the first transitions in a child’s life but it is not
a one-time event. Rather there is a “process of continuity” (Peters, 2010) and change
as children move through primary and secondary school. This change refers to
changes in relationships, teaching style, environment, space, time and contexts for
learning and therefore, the process of transition occurs over time, “beginning well
before children start school and extending to the point where children and families feel
a sense of belonging at school and when educators recognise this sense of belonging”
(Hayes, 2011). Early understandings of transition to school were framed around the
concept of children’s “school readiness”. In this case the role of early childhood
education and care is understood as the preparation of children for schools, so that
they develop the necessary skills and abilities to be able to cope with the school
programme (Neuman, 2000). As a result, in an effort to prepare children for academic
programmes of primary schools, preschool systems often tend to adopt school-like
characteristics, which prevents early childhood education systems from focusing on
the psychology and natural learning strategies of children (OECD, 2006). More recent
thinking about the transition to school recognises that “school readiness does not
reside solely in the child, but reflects the environments in which children find
themselves” (Nolan et al., 2009; UNICEF, 2012a, 2012b). This perspective has
contributed to the re-conceptualisation of the nature of “school readiness” and of how
best to promote positive transitions to school. School readiness is nhow seen as a
combination of four essential components (see Figure 2).

Figure 2: Concept of school readiness

Ready Ready Ready Ready Ready
families + communities + ECEC + schools children

Source: Nolan, A., Hamm, C., McCartin, J., Hunt, Scott, C., and Barty, K., Outcomes and
Indicators of a Positive Start to School: Report prepared by Victoria University for the
Department of Education and Early Childhood Development. Melbourne: Victoria University,
20009.

The literature emphasises that four processes are important for having all the
elements from the above equation ready for smooth transition:
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1) structural continuity (Neuman, 2000; OECD, 2006; Dockett, Perry, &
Kearney, 2010),

2) pedagogical and curriculum continuity (Dockett, Perry, & Kearney, 2010,
OECD, 2012; Bennett, 2012: Woodhead & Moss, 2007),

3) professional continuity (Neuman, 2000; Fabian & Dunlop, 2006),

4) continuity with the home and community (Neuman, 2000; Brostrom,
2005; Fabian & Dunlop, 2006).

The discourse summarised by Peter Moss (2010) combines these approaches and
sees transition as a relationship between ECEC and compulsory schooling,
which unfolds in three dimensions: readiness for school comprised of four
components (as discussed above), solid partnership between all stakeholders
involved and common vision of ECEC and primary school on children’s
development as continuity. For this study the transition processes are also defined
in the form of these three dimensions, which will allow exploring all the possible
factors and barriers attributed to these dimensions across the whole school system.

1.3.6. Well-balanced education system

An education system is well balanced? when all its parts fit well together and
function in synergy. Balance can be assessed from different angles such as: efficiency,
equity, cohesion and representativeness.

Good-quality components are necessary but not sufficient to build an adequate whole,
whether we are talking about a machine, a factory or an educational system. The
parts need to fit together, or the system will fail or at least work inefficiently.
Similarly, the different components of an educational system need to be adequately
balanced. How can one judge whether a particular educational system is well
balanced? The extensive body of material (literature review, policy mapping, and case
studies) collected in this project contains the beginnings of an answer to this question.
A well-balanced system can be structured in four dimensions:

= Efficiency, i.e. every part of the system reinforces the results of other
parts. In other words, investment in the quality of all levels of education
is important, enabling every subsequent level of education to strengthen
the positive outcomes on children’s learning acquired at the previous
levels.

= Equity, i.e. that the education system should ensure opportunities for
every child regardless of its background to realise its potential, closing
the gap created by any particular disadvantage.

= Cohesion, i.e. co-responsibility of stakeholders across the education
system. In other words, it is important that stakeholders at each
particular level of education, starting from ECEC to transitions to the
labour market, share the same vision on continuity of the learning
process and children’s development as a whole rather than fragmented
into stages.

3 The concept of well-balanced system unfolded into four dimensions was developed by the research team
as a result of the analysis of all relevant literature and data collected during case studies and policy

mapping.
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= Representativeness, i.e. diversity of pupils is reflected by diversity of
staff and policymakers, which is crucial for a tailored response to the

needs of each particular pupil.

1.4. Research design

In order to achieve the above stated objectives and complete the task of finding
missing elements in the causal chain that follows children’s development trajectory
from ECEC to the end of compulsory education, we underwent several data collection

stages (see Table 2).

Table 2: Data collection stages

Rationale

Description and methods

Research
review
stage

During this stage the core team
with the help of national
researchers reviewed literature
available on the topic of the
research in almost all European
languages. This was an important
tool to inform the development of
the conceptual framework and
establish the main definitions.
Research review was an important
methodological step to gain and
synthesise already existing
evidence on the links between
quality ECEC and children’s
development and other contextual

children’s learning progress.

One of the main rationales for

to provide directions for future
studies.

and education factors that influence

research review was also to identify
major gaps in existing research and

Literature and policy documents available in
the English language were reviewed and
synthesised by the core research team.

In addition, research evidence available in
European national languages was
incorporated into the analysis. To
accomplish this the core team developed a
detailed questionnaire covering all the
research questions (see Table 1), which was
sent out to national researchers
collaborating with the core team. National
researchers were asked to review literature
on the relevant topics available in their
languages and summarise the most
important findings in English. The
questionnaire was piloted in one country in
order to fine tune the questions and
messages. Overall, the questionnaire was
sent to 36 European countries (28 EU MS, 4
EEA MS and 4 candidate countries) and
completed in all but Liechtenstein and
Iceland.

The timeline of this stage was April-June
2013.

Policy

mapping
stage

Having informed the conceptual

elements of quality ECEC and
further education, the next step
was to update the existing policy
information on the status quo of
these elements in Europe.

This stage was important in order
to assess the state of ECEC and
further education systems in

identified as important in the

of the situation in Europe allowed
objective selection of the most

analysis, taking into consideration
the principles of diversity and
representativeness.

framework and identified the major

Europe according to the dimensions

literature review. Second, mapping

interesting countries for case-study

To accomplish this task, the core team
elaborated the second questionnaire that
covered all the key elements of ECEC and
compulsory education that were identified as
important in the literature review. The
questionnaire was tested in three different
countries.

The questionnaire was pre-filled by the
members of the core team based on the
existing international comparative materials
(UNICEF, OECD, and Eurydice). Afterwards,
the questionnaires were sent to national
researchers in 36 European countries
covered by the study to be verified and
completed. This was done in all countries
except Liechtenstein and Iceland. The
synthesis of the policy mapping results is
presented in Chapter 3 of this report.

Policy mapping was completed during
August-September 2013.

Based on the policy mapping

results, the core team identified 10

Based on the policy mapping results, 10
countries were selected for case study
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Rationale

Description and methods

countries for in-depth (case study)
analysis. The main goals of case
studies were: 1) to collect evidence
on the implementation
gaps/challenges of the policies and
measures identified during the
policy mapping; 2) to complement
evidence collected during the
research stage on the important
elements and factors influencing
children’s development; 3) to
attempt to build a hypothetical
chain of factors influencing
children’s development in a
particular country context; 4) to
raise awareness on the importance
of ECEC by bringing together
stakeholders representing different
educational levels and roles.

analysis: Austria, Belgium, Croatia, Finland,
France, Italy, Lithuania, Spain, Sweden, and
the UK. The main selection criteria were
representativeness of European diversity in
terms of ECEC systems and performance
and participation rates of pupils at the end
of compulsory schooling. The data collection
and analysis was completed by national
researchers based on the detailed guidelines
developed by the core team. The case study
guidelines were piloted in one country and
the model case-study report was sent to
national researchers as an example. All 10
case study reports are provided in Annex 3
to this report.

The case studies are all based on desk
research and around 6 semi-structured
interviews with the relevant stakeholders
representing ECEC, primary and secondary

education, NGO and policy level and 2 focus
group discussions.

The case studies were implemented during
December 2013-February 2014. The
findings of case study reports are used
throughout the study.

The analysis of the data and information is based on recognised research methods.
The study in its nature is largely explorative and qualitative; however the research
team used quantitative evidence wherever possible. To ensure robust conclusions data
analysis relied on the logic of triangulation of data sources. Our answer to each
research question relies on several different sources of information, including research
evidence from multiple previous studies and semi-structured interviews, focus groups
with the key informants as well as observations conducted by the research team.

The vast ambition of the study was to cover a very long causality chain spanning from
education and care in early years to the end of compulsory schooling. The multitude
and large diversity of factors at play in different education systems and contexts
across Europe, as well as time and financial limitations faced by the research team
shaped the largely explorative design of the study, rather than original data collection
and analysis. Therefore, our research was essentially a meta-analysis of literature and
documents available in almost all European languages, which was complemented with
case studies helping to illustrate and contextualise our findings as well as develop
policy-relevant recommendations. As a result, we have produced a very
comprehensive trawl of research and experience to answer the research questions and
we have identified gaps in research and directions on how these gaps could be filled-in
in future studies.

1.5. Limitations of the study

The main limitations of the current study stem from the lack of comparable data and
available information on education systems and quality indicators necessary to feed
our argument.

The research team encountered a severe lack of comparable statistics on various
quality characteristics of ECEC across Europe, which limited the analysis. The countries
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have different ECEC facilities with different quality measures and requirements. The
lack of comparable statistics is also an obstacle to constructing an internationally
comparable set of minimum quality standards for ECEC. Due to this, not all quality
elements, which were identified as important for children’s development and quality
ECEC could be compared. Nevertheless, the comparative analysis allowed the main
weaknesses of ECEC systems across Europe which might limit ECEC influence on
child’s cognitive and non-cognitive development to be identified.

In addition, comparable data on education system characteristics was not always
available to the same extent in all Member States. In several countries information on
some of the characteristics was missing, while in Iceland and Liechtenstein most of the
relevant information was out of reach of the research team. These countries were
included in the overall comparative analysis only where data was available and
accessible.

Another limitation and simultaneous finding of the study was that not all elements of
our causal chain were equally well researched. For instance, many previous studies
analysed the link between participation or the length of attendance of ECEC and the
outcomes for children at later stages of education, but rather few actually tried to
analyse the importance of different quality elements of ECEC on the development of
children and success in later schooling. Analysis of national research evidence
suggests that the focus on structural quality elements prevails in European research.
The data on structural quality elements is usually part of general education statistics
and thus readily available for research, while the data on many other quality
characteristics is relatively more difficult to access, which made it challenging to make
a solid argument on the influence and role of non-tangible quality elements, which are
harder to measure. In addition, there is a great shortage of European longitudinal
studies, which would provide highly reliable evidence on the causal links of our
interest. Such studies are being carried out in only a handful of European countries
and do not cover the full diversity of European educational contexts.

In addition, most previous studies analysed relevant cause and effect relationships in
one specific country or even institutional context. The research evidence covering all
elements of our analytical framework was not present in all European countries
covered by our study. The findings from national studies could be generalised only to
a limited extent due to the diversity of contextual influences and the diversity of
national definitions used. The research team had to be very careful about generalising
findings from previous research.
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Chapter 2: Foundations for Ilifelong learning -
educational journey from early childhood to successful
school completion

The main aim of the current study is to get a better understanding of the links
between early childhood education and care (ECEC) and early school leaving (ESL).
This requires first of all a good understanding of the two factors and what they mean
for the development of children.

The needs and profile of the early school leavers is our starting point. What are the
main reasons for their difficulties in education? What are the competences
(knowledge, skills and attitudes) that they lack and the lack of which prevent them
from learning more successfully? Which of these competences could have been
supported by ECEC earlier?

Secondly, we identify the specific outcomes for children that high-quality ECEC
provision can yield in the short-term and can contribute to in the medium- or long-
term. What learning dispositions developed in the early years lead to knowledge, skills
and attitudes that might later help prevent early school leaving?

Bringing together the research findings from both ends of the causal chain in the
current chapter provides the backbone for the summary of research evidence in the
subsequent chapters of this report dealing with the influences of education system
characteristics on the development of children.

2.1. Building successful school graduates starting in early childhood?

Underachievement is a term that is often used when describing a failure in some
aspect of a person’s life, e.g. failure to exercise central capabilities. In the context of
education we usually refer to failing to obtain a certain level of qualification or reaching
a certain standard. Early school leavers did not necessarily struggle to achieve at
school. Rumberger & Lim (2008) identify academic achievement as having an effect on
the odds of early school leaving or upper secondary completion, and grades are found
to be a more certain predictor than test scores. But, it is not self-evident why someone
fails in school. It is necessary to distinguish those who had a reasonably smooth
education career, but did not obtain a qualification due to reasons other than academic
failure, from those who had difficulties achieving in education that prevented them
from getting a qualification - often many years before the opportunity of getting one
(Van Landeghem & Van Damme, 2011). Unanimously, the literature concludes that
neither underachievement nor early school leaving is a result of only interpersonal
factors, but rather a combination of personal, social, economic, education and family
domains (Altaras, 2006; Baker, Bridger, & Evans, 1998). Please see Annex 1 for more
details.

Competence profile of under-achieving pupils and early school leavers

In terms of personal characteristics, research evidence concludes that the most critical
factors for underachievement and ESL, include low social skills, low motivation, low
abilities, poor academic performance, learning difficulties and inadequate learning
habits (Pecek & Razdevsek-Pucko, 2003; Flere et al., 2009; Rovsek, 2013; Zuoza,
2010; Grabaziené, 2010). Behavioural problems can be a cause of bad performance or
a result of frustration because of struggling with the curriculum or un-supportive
environment. Also the relevance pupils assign to education in general can directly
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affect their motivation to remain in school and/or to continue using other opportunities
of lifelong learning (Parreira do Amaral, Walther & Litau, 2013). Early school leavers
are more likely than graduates to engage in a number of activities that involve a
degree of rebellion or insubordination, and therefore, might be considered as deviant
and having high-risk behaviour. Academic self-perception, motivation and self-
regulation contribute significantly to achievement. Wang, Haertel, & Walberg (1993)
found several common characteristics that influenced pupils’ performance: academic
self-concept, locus of control, self-efficacy, causal attributions for success and failure,
anxiety, learned helplessness, irrational beliefs, and peer relationship skills necessary
for cooperative learning. The study found that higher educational expectations were
associated with lower drop-out rates at upper secondary level (Rumberger and Lim,
2008). Altaras-Dimitrijevi¢ (2012) found that underachieving gifted pupils, among
other differences, were less self-confident and perceived themselves as less efficient;
they were not good in teamwork because they lacked trust and tended to be more
cynical. Martin et al. (2008) argued that meta-cognitive ability4 had significant impact
on achievement. Pupils’ attitudes and skills may also be among the defining factors for
early school leaving. For early school leavers it was more characteristic to show a lack
of aspirations as well as motivation: the higher the achievement motivation, the lower
the risk of leaving school without a full upper secondary qualification (Traag & van der
Velden, 2008). Many researchers found that achievement in literacy and numeracy
has the strongest influence on school non-completion (Marks & McMillian 2001;
Andersen 2005). Andersen (2005) found a strong relationship between pupils’ reading
skills, academic self-assessment, and the completion of upper secondary education.

In summary, most researchers in the field agree that poor reading skills, literacy,
under-development of working habits and learning strategies together with low
motivation and poor social skills are among the most crucial barriers for successful
performance at school. However, the question arises as to what are the reasons for
these competence gaps and when do they start to form.

Learning outcomes for children in early childhood

Looking at the very beginning of children’s development, it becomes evident that the
early years are a period of intensive neuro-psychological development of a child. The
brain has a remarkable capacity to change during these years in specific time intervals
and at different speeds. Studies show that there are windows of opportunity, or a
specific span of time, when the development of certain types of abilities develop
particularly fast: emotional control develops from birth to 3 years, vocabulary/speech
develops during the first three years of a child’s life and math/logic - from 1 to 4
years (Cook & Cook, 2009). Language and cognitive development are especially
important during the first six months to three years of life and continues later in
preschool settings (WHO, 2009).

During infancy and early childhood appropriate stimulation is needed for the brain
synapses to link. Development is influenced by a wide range of biological and
environmental factors, some of which protect and enhance the child’s development,
while others may compromise the desired developmental outcomes. Developmental
delays before the age of six are difficult to compensate for later in life because early
childhood is a particularly sensitive period for brain formation (Naudeau et al., 2011).
Rapid brain development affects cognitive, social and emotional growth. The more
stimulating the early environment, the more a child develops and learns (WHO, 2009).

“Meta-comprehension, verification of one’s results, consciousness of the strategies one uses and
consciousness of one’s own comprehension
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The importance of the early years has been extensively researched by developmental
psychologists. While Piaget (1953) focused on the individual child’s progress through
biologically determined learning stages, Vygotsky (1978) and (Bandura, 1977)(Social
Learning Theory) emphasised the importance of the social context to learning and
development. Vygotsky proposed the idea that learning and development take place in
the interactions children have with peers as well as with teachers and other adults. In
a variety of ways, these social interactions form the basis of the understandings that
eventually become internalised in the individual. What children have learned through
interaction creates their value system, attitudes, and skills and shapes how they
interpret different situations.

Research confirms that participation in ECEC positively influences the development of
language and literacy skills of children (Bennett, 2012; Sylva et al., 2004;
NICHD, 2006; Harrison et al., 2009; Kaczan & Zwierzynska, 2012). Language and
communication skills include a child’s ability to express themselves through words,
gestures or facial expressions, as well as the capacity to understand others. More
high-quality language interactions between children and adults will provide children
with the kinds of experiences that can foster their growth. Vygotsky (1978) noticed
that children solve problems with their speech. They talk aloud to guide their own
thinking processes. Eventually, as children mature, the words they speak aloud to
solve problems and to ask for guidance become internalised as part of our repertoire
of strategies for problem solving. We have reported earlier that early school leavers
struggle with problem-solving skills and learning strategies. In ECEC where there is
constant interaction between children and adults, pedagogical practice that includes
quality communication can support this process. This finding is especially significant
for immigrant and minority children who often face a language barrier to successful
schooling because their home language and the language of instruction are different.
The sooner they are exposed to the new language, the easier they will catch up.
Furthermore, children living in a deprived environment often lack stimulating social
interaction in their family, while ECEC provides a favourable environment for
socialisation.

Reading literacy is one of the strongest predictors of later success in school and lays
the foundations for being able to learn any subject content as well as to function in
everyday life. Research suggests that, “literacy learning begins long before children
start formal instruction or even start kindergarten. It starts even with birth - if a child
is surrounded by literate society - and lasts until the time when children read and
write conventionally” (Szinger, 2009). Throughout the child’s development, the time
devoted to literacy-related activities remains essential to the acquisition of reading
literacy skills and the effects can be long lasting. Early school leavers reported that
they did not enjoy reading and learning, and their literacy scores were commonly
lower. Therefore, story-book reading is the most powerful activity contributing to early
reading and writing (Szinger, 2010) at a specific age, while for others code-based
instruction focusing on alphabet knowledge or phonemic awareness can impact on a
range of literacy outcomes (NELP, 2008; NICHHD, 2000). The next section of this
report will analyse whether ECEC programmes are constituted in a way that helps
develop the key competencies from the earliest age.

Socialisation is an important process in child development. It is the process whereby
individuals become functioning members of a particular group and take on the values,
behaviours, and beliefs of the group’s other members. Although the process begins
shortly after birth and continues into adulthood, the age of early childhood is a crucial
period for socialisation. How children are disciplined, how they respond to this
discipline, and how they develop independent behaviour are all connected to the
process in which socialisation occurs. Supporting learning as a social process through
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daily tasks that foster more collaboration can develop the range of strengths and
abilities. Learning to work in groups and with others is not a competence that emerges
the moment a child enters a classroom. It takes much work to develop that kind of
behaviour and social skills. The findings of most longitudinal studies concluded that
early experiences of socialisation with peers in formal settings like ECEC promoted
pro-social behaviour (i.e. sharing, cooperation, empathy, learning to live and work
with other children) and self-regulation (e.g. to be autonomous, tolerate frustration,
take turns, wait, stand in line)(Sylva et al., 2004; Harrison et al., 2009; Sammons et
al., 2007). Neuroscience research confirms that interactions [both quality and content]
in the early years appear to be crucial to the development of the executive functions
underpinning pro-social behaviours and self-regulation® (Diamond, 2014). Mitchell et
al. (2008) and Sylva et al. (2004) state that high-quality ECEC programmes tend to
have positive effects on children’s social skills and socio-emotional development. ECEC
graduates also show higher task orientation, less anxiety, anti-social/worried
behaviour and aggression, greater independence and concentration, cooperation and
conformity, positive learning dispositions (i.e. motivation to learn, showing persistence
and perseverance in carrying out learning tasks), and peer sociability.

The profiles of early school leavers often showed that they lacked persistence in
completing tasks, had difficulties staying focused, and in seeing the long-term benefit
over short-term frustration. Literature shows that the foundations for self-regulation
have their beginnings in early childhood. One of the most well-known and much
replicated experiments (Marshmallow test) shows that children are not very good at
delaying immediate gratification and that is a skill that needs to be systematically
developed (Mischel et al., 1972). Kidd, Palmeri, & Aslin (2013) demonstrate further
that being able to delay gratification is also significantly influenced by the environment
as by innate ability. Children who experienced reliable interactions immediately before
the marshmallow task waited on average four times longer—12 versus three
minutes—than youngsters in similar but unreliable situations. Again we can draw a
parallel about the importance of ECEC as an environment that can help develop
dispositions for self-regulation, which are later observed to be lacking in early school
leavers.

In light of the earlier mentioned theory on social learning (Bandura, 1977) it is
worthwhile mentioning that children (as well as adults) learn how to behave by
imitating the behaviour of those closest to them. Bandura strongly argued that
aggression, for example, is caused as much as by environment as by innate personal
traits and psychological process. Therefore experiencing pro-social behaviour models
in ECEC can lay the foundations for constructive conflict management in compulsory
schooling.

In summary, juxtaposing the profile of underachievers/early school leavers with the
main developmental outcomes formed during the early years, one can draw
interesting parallels. The early cognitive abilities, which include early literacy,
language and numeracy form the foundations for further development of relevant
competencies at school, help avoid the formation of early gaps that would require
remedial action early during the compulsory schooling. Similarly, pro-social behaviour,
self-regulation and favourable learning dispositions are a huge asset, which young
children might be able to take from ECEC institution to school and which form the
basis for avoiding non-cognitive characteristics that are associated with
underachievement and early school leaving (see Table 3).

5 Child Development Project in Harvard. Available at: www.developingchild.harvard.edu
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Table 3: Juxtaposition of competence profiles of early school leavers/underachievers
and outcomes developed during the early years

Cognitive characteristics

Non-cognitive characteristics

Underachiever/Early
school leaver

ECEC graduate

Underachiever/Early school
leaver

ECEC graduate

= Poor reading

Early literacy

= Low self-esteem, academic

Pro-social behaviour

literacy Language self-concepts and (sharing, cooperation,
= Poor verbal skills (receptive perception of self-efficiency conformity, compliance,
= Poor language language and = Lack of communication peer sociability)
skills expressive skills and constructive = Self-regulation
= Poor analytical language) conflict management (autonomy, social and
thinking, and General = Problems with focusing emotional maturity,
abstract knowledge attention and staying on self-esteem)
reasoning numeracy the goal. = Learning dispositions

= Lack of problem-
solving skills
= General lower IQ

(mathematics).

= Bad attitude towards
teachers and school

= Bored, too disruptive or too
quiet in class.

= Low motivation

= Anxiety

(academic motivation,
on-task behaviour,
capacity for
independent work,
responsibility in doing
tasks)

= Open to new experiences
(mostly for opportune early
school leavers)

Source: PPMI (based on the literature review).

Even though solid research evidence linking the development of a child in the early
years with successful completion of upper secondary level is limited, a clear parallel
can be drawn between the important competences that early school leavers tend to
lack and dispositions to the development of these competences that are acquired in
good-quality ECEC. The existing research evidence proves that the dispositions
developed in early years tend to persist throughout the learning process and this is
discussed in the next section.

2.2. Are positive outcomes of ECEC sustained?

Analysis of a large body of literature shows that participation in high-quality ECEC
generally leads to better developmental outcomes for children. Moreover,
longitudinal research confirms that the positive effects of high-quality ECEC tend to
persist at later stages of children’s development and learning process thus
strengthening the foundations for lifelong learning.

Immediate outcomes

In terms of immediate impact of early childhood education and care, many
researchers point out school readiness (OECD, 2010; Armstrong et al. 2012; Dursun,
2009; Erkan & Kirca, 2010; Unutkan Polat, 2007; Gormley et al., 2008). Various
studies highlight that participation in high-quality ECEC leads to better adjustment to
formal learning within a school setting (i.e. improved educational opportunities),
especially for children from disadvantaged groups. It is generally observed, that
children who have participated in high-quality ECEC were better prepared for school in
both cognitive and socio-emotional domain. Peisner-Feinberg et al (1999; Barnett,
1996; Puma, Bell, Cook, & Heid, 2012; Zupancic & Kavcic, 2006; Kruszewska, 2011 ).
These studies also showed that preschool graduates had greater academic motivation,
on-task behaviour, capacity for independent work, spent more time on homework, and
had better self-esteem. High-quality ECEC experiences, in terms of both classroom
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practices and teacher-child relationships, enhanced children’s abilities to take
advantage of the educational opportunities in school. These tendencies were especially
salient to the school career of disadvantaged children (Lazzari & Vandenbroeck, 2013).
Closing the language gap, reducing grade retention, better integration and reducing
high-risk behaviour were the most common benefits of ECEC for disadvantaged pupils,
accompanied by physical and mental health improvement in general (Heckman, 2008;
C. Nelson, Thomas, & de Haan, 2006; Lynch, 2005; Black et al., 2010; Dumas &
Lefranc, 2012; Spiess, Blchel, & Wagner, 2003; etc.).

The case studies from the ten European countries developed as part of the current
study also confirmed the above findings. The Finnish case study specifically
emphasised the importance of early childhood education for meta-cognitive and non-
cognitive development, which was perceived as crucial for successful schooling.

Box 1: Importance of ECEC for children's non-cognitive development

Children learn that other children are different and they learn to accept those
differences. They learn to solve conflicts, to communicate their ideas, to share, to work
in groups. It is especially important for children to spend one year in a bigger group of
children. Children learn to follow the rules, to do things together, to play, and to learn.
The pre-primary year lays the foundation for further learning at school. Children start
seeing themselves as learners. They do not learn to read and write in pre-primary
class but they become interested in literacy, in books, they develop their language.
Parents participating in a focus-group discussion stressed that what they wanted for
their young kids in pre-primary class were not academic skills, but social skills, self-
esteem, to enjoy school and to have friends. It was explained that the feeling of being
a successful learner is very important for a young child, as this feeling would carry him
through all his life.

Source: case study report (Finland).
Impact of ECEC in later stages

Research tracking the long-term trajectories of a child’s life is still rare and, therefore,
reliable evidence for sustained benefits from early childhood education and care is
limited. However, those that did include long-term follow up (i.e. beyond primary
school), reported that some benefits of early stimulation were maintained throughout
further schooling (Baker-Henningham & Lopez Boo, 2010). Most of the research
evidence available looked at the effect of children’s participation in the last years of
ECEC only (i.e. 3-6-years old).

Vandel et al. (2010) and Sylva, et al. (2012) found that higher quality ECEC predicted
higher cognitive-academic achievement at the age of 15. Osakwe (2009) found that
pupils who had participated in ECEC performed better in terms of cognitive skills,
motor-skills, and social skills than pupils who did not attend ECEC. The benefits of
early stimulation were maintained in some cases for as long as 6 years (Klein & Rye,
2004), 10 years (Drange & Telle 2010) or even 22 years after graduating from ECEC
(Kagitcibasi et al. 2009).

Hazarika & Viren (2010) found that previous participation in an early childhood
programme was estimated to raise the school enrolment by 31 percentage points.
Similarly, Berlinski, Galiani, & Manacorda (2008) observed that children who attended
preschool were more likely to be enrolled in school and complete more grades; both
effects increased with child age (children aged 7 to 15 were observed).

Significant positive effect was found also on math skills and overall school success.
Mitchell et al. (2008) after reviewing 117 studies on the impact of early childhood
education observed that most studies comparing children who participated in ECEC
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with those who did not, found positive gains from ECEC participation for mathematics
at the time of attendance and in the early years of schooling. Furthermore, PISA 2012
demonstrated a long-lasting ECEC impact for math: children who participated in ECEC
scored significantly higher in mathematics at the age of 15. In all countries for which
the data was available, pupils who had attended pre-primary education for more than
one year outperformed students who had not. This finding remained unchanged after
socio-economic status was accounted for in all countries (OECD, 2013a).

In Flanders SIBO research6 (van Mieke & van Damme, 2011) showed that children
who attended fewer years of ECEC had on average a worse school trajectory. Early
language and numeracy awareness, which is stimulated in ECEC, was a predictor of
the achievement level throughout primary school. In a recent analysis by Lamote et al
(2013) the knowledge of numbers at the end of pre-primary education was a
significant predictor of drop-out from secondary school (next to several other
predictors). The effects of repeating a pre-primary grade on non-cognitive outcomes
(psycho-social functioning) during primary school appeared to be positive. In the long
run a negative effect of repeating pre-primary education was observed. Research
showed that in secondary school older children (former repeaters), when confronted
with a failure, more often chose to go to part-time education or leave school without a
certificate than children who did not repeat beforehand.

Box 2: Relationship between underachievement and ECEC attendance in Flanders

...the focus group with Flemish experts on early school leaving revealed that pupils
with a problematic school trajectory (such as truancy) often had not attended pre-
primary education and did not regularly attend the first years of primary school
(although this is compulsory). This correlation does not imply a direct causal
relationship. It only shows that early school attendance can be a proxy for family
background, which is related to school attendance in later stages of education.

Source: case study report (Flanders).

The focus groups conducted as part of developing the case study reports for this study
highlighted that ECEC had great potential in preventing early school leaving by
promoting, supporting and strengthening processes that enabled pupils to develop
their abilities in an optimal way.

In summary, a significant body of evidence shows that the reasons for
underachievement and early school leaving can be traced to failure to participate in
ECEC or its low quality and, vice versa, children’s cognitive and non-cognitive
characteristics developed in ECEC can be seen as helpful fundamentals for the
successful completion of school at upper-secondary level.

At the same time it is crucial to remember that education is not a static process - it
has to accommodate the child’s needs and adapt to new conditions, just like the child
itself. Positive impacts of ECEC can easily vanish, if the child does not find
opportunities to apply and develop them further in the education process.

Beliefs as to why some individuals or groups are more successful than others can be
seen to vary on a continuum depending on how much of the responsibility for success
is placed on the individual learner vs. the social arrangements around learning.
Providing “education for all” requires that education be efficient, equitable, cohesive
and representative so as to accommodate children’s constantly changing needs.

6 SIBO-data is available at: http://steunpuntssl.be/Onderzoek/Databanken
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Therefore, successful child development is conditional on the ability of the education
system to provide opportunities for children to enhance their capabilities starting from
early childhood regardless of their social, economic and family characteristics. What
would the quality characteristics of such a system be? What are the most important
quality elements of ECEC that lead to positive outcomes for children? What are the
crucial aspects of general education that help ensure continuity of these positive
outcomes? What is the importance of smooth transitions between levels of education
and what are the conditions for effective transitions? The answer to these questions is
provided in the next Chapter.
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Chapter 3: Well-balanced education system as a critical
element strengthening foundations for lifelong learning

A child’s right to education is based on equal opportunity and aims at promoting the
fullest possible development of all, without discrimination on any ground (CRC Article
28 (UN, 1989). The right to education can sometimes be taken narrowly, simply as the
opportunity to be enrolled in school. However, providing access to the system is not
enough to obtain the actual individual and social benefits that should come from
education.

Studies have found associations between some factors related to the child’s
background and its educational career/achievement. In general, what is well-
established across Europe is the social profile of those most likely to leave education
early: male, of lower socio-economic status, belonging to vulnerable social groups
(such as migrants), or having learning difficulties (Cedefop, 2013). However, accepting
the idea that low socio-economic status, migrant background or disability is a powerful
determinant of a child’s success removes the responsibility from policymakers to make
a system as equitable as possible and assumes that some children just have to fail. In
a global economy, the benchmark for educational success is no longer improvement by
national standards alone, but by those of the best performing school systems
internationally. The latest results from the PISA assessment revealed a number of
features which the world’s most successful school systems share and from which
others can learn. For example, pupils in high-performing countries consistently say
that achievement is mainly a product of hard work, rather than inherited intelligence,
which suggests that education and its social context can make a difference in instilling
values that foster success in education. High-performing systems embrace diversity
among students with differentiated instructional practices; their teachers have high
expectations for every pupil and realise that ordinary pupils have extraordinary
talents. Great attention is given to selection and training of staff and when deciding
where to invest, the quality of teachers is prioritised over the size of classes (OECD,
2012a). A high-performing system is well balanced and does not prioritise any
particular education stage at the cost of another.

This Chapter describes the most crucial elements of a well-balanced education system
starting from early childhood education and care.

3.1. Quality ECEC

As the previous chapter concluded early childhood education and care is a crucial
stage in children’s development as it lays all the necessary foundations for children’s
successful school career. However, the sustainability and guarantee of positive
outcomes is conditional on the quality of the system children are exposed to - both
ECEC and compulsory school. Quality of ECEC is a multi-level and multi-dimensional
concept. In this study we examine four main quality dimensions of ECEC: access
quality, governance quality, structural quality and process quality (for more details
please see Annex 1). This section presents the elements of high-quality ECEC and
overviews the current situation of every quality ECEC dimension across European
countries. The comparative analysis provided in this section is based on the evidence
collected through desk-research, policy mapping and case study analysis.
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3.1.1. Access quality

Access quality is the bottleneck of the ECEC system, which reveals the capacity of
ECEC services to accommodate the needs of all children. The width of this bottleneck
depends on how equitable, affordable and comprehensive early childhood education is
to guarantee the possibility of enrolment for all children regardless of their
background. Access quality needs to be reflected in participation of different groups,
i.e. for the system to be found representative, all groups have to have equal chances
of using its services. Such services incorporate diversity, exposing children to their
own customs and traditions as well as to the ideas and experiences of others providing
them with the opportunity to grow out of the self-centred stage in thinking and
behaving. Consequently, children who are confident in their abilities and comfortable
in diverse environments when they are young are more likely to become engaged
citizens who value a democratic, pluralistic society (Friendly & Lero, 2002). Also, they
develop the skill to take somebody else’s perspective and tolerance in everyday
interactions, which are curricula skills when we are talking about good relationships.
As noted before, many early school leavers act and feel like outcasts, which leaves
very little for them to hold on to and stay in school when academic life becomes too
hard for them.

The use of ECEC services

Differences in ECEC enrolment between children of different age groups and
background are the first signals that the services are not universally accessible. At the
moment only 14 European countries have reached the ET 2020 benchmark of at least
95% of children between the age of 4 and the starting age of compulsory education
participating in preschool education (see Figure 3 below). Austria, Hungary, Latvia and
Slovenia are very close to achieving it. The lowest ECEC attendance remains in
candidate countries — Macedonia and Turkey where less than half of children from 4
years up to compulsory school age attended ECEC in 2012.

Figure 3: Enrolment in ECEC of children from 4 up to compulsory school age
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Source: Eurostat, 2012.
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The use of ECEC services among 0 to 3-year-olds tends to remain less widespread.
Usually no more than one third (i.e. 33%) of 0-3-year-olds are involved in early
programmes (Eurydice, 2014a). The exceptions are Belgium, Denmark, France,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and UK, where
the enrolment of the youngest in ECEC varies from 35% (Portugal and UK) to 74%
(Denmark). While the lowest enrolment (no more than 5%) is in Czech Republic,
Poland, Romania, Slovakia and Turkey (Eurydice, 2014a). The lower enrolment in
ECEC of the youngest children can be explained by several factors. Firstly, in most
countries various ways of guaranteeing access to ECEC, i.e. legal entitlement to ECEC
or compulsory enrolment to ECEC, are applied only for older children. Typically, the
legal entitlement to publically subsidised ECEC mostly starts when the child is around
3-years old. Only six European countries, namely Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Norway,
Slovenia and Sweden guarantee a legal right to ECEC to each child soon after birth,
often immediately after the end of parental leave (Eurydice, 2014a). In addition, 13
European countries have also committed to providing an ECEC place for all children by
making attendance compulsory for at least the last pre-primary year (see Table 4
below).

Table 4: Compulsory nature of ECEC

Child’s age, when Country (length of compulsory ECEC attendance, number of

ECEC becomes years)

compulsory

3 years Hungary (3)

4 years Luxembourg (2), Switzerland (2)*

5 years Austria (1), Bulgaria (2), Croatia (1), Cyprus (1)*, Greece (1), Latvia
(2), Malta (2), Netherlands (1), Poland (2), Serbia (1,5)*

Source: PPMI (based on policy mapping reports).

*In Cyprus ECEC is compulsory from 4 years and 8 months. In Switzerland the length of
compulsory ECEC attendance might differ among cantons. In Serbia ECEC is compulsory from 5.
5 years.

However, seven European countries, namely Croatia (until September 2014), Italy,
Lithuania, Romania (until September 2014), Slovakia, Iceland and Turkey, have not
provided either a legal entitlement to or compulsory enrolment in ECEC (Eurydice,
2014). The social security system may also indirectly influence the enrolment of the
youngest children. Long parental leave and benefits can encourage parents to stay at
home with their young children (Eurydice, 2009). Finally, cultural norms may also
influence the use of ECEC services. ECEC services may be regarded as positive for
“older children”, but not for the very young ones (European Commission, 2009).

Box 3: Regional differences in enrolment of children in ECEC in European countries

In Lithuania there is a huge disparity in children’s enrolment in ECEC between cities
and rural areas. On average, 80.1% of children aged 1-6 years were attending
institutions in cities, while in rural areas the percentage was only 28.8% in 2012. The
enrolment of children aged 1-2 years in rural areas was 4.2 times lower than in cities
(9.7% and 40.3% respectively). In France, there is greater enrolment of the youngest
children in day care centres in the Southern part of the country than in the Northern
part. In Croatia, the lowest rates of enrolment of children in kindergartens in 2012
were in the more rural Eastern counties, while the highest rates were on the coast, the
City of Zagreb and the County of Varazdin.

Source: case study reports.

Research and case studies show that children with special needs and children with
migrant and socio-disadvantaged and/or ethnic minority background tend to
participate in ECEC to a lower extent. For example, in Spain the least involved were
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immigrant children, those living in households whose head had low educational
attainment and those from the 40% of the poorest families (National Survey on Living
Conditions, 2011). In Austria immigrant, special needs, undocumented children, and
those from remote areas were said to be less involved in ECEC.

European countries seek to increase the enrolment of disadvantaged children in ECEC
by applying various support measures. Some countries apply priority enrolment
criteria to ECEC. They may include parents’ employment status, low socio-economic
status, cultural, linguistic and geographical criteria. For example in Belgium publicly
funded childcare centres are obliged to reserve 20% of their capacity for single-parent
families, families living in poverty and crisis situations. Additional support for children
is also provided through specific measures to support children’s development, learning
and attainment, especially language learning; through the provision of additional or
specialist staff; and/or through the establishment of special organisational and/or
funding arrangements (Eurydice, 2014a). These measures are crucial for providing
equitable access for disadvantaged children and, as a result, opportunities for their
smooth development in the form of stimulating environment, which these children
often lack at home.

Factors influencing access quality

Case study and research analysis identified several barriers limiting ECEC access
quality and potentially explaining inequalities in enrolment between different groups of
children.

The access barrier can sometimes be embedded in the policy itself, even when good
intentions guided policy development. Priority enrolment criteria might be set in a way
that actually discriminates, rather than eases access of some groups (UNICEF and
SIPRU, 2013).

Shortage of places in ECEC was named as a factor limiting children’s enrolment and
use of ECEC services in half of the case study reports. According to the 2012 parent
survey in Sweden, there was demand for new places in preschool for 3 700 children
aged 1 to 5 years or around 1% of children in this age group. The Austrian report
identified a lack of places in ECEC, especially for those under 3 years. In Belgium a
large-scale study in 16 Flemish cities showed that 10% of parents did not succeed in
finding a childcare place at all in 2007. The Lithuanian case study indicated the lack of
places in public ECEC institutions in the booming large cities and the absence of ECEC
institutions close to children’s homes in sparsely populated rural areas. In addition the
Croatian and Lithuanian reports observed that many people in the rural areas were
poor, many were unemployed, and could not afford to take their children to a remote
ECEC institution every day.

Case studies also revealed that the lack of places in regular ECEC limited the overall
quality of ECEC as it provoked the emergence of non-regulated services where the
quality of services was more difficult to ensure. This was observed in Belgium and
Spain. In Spain there were many centres, such as play centres, nursery schools, etc.
providing care for children below 3-years of age, but these were not considered pre-
primary centres officially and did not comply with the regulations (infrastructure,
human resources, curriculum) established for proper settings. The situation in Belgium
was similar, where the number of places in childcare has more than tripled since 1990.
However, this increase has happened mostly in sectors with hardly any staff
qualification requirements, and where the employment conditions were extremely
precarious: family day carers, out of school care and independent day care centres
(mostly for profit).

September 2014 33



European Education
Commission | and Training

Underinvestment in ECEC is another factor that defines the availability of quality
ECEC services. Most countries invest less than 1% of GDP in ECEC services, despite
the European Commission Network on Childcare (NICHD, 1996) recommendation to
allocate no less than 1% of GDP to ECEC services. Only Denmark, Iceland, Norway
and Sweden allocated over 1% of GDP expenditure on ECEC services in the most
recent years for which statistics was available (the top figures were 1.7% for Norway’
and 1.69% for Sweden?®). In 11 out of the 34 countries studied the share of GDP did
not reach 0.5% (Eurostat, 2011). Lack of available funding for ECEC service can often
limit the quality provision of these services (see box below).

Box 4: Implications of underinvestment in ECEC in some Member States

In Austria, due to financial constraints not all federal provinces offered free services:
in Vienna pre-primary attendance was free for all children, while in Upper Austria it
was free only for children from 2.5 years. In Lithuania, not all municipalities could
afford a sufficient number of ECEC places in all, particularly rural, neighbourhoods. In
England insufficient funding limited possibilities for addressing diversity in ECEC
groups better.

Source: case study reports.

Research review also revealed that under investment in ECEC was one of the factors
weakening the provision of affordable and accessible ECEC services for all children
and especially for those from rural areas or large families.

Two factors were identified as barriers hindering greater enrolment of vulnerable
children in ECEC in case studies:

= Lack of diversity in the educational process in ECEC. In Belgium a
large-scale study in 16 Flemish cities revealed that 10% of parents
claimed that ECEC services did not meet their demands, and greater
focus in the initial training and continuing professional development of
ECEC staff was needed for working with disadvantaged families.
Lithuanian focus group participants concluded that there was a lack of
programmes for children from social risk families, children with special
educational needs, those whose mother tongue was not Lithuanian or
for bilingual children. Also, the “Research on change of conditions for
children's institutional preschool and pre-primary education in different
Municipalities” (2013) showed that two-thirds of ECEC institutions had
children with special educational needs, but less than half of them
(46%) had programmes which were adapted to these children.

= Lack of flexibility in opening hours. Many case study reports noted
that opening hours of services were inadequate for some working
parents; there was a lack of institutions offering services for parents
working untypical hours, during weekends or holidays. For example,
only 15 institutions in Austria were open on Saturdays and/or Sundays.
In France, the opening hours were also not convenient for non-standard
working hours and parents had to choose family day care. In Spain
some education inspectors noted that it was very difficult to re-arrange
personnel and timetables in order to, for example, open a centre in the
afternoon if, in principle, it is supposed to be closed.

7 globalis.no
8 Swedish national statistics, 2012.
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Furthermore, the research evidence shows that affordability of high-quality ECEC
services for disadvantaged parents remains one of the main barriers to wider access to
high-quality ECEC as they often cannot afford to pay for ECEC services (Cleveland &
Krashinsky, 2002). In the majority of analysed countries ECEC services are highly
subsidised: governments pay the largest share of costs. On average, households
across EC-2008 have to cover 14.4 % of ECEC costs. Subsidies are provided in various
ways such as direct payments to providers, through tax incentives, vouchers to
parents for the purchase of services and fee reductions or even exemptions depending
on such criteria as family income, number of children in the family, age of child,
employment status, etc. Such measures make ECEC more affordable to all parents
(Eurydice, 2014b).

Finally, insights from the case studies allow stating that some elements of other high-
quality dimensions can increase the potential of access to high-quality ECEC. For
example, high quality of leadership (governance quality element) might lead to better
organisation of services that meet children’s and their parent needs in daily ECEC
practices. Consequently, improvement of diversity in the educational process in ECEC
might reduce one of the main barriers to ECEC for disadvantaged children.

3.1.2. Governance quality

Governance quality is treated as the “glue” which keeps the early childhood system
together and as a key element for development of a national early childhood policy
(UNESCO, 2007). Governance refers mainly to the allocation of responsibility for
decision-making and implementation across government departments, levels of
government and public and private actors. Consequently this leads to the emergence
of distinctive patterns of ECEC governance in terms of ECEC models, administration,
quality of leadership and monitoring and evaluation practices.

Models of ECEC services
The models of ECEC services in Europe can be categorised in two types:

= A unitary system, where one ministry, usually the ministry of education,
oversees all provision for the youngest children including funding,
regulation, curriculum, access, workforce, types of services, and
training, etc. Unitary ECEC systems tend to be more favourable for the
quality of ECEC as they lead to a shared approach to social objectives,
regulation, funding, access, subsidies, curriculum and staff
professionalism (UNESCO, 2010b).

= A split system, where ECEC provision is differentiated for younger and
older children, usually for groups of over and under three-years-old, and
the responsibility for ECEC services is split between two or more
ministries. Typically, ECEC services for children of 0 to 3-years-old
primarily focus on care provision and are under the supervision of social
welfare ministries; while ECEC services for children aged 3 and above
are under the responsibility of education ministries and concentrate on
early education until children reach compulsory school age. The split
systems, in comparison with the unitary ones, have larger differences
between services in welfare and education in key areas such as access,
regulation, funding and workforce. Consequently, this might lead to
inequality and the lack of continuity for children, parents and ECEC
staff. However, the adverse effects of split systems are frequently
tackled with different measures to enhance the continuity of education
and care and to promote coordinated approaches to ECEC provision. For
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example, inter-ministerial mechanisms, e.g. coordination bodies,
consisting of representatives from relevant sectors, as in Ireland
(Panteia, 2013); training a unified and well-educated workforce,
enhancing learning for all ages and ensuring smooth transitions for
young children (UNESCO, 2010b).

Whichever model is in place, the goal should be to ensure continuity of the ECEC
system by implementing adequate measures to ensure harmonisation and effective
coordination within sectors.

Quality of leadership of ECEC

Numerous researchers stress the importance of leadership to the provision of high-
quality ECEC services. It was observed that children made better all-round progress in
settings with strong leadership (Sylva et al., 2004). Effective leadership is associated
with the following features: delivery of integrated services equally available for every
group of children; working towards creating a community and providing high-quality
ECEC services; supporting stimulating and subsidising professional development,
motivating and encouraging teamwork, information sharing, high qualifications and
good-quality systems of governance and monitoring of ECEC services (Siraj-Blatchford
& Manni, 2007; Bennett, 2012).

European countries ensure quality of leadership through a wide application of
qualification requirements for ECEC managers. They vary from upper secondary or
post-secondary diploma (ISCED 3-4) to Bachelor’s or even Master’s degree (ISCED 6-
7) (see Figure 4). In four European countries (Denmark, Ireland, Sweden and the
United Kingdom - England, Wales and Northern Ireland), there are no official
requirements for the initial qualification of heads in ECEC. This is also the case in
Slovakia with settings for younger children. More important than the level of
qualification is the content of training. Not many countries have standards of
competences for principals that are the foundations for training. However, Denmark,
Sweden and the UK have formal competence requirements for this role: in Denmark,
the legislation states that local authorities have to ensure that ECEC staff has the
necessary competences to perform this job. While in Sweden, only someone who has
acquired the appropriate skills and competences through training and experience may
be appointed as head (Eurydice, 2014a).

Figure 4: Minimum educational level requirements for ECEC heads

ISCED 7 ]

ISCED B

ISCED 3-4
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Source: Eurydice, 2014.
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Notes: ISCED 3-4 - upper secondary or post-secondary non tertiary education; ISCED 6 -
Bachelor’s degree; ISCED 7 - Master’s degree.

+ In Belgium provided data is applicable for the German-speaking community.

Data was unavailable for the Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Macedonia, Montenegro and
Netherlands, (for older children).

In Denmark, Ireland, Sweden and UK (England, Wales and Northern Ireland) there is no
qualification requirements for ECEC heads. This is also the case in Slovakia with settings for
younger children.

In Italy the minimum level of qualification for heads in settings for younger children is defined at
regional level (from ISCED 3 to ISCED 5 Master's degree).

Besides qualifications, ECEC heads are required to have professional experience. The
required minimum period ranges from 2 to 5 years. In addition to professional
experience, in almost half of the countries applicants for positions as heads of ECEC
centres are required to undertake special training for headship (Eurydice, 2014a).
Case study reports reveal that sometimes ECEC managers are also required to have a
certain level of language proficiency or to prove their management and leadership
competences. For example in Finland the principal must be qualified as a kindergarten
teacher, have a Master’s degree and leadership competencies. In France the managers
must have a higher education degree (young child educator, or nursery nurse) with a
good three years’ experience. In Lithuania the heads of ECEC must have a university
higher education (or equivalent education) degree, the necessary professional
qualification and at least 3 years of teaching experience, both key and leadership
competencies, no less than one year’s experience of managing a group of people, be
able to work with information technologies and have a good command of Lithuanian
and know at least one foreign language at level B1 or higher.

High-level qualifications and additional requirements for ECEC managers are
important, but are of themselves not sufficient for the efficient management of ECEC.
A transparent recruitment procedure and the possibility to replace underperforming
managers were also named as important factors contributing to quality of leadership.
Two case studies indicated that where these are lacking the effectiveness of ECEC
management is weakened (see Box 5 below).

Box 5: Conditions for effective management of ECEC

In Croatia, many heads of ECEC institutions are capable and strong leaders, but
some heads were given their positions because of their political or other connections
rather than merit, so the high-level formal requirements for their qualifications do
not always guarantee the quality management of institutions.

In Lithuania, some heads of ECEC lack managerial skills and are very conservative;
they are not open to change or innovation. Some ECEC managers still hold posts
they held in the Soviet era and it is quite hard to replace them if they meet formal
requirements for qualification. The non-compulsory nature of attestation for ECEC
managers can be one of the explanations for such a situation.

Source: case study reports, PPMI

In more decentralised ECEC systems ECEC heads have greater autonomy and more
responsibility for various administrative duties than in less decentralised systems. In
terms of recruitment of ECEC practitioners, in almost two-thirds of European countries
(20 out of 34) ECEC institutions are free to recruit ECEC practitioners (see Table 5).
This freedom can contribute to service quality because institutions can hire staff that
suits the needs of the population they cater for.

Table 5: Level of autonomy of ECEC institutions in recruitment of ECEC practitioners

ECEC institutions are free to recruit ECEC | ECEC practitioners are recruited at
practitioners municipal, regional or central level
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Belgium*, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Croatia, | Austria*, Cyprus, Finland, France*, Germany,
Denmark, Estonia, Hungary, Ireland, Latvia, | Greece*, Italy*, Luxembourg, Macedonia,
Lithuania, Montenegro, Netherlands, Norway, | Malta, Portugal*, Romania, Spain, Turkey
Poland, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Sweden,
Switzerland, United Kingdom

Source: PPMI (based on Eurydice and policy mapping reports).

*Notes: In the French-speaking community in Belgium, this is not applicable to providers of
ECEC for 3-6-year olds. In this case the recruitment of ECEC teachers is organised centrally (at
the community level).

In Austria, the founder of an ECEC institution is in charge of recruiting the ECEC educator/carer.
In Portugal only in the state sector of preschool education (3-6) is the recruitment done at
national level. In the private for-profit and non-profit sector (0-6) the recruitment is done by
the institutions.

In France this is applicable only to providers of care to children aged 3-6. Practitioners working
with children aged 0-3 are recruited by the ECEC institutions.

In Greece municipalities are responsible for staff recruitment for children aged 0-3, while
practitioners for ages 4-5 are recruited centrally.

In Italy practitioners for children aged 0-3 are hired by municipalities and practitioners for the
3-6 group are recruited either by municipalities (if ECEC services are run by Municipalities) or
by national government (if ECEC services are run by the state).

In Norway the owner is responsible for recruitment or it can decide to delegate the recruitment
procedure to ECEC institutions.

Monitoring and evaluation of ECEC

Although the research on governance quality is not very extensive, the prevailing
results associate the existence of comprehensive and effective ECEC monitoring and
evaluation mechanisms with high-quality ECEC. Data collection and monitoring can
help identify the best interests of the child and establish the facts about the ECEC
sector, for example, whether children have equitable access to high-quality ECEC.
Financial monitoring can help inform planning, contribute to more efficient resource
allocation and increase cost-effectiveness. Furthermore, monitoring can help identify
gaps and challenges in the functioning of the ECEC system and can be used to ensure
accountability and support improvement in ECEC services, which can consequently
lead to meaningful impacts on child development (OECD, 2012b) Two case studies
from Austria and Croatia provided examples of how monitoring and evaluation are
applied in practice (see the Box 6 below).

Box 6: Examples of the use of ECEC monitoring results for quality ECEC improvement

In Austria, in the city of Innsbruck (Tyrol), external monitoring indicated an increase in
the number of children with migrant backgrounds in ECEC. Following the results,
various projects for better diversity management were implemented. In Upper Austria
results of monitoring