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arly childhood care and education (ECCE) policy is a complex area. It is concerned

not only with childcare and early education, but also the child’s health, nutrition,

social welfare and protection, women’s employment and equal opportunities,

and poverty issues. Given its multi-sectoral nature, developing and developed
countries alike face difficulties in achieving coordinated and coherent approaches to ECCE
that ensure the child’s holistic development. Recognising the crucial role that governance
plays in determining the access, quality and equity of ECCE provision, UNESCO has paid
particular attention to the issue over the last years. It has published a number of works on
governance-related matters, such as An Integrated Approach to Early Childhood Education
and Care (Haddad, 2002), Cross-sectoral Coordination in Early Childhood: Some Lessons
Learned (Choi, 2003), Implementation of the Integrated Early Childhood Care and Education
in Senegal (Rayna, 2003), and Inter-sectoral Co-ordination in Early Childhood Policies and
Programmes: A Synthesis of Experiences in Latin America (UNESCO-OREALC, 2004). To
further build the knowledge base on the subject and provide policy recommendations,
UNESCO has undertaken a new study titled Caring and Learning Together: A Cross-National
Study on the Integration of Early Childhood Care and Education.

This research Caring and Learning Together is focused on a current, major development,
namely, the integration of early childhood care and education through the transfer of
responsibility for the sector to education ministries. The study has been designed to generate
better understanding and to evaluate this development from the perspectives of countries
and local authorities that have adopted this policy option and those that have not. As such,
it draws on the experiences of Brazil, Jamaica, New Zealand, Slovenia, Sweden and the city
of Ghent (in the Flemish-speaking Community of Belgium) in opting for integration-within-
education; and on those of the Flemish-speaking Community of Belgium, France, Finland
and Hungary taking a different approach to governance, namely either integration of ECCE
within social welfare (in the case of Finland) or multiple-agency arrangements (in the case
of Belgium Flanders, France and Hungary). This report presents a synthesis of the historical
contexts, rationales, processes and consequences of integrating ECCE within education, the
views of the countries that apportion ECCE responsibility differently, and some reflections
and policy recommendations on the issue.

The present report could not have been realised without the generous contributions, advice,
assistance and commitment of a number of people. | would like to thank Patricia Corsino,




Vital Didonet and Maria Fernanda Rezende Nunes of Brazil; Audrey Brown, Janet Brown and
Jennifer Jones of Jamaica; Anne Meade and Val Podmore of New Zealand; UrSka Fekonja
Peklaj and Ljubica Marjanovi¢ Umek of Slovenia; Ingmarie Munkhammar and Gretha Wikgren
of Sweden; Jan Peeters and Michel Vandenbroeck of Ghent, Belgium Flemish Community,
for having produced excellent reports on the experiences of integrating ECCE within the
education system in their respective countries and local authorities (available soon on www.
unesco.org/en/early-childhood/). | am also grateful for those who generously accepted to be
interviewed and provided written information on their countries’ experiences of ECCE policy
and provision as well as their views and assessments of different policy options, particularly in
their own national contexts: Bea Buysse, Jan Peeters, Roger Standaert, Michel Vandenbroeck,
Will Verniest, Marleen Wouters of Belgium; Tarja Kahiluoto of Finland; Sylvie Rayna of France;
Marta Korintus of Hungary; and Christa Preissing of Germany.' | wish to acknowledge the
commitment and support of Paolo Fontani and Alessandra Schneider of UNESCO Brazil and
Jenelle Babb and Robert Parua of UNESCO Kingston in linking the study with ministries of
education and other relevant government departments and partner organisations, working
closely with national experts, and efficiently managing and disseminating the study locally.
| would also like to convey my appreciation to the Kind-en-Gezin agency of the Flemish-
speaking Community of Belgium, which kindly hosted and facilitated the interviews with
Belgian policymakers and experts. My thanks go to UNICEF Jamaica (especially Sian
Williams) for its contribution in terms of technical and financial support to realise and help
disseminate the Jamaican report. | wish to thank Dag Thomas Gisholt and Kari Jacobsen of
the Norwegian Ministry of Education and Research for their interest in and comments on the
study. My special thanks are reserved for co-authors John Bennett, Senior Consultant, and
Peter Moss, Professor of Early Childhood Provision at the Institute of Education, University
of London, who, with high levels of expertise and commitment, have technically guided and
assisted every step of the study as members of the steering group of the project and helped
ensure its excellence, and finally, Yoshie Kaga of UNESCO, who initiated and managed the
research project, including the steering group, and co-authored and finalised the report.

Mmantsetsa Marope
Director,

Division of Basic Education
UNESCO, Paris

1 Professor Christa Preissing from Berlin provided the authors with valuable
insights into the profound change in early childhood organization that
took place in East Germany after re-unification with West Germany, i.e. the
transfer of responsibility for 3-6 year old children from the East German
Ministry of Education to the Federal Ministry for Family Affairs, Senior
Citizens, Women and Youth. The authors did not possess, however,
sufficient information concerning the change or its consequences to
include the former East German Lander in this report.



Chapter 1: Background to the project
Caring and Learning Together

arly childhood care and education (ECCE) services embody two different traditions:

care and education. The former was often developed as a welfare measure for

working-class children who needed care while their parents were at work; the latter

as kindergarten or pre-primary educational activities prior to formal schooling. Today,
these traditions are expressed in most countries as ‘split systems’ of ECCE. Typically, the two
sectors in these split systems are governed, in terms of policy making and administration, by
social welfare and education ministries respectively, and are also structured in very different
ways with respect to types of service, workforce, access criteria, funding and regulation
(including curriculum). Given their distinct historical roots, ‘childcare’ and ‘early education’
services in these split systems embody different visions and understandings of children,
programme goals, approaches and contents.

Split systems have been the subject of critical discussion since the 1970s and analyses
have identified several core problems. For example, education is considered to begin when
children are aged 3 or 4, with younger children defined as needing only minding or care while
their parents work. Governments assume greater responsibility for education for children
over three years, thus investing more public funding in early education than in childcare
services for younger children. Differences between services in welfare and education in key
areas such as access, regulation, funding and workforce, lead to problems of inequality and
lack of continuity for children, parents and workers.

To reduce the adverse effects of split systems, two main strategies have been employed:
greater coordination and integration. The former involves creating inter-ministerial
mechanisms to promote coordinated approaches to ECCE provision. One such mechanism
is a coordination body, within or outside line ministries, consisting of representatives from
relevant sectors. Evidence shows that such intersectoral coordination has generated
some positive results, such as improved public awareness of ECCE, and increased use of
comprehensive services. Coordination mechanisms have been found to work well when they
are established for a specific purpose or to focus on a target population; however, they have




proved less successful in promoting a coherent overall policy and administrative framework
across sectors.

Other countries have adopted a more integrated response, by assigning national responsibility
for all ECCE to a single ministry. Potential advantages of integration have been documented.
For example, it may promote more coherent policy and greater quality and consistency across
sectors in terms of social objectives, regulation, funding and staffing regimes, curriculum and
assessment, costs to parents, and opening hours. It may also facilitate greater and more
effective investment in the youngest children, enhanced continuity of children’s experiences,
and improved public management of services. It can be argued that it matters less in which
ministry ECCE is integrated than that the ministry in question has a strong focus on young
children’s development and education. In practice, however, integration today occurs largely
within education, a trend that started in the 1980s. Countries having opted for integration-
within-education include Botswana, Brazil, England, Iceland, Jamaica, New Zealand,
Norway, Romania, the Russian Federation, Scotland, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Viet Nam
and Zambia.

Despite the importance of overcoming the split between care and education and the number of
countries that have adopted integration within education, there is no up-to-date comparative
research assessing this option. For this reason, the present study focuses on integrating
ECCE services within education. The aim is to contribute to a better understanding of this
policy option by looking at selected countries (Brazil, Jamaica, New Zealand, Slovenia and
Sweden) with very different conditions that have made this move. The study also considers
the experience of a municipality (Ghent, Belgium Flanders) that has integrated responsibility
for its own ECCE services within education, to gauge the possibility for local initiative.

As the study treats integration-within-education as one response to the need to create more
coordinated ECCE systems, it therefore includes a country (Finland) that has integrated
childcare and early education very successfully within social welfare. It also includes three
countries or regions that have chosen to continue with split systems (Belgium Flanders,
France, Hungary), in order to provide a better understanding of the case for not adopting
integration-within-education. This opening chapter also outlines the study’s aims and
objectives, methodology, and provides background to the cases studied.

Chapter 2: Integrated systems: history and process

The historical process of transferring responsibility for ECCE to education has varied
considerably among the five case countries studied. Sweden and Slovenia already had
a wholly or partially integrated system before the transfer to education in 1996 and 1992
respectively. In New Zealand, Brazil and Jamaica, integration and transfer to education took
place in 1986, 1996 and 1998 respectively, and were part of the same process. In all cases,



the transfer has been based on a consensus, at least among experts, that care and education
are inseparable; in two cases the process involved a wider campaign involving diverse groups
in civil society. The rationale for change varies between countries but in all cases it has been
strong and principled, rather than a purely pragmatic concern, for example, to cut costs or
boost school readiness.

The extent of integration — how far the process has gone beyond transferring government
responsibility for ECCE into education — varies considerably across the countries: it has gone
furthest and deepest in Sweden and Slovenia. In their integration efforts, Brazil and Jamaica
face the biggest challenges, as they started their reform within the last few years, with deeply
split systems and significantly fewer resources than the other richer countries; nevertheless
they have made progress by undertaking curricular and regulatory integration and by
upgrading the workforce. Locating the responsibility for ECCE within education is important
as the education framework highlights access, affordability, concern for a (relatively) well
trained workforce, and curriculum as a basic tool for practice. Except in one case country,
there is no evidence that integration within education has brought about ‘schoolification’ of
ECCE services.?

The experience of Ghent, Belgium Flanders, demonstrates the possibilities and limitations of
reform at local level. Ghent has brought ECCE services into one administration and promoted
a common pedagogical approach across all municipal early childhood services. However, it
has not been able to bring about other structural changes due to the municipality’s limited
competence. Finland, which has a welfare-based system, is a highly successful integrated
system and points to the possibility of a non-education option, though this may be more
feasible in Nordic welfare states.

Chapter 3: Consequences and lessons from the cases that
have integrated within education

The consequences of integration within education have been positive, particularly for children
under 3 years and for services and staff that cater for this youngest group. Four of the five
countries now have curricula covering children under and over 3 years — a clear consequence
of integration within education. The fifth country, Jamaica, is aligning its separate curricula
for under and over 3 years. Four of the five countries also have an integrated early years
profession, a graduate level worker educated to work with both under and over 3 years olds.
Jamaica, the fifth country, retains a split workforce, with a separate and higher status group
working with older children, though some improvements are being made in the training of

2 The concept of ‘schoolification’ denotes the downward pressure
of primary school approaches (classroom organisation, curriculum,
teaching methods, child:staff ratios and conceptions of childhood) on
early childhood pedagogy.




workers in ‘day care’ centres. The same split remains in Ghent, which as a municipality does
not have responsibility for the ECCE workforce, though integration into education has led to
improved conditions for workers in municipal ‘day care’ centres.

Access to services has increased in all cases, though by very varying amounts, and it is
not always possible to decide how much is accounted for by the reform process. However,
in Sweden and Slovenia, a universal entitlement to services, at least from 12 months, has
resulted from integration, with clear evidence in Sweden of a narrowing of inequalities in
access as well. Increased government funding has also supported increased participation in
New Zealand and enabled a large improvement in staff qualifications and pay. Brazil has set
targets for access, and attendance has risen, although the level of services for children under
3 lags behind that for services for the over 3s, as is also the case in Jamaica. By contrast, the
difference between under and over 3s - in terms of level and quality of provision — is much
less in Sweden, Slovenia and New Zealand. Except in Sweden, there is no clear evidence
that integration within education has resulted in ‘schoolification’, while in Jamaica, the
reform is reported to have eased the grip of compulsory education on early years services. In
Ghent, the risk was averted by keeping ‘day care’ centres and infant schools separate, while
working to develop a shared pedagogical approach. In some respects, the consequences
of integration within education have been greatest in New Zealand. Overall, there are few
negative comments on education-based integration and there is widespread support for the
reforms with no significant body of opinion arguing for going back to split systems and/or
welfare system involvement.

Three broad lessons are identified. First, alliances, advocacy based on strong arguments,
and leadership are needed in order to get reform in the first place. Second, to get change
deep into the system, there is a need for action at all levels of government and strong and
integrative concepts on which to build substantive reform. Third, to get change into actual
practice a strategy is necessary — including resources and materials, support workers and
training, and time, not least to reflect on practice.

Chapter 4: Countries that have not integrated ECCE:
another perspective

While integration within education is a growing trend, many countries maintain split systems
for governing ECCE. It is therefore important to understand why an integrated system may
not seem either an obvious or even possible direction to take. For this reason, this chapter
looks at three countries — Belgium Flanders, France and Hungary — that have retained split
ECCE systems. All cases represent a particular kind of split system, i.e. a split based on the
age of children and with an education sector dominating the ECCE system, offering three
years of full-time school or kindergarten to nearly all children over 3 years old. Some general



criticisms of split systems have been confirmed in the cases studied, including inequalities
between the childcare and early education sectors and lack of continuity from the child’s
perspective during the transition from one sector to the other. Despite this, in none of these
cases is there a strong demand for integration. One reason is the separate culture and
tradition of the childcare and early education sectors; this is particularly strong in Belgium
Flanders and France. Another is fear of the childcare sector being overwhelmed by, and lost
in, education. There are also economic implications, in particular, the costs of upgrading the
childcare workforce and other investments in services for children under 3.

Although no apparent steps are being taken to replace the split system, improvements to the
level and quality of ECCE provision are evident in all three cases. Hungary seems more likely
than Belgium Flanders or France to move towards integration — not so much for pedagogical
or equity reasons, but because it needs to provide more places in nurseries for children
under 3. While tensions exist between sectors and their workforces, Hungary does have two
potential advantages if it enters into reform: a common local administration of services with
a common funding system in place; and an integrative concept of nevelés,® which provides a
common approach and perspective for both nurseries and kindergartens.

Chapter 5: Conclusions and recommendations

Overall, the six cases of integration in education all reported positive consequences, in terms
of integration and of situating the integrated service in education. Positive results can be seen
especially in the situation of children under 3 and for the workforce, but also in other respects
such as curriculum development or pedagogical work as, for example, the most positive
assessment from New Zealand illustrates. There were no widespread or substantive negative
consequences. One concern — ‘schoolification’, the downward pressure of the school system
and its methods into the ECCE system — was only raised in one case, Sweden. On the other
hand, there was little evidence of one potential benefit of integration, that is the ECCE system
having influence on the school system through the development of what the OECD Starting
Strong review has termed ‘a strong and equal partnership’.

The process of integration in education can take place in different ways. In some cases,
such as New Zealand, but also Brazil and Jamaica, the start of the integration process and
locating all ECCE services in education have occurred at the same time; in other cases, such
as Sweden, services have first been fully integrated into another system (typically welfare),

3 The term nevelés has a central role in early childhood work in Hungary. It
does not have an exact English equivalent, the closest translation being
‘upbringing’. It is a holistic concept, including not just care and education
(considered as very closely related, if not inseparable), but also health,
behaviour and social skills — everything needed in life. It has, therefore,
much in common with the concept of ‘social pedagogy’ (as used, for
example, in Denmark or Germany) or ‘education in its broadest sense’.




then at a later date transferred to education. Sweden illustrates how the transfer of a fully
integrated system to education can still lead to further substantial reform.

The four other countries reported on — with different ways of organising ECCE - had well
developed services. The system in Finland is fully integrated, and though located in welfare
has good relations with education. All five Nordic countries have long had fully integrated
ECCE systems and, until recently, four located these systems in welfare. The recent transfer
of these services to education in Norway and Sweden leaves only Denmark and Finland with
ECCE in welfare.

The main conclusions about the integration of ECCE services within education are summarised
in five areas: (1) concepts and processes; (2) assessing the impact of integration in education;
(3) potential benefits; (4) potential drawbacks; and (5) the relative merits of integration in
education or elsewhere:

e The issue is not a simple binary choice of ‘split’ versus ‘integrated’. ‘Integrated’
systems can vary in depth (i.e. the extent of conceptual and structural integration)
and location of integration (e.g. in welfare or education). Integration is therefore
better understood not as a state — either achieved or not — but as a continuum,
ranging from minimal to full integration.

¢ Integration is not an inevitability but a possibility, depending on the interplay of
barriers to change and drivers for change. Integration can take place at different
levels but is most effective when all levels are committed. It requires re-thinking as
well as re-forming structures, such as funding, regulation and workforce.

e Assessments drawn on for this study are partial due to an absence of
comprehensive, long-term national evaluations of system change; a lack of
opportunity to supplement national reports with site visits; and the impossibility of
knowing what would have happened if reform had not taken place.

e There are no inevitable consequences of moving responsibility for ECCE into
education; what matters is why integration has been undertaken and how it is
implemented.

¢ Integration is not a magic solution but a reform that can be both beneficial and
dangerous. Depending on why and how integration is implemented, the reform may
deliver some or all of the following benefits: rethinking the purpose, provision and
practice of ECCE across all age groups, including children both under and over 3
years; changed perceptions of ECCE among the workforce, parents and the wider
public, including greater recognition of its pedagogical value; a higher valuation
given to staff working in ECCE; the creation of a stronger ECCE system that enjoys
parity with and can influence compulsory education; greater coherence in policy;
the reduction or elimination of inequalities between services for children under and
over 3 years; and increased resourcing for ECCE through merging administrations
and eliminating duplication.



Depending on why and how integration is implemented, the reform may bring all or
some of these drawbacks: ‘schoolification’, although this is a risk under any system
- split or integrated; poorer relations with other services (e.g. health, protection);
and increased costs, needed to undertake major structural changes, e.g. to create
a better qualified and paid workforce, to increase access and patrticipation, to
lower fee income, to introduce a new curricula).

ECCE services can be integrated within a number of policy domains. If the benefits
sought from an integrated system include (1) universal entitlement, (2) affordable
access, (3) a unified and well educated workforce, (4) enhancing learning for all
ages, and (5) smoother transitions for young children, then the education sector is
more likely to deliver such benefits, as exemplified by the cases studied. Finland,
with services integrated in welfare, also delivers these benefits. But Finland
(like Denmark) is an example of a Nordic welfare system that shares a number
of key principles with education, such as universal access and the importance
of learning; welfare systems in other countries do not generally do so, making
them less suitable locations for an integrated ECCE. The question of whether the
education sector can provide a supportive environment to family day care (a form
of individual ECCE provision where an individual carer provides for a small number
of children in her own home) depends on how education is understood and the
capacity of education to think more broadly.

The study provides broad policy propositions and recommendations, which refer to higher
income countries but which may not necessarily extend to lower income countries. These

propositions are:

There is a need to adopt strategies to address the challenges arising from split
systems;

It is likely that education is the best location for an integrated ECCE system if
integration is chosen as an option;

Simply moving administrative responsibility for ECCE into education is not enough
— great attention has to be paid to the subsequent process; integration requires
both re-thinking of concepts and understandings and re-structuring;

Re-thinking the meaning of education and the relationship between pre-school and
school is an opportunity arising from integration; relationship with other services
and policy fields must also be re-thought and restructured if necessary;

Integration in education provides an opportunity to explore new types of
provision;

Deep integration requires careful thought about the conditions needed;

Countries interested in changing from a split system can gain support from
developing dialogues with other countries;




e More and deeper studies of integration are required across a wide range of
countries, including low income countries.



The Issue: Split ECCE systems and their adverse effects

nevery country, early childhood care and education (ECCE) services embody two different

traditions: care and education. The former was often developed as a welfare measure

for working-class children who needed care while their parents were at work; the latter

as kindergarten or pre-primary education, providing middle-class or all children with
enriched educational activities prior to formal schooling. For example, in France, créches and
écoles maternelles were both established during the period of industrialization with the aim to
take care of poor children while their parents worked in factories. However, créeches evolved
into services with a strong medical orientation focusing on children’s health and hygiene.
They became part of government responsibility only after the Second World War, and have
always been fee-paying. By contrast, écoles maternelles were integrated in the education
system in 1886 as a vehicle for constructing the French nation and disseminating the French
language, and increased in number rapidly thereafter (Rayna, 2007). In Sweden, the first
nurseries were established in the 1850s for children with evident social needs, funded by
charitable organisations, while the first kindergartens were set up in the 1890s to offer part-
time early education for middle class children (Lenz Taguchi and Munkammar, 2003).

In most countries, whether in the North or South, this division between care and education
strongly influences the organisation of ECCE services. Typically, the two sectors in these
‘split systems’ are governed, in terms of policy making and administration, by social welfare
and education ministries respectively, and are also structured in very different ways with
respect to types of service, workforce, access criteria, funding and regulation. Given their
distinct historical roots, ‘childcare’ and ‘early education’ services in these split systems
embody different visions and understandings of children, programme goals, approaches and
contents.




For example, in the Flemish-speaking Community of Belgium, there is a clear division of
responsibility for childcare and early education. Childcare services, including family day care,
for children aged 0 to 3 years and out-of-school provision are under the responsibility of Kind
en Gezin (Child and Family), an agency that reports to the Flemish Ministry for Welfare, Public
Health and Family. The responsibility for kleuterscholen (public pre-school provision) for
children aged two and a half and above is with the Flemish Ministry of Education. Subsidised
childcare services are open at least 11 hours daily for the whole year, facilitating working
parents, whereas kleuterscholen operate seven hours daily during the academic year. Nearly
all (98 per cent) children aged 3 to 6 years attend kleuterscholen while about 65 per cent of
children aged 0 to 3 years are in formal childcare arrangements on a part-time or full-time
basis or else have started attending kleuterschool. In terms of staffing, subsidised childcare
centres engage certified kinderverzorgsters (childcarers) with a post-secondary (1 year)
professional diploma, and are paid modest salaries. Kleuterscholen, on the other hand, have
kleuteronderwijzers (nursery school teachers) with 3-year tertiary qualification, and receive
salaries equivalent to primary and lower secondary teachers. As for funding, 96 per cent of the
costs of kleuterscholen are covered by public funding and the rest by parental contributions.
By contrast, subsidised créches and family day care services are funded by public subsidies
and parental fees which are set according to family income (parental fees come to 26 per
cent of the total budget for créches and 60 per cent for family day care) (OECD 2006).

To take another example, in Indonesia, kindergartens (taman kanak) catering to children
aged 4 to 6 years are under the responsibility of the Ministry of National Education and are
provided two hours daily (Islamic kindergartens are under the responsibility of the Ministry of
Religious Affairs). The Ministry of Social Welfare supervises playgroups (kelompok bermain)
for children aged 2 to 6 years, which are available 2 hours daily and three times per week, as
well as childcare centres (taman penitipan anak) for children from 3 months to 6 years, which
are open 8 to 10 hours daily. Posyandu (Integrated Service Post) and bina keluarga balita
(Mothers’ Programme) are under the responsibility of the Ministry of Health and Ministry of
Women'’s Affairs respectively, and offer 2 hours twice every month. The required qualification
level for the ECCE workforce is a two-year teacher training college diploma for kindergartens;
upper secondary education with job-related special training for playgroups and childcare
centres, and lower secondary education with job-related special training for integrated
service post and mothers’ programme. The main purposes of these ECCE services differ:
pre-primary education and school readiness for kindergartens; play-based education and
social and emotional development for playgroups; childcare for working parents combined
with child development for childcare centres, health combined with parenting education
for integrated service post; and parenting education and activities for children during the
mothers’ programme (UNESCO, 2005).

Split systems have been the subject of critical discussion since the 1970s. The OECD report
Care of Children of Working Parents, published in 1974, concluded that



...it is no longer desirable, at a policy level, to maintain any degree of separation
between planning for full day care and planning for pre-primary education. The
existence in most OECD member countries of administratively separate traditions
— ministries of health or social work on the one hand, and of education on the other —
will render difficult the process of integration (OECD, 1974, p. 11).

Soon after, UNESCO’s World Survey of Pre-school Education (1976), in which 67 member
states responded to a questionnaire sent by the Secretariat, referred to the fragmentation
of policy-making responsibility across government ministries, especially education, social
welfare and health (Mialaret, 1976, cited in Kamerman, 2006, p.8). Two decades later, the
European Commission’s Childcare Network concluded that ‘high quality services accessible
to all children can only be achieved within a national policy framework’ and that ‘at national
level one department should be nominated to take responsibility for implementing the policy’
(EC Childcare Network, 1996, pp.10-11). More recently, actual or potential problems of split
systems are noted in Starting Strong | and II: Early Childhood Education and Care (2001 and
2006), reports compiled on the basis of ECCE policy reviews in 20 OECD countries.

These and later analyses have suggested that the following problems may be more common
in split systems:

e Fragmentation of services between those within the welfare system, which are
predominantly for the youngest age group, and those within the education system,
predominantly for older children.

e Education seen to begin from the age of 3 or 4 years, with younger children defined
primarily as needing only minding or care while their parents work; at the same
time, strong ‘schoolification’ of services in the education system, leading generally
to junior schools for children 3 to 6 years and educational neglect of children under
3 years.

e Governmentassuming greater responsibility for education services for children over
3 years than for welfare services for children under 3 years, with correspondingly
weaker funding and less availability for the younger children. This can be especially
adverse for children from more disadvantaged families.

e Differences between services in welfare and education in key areas such as
access, regulation, funding and workforce, leading to inequalities, discontinuities
and problems for children, parents and workers. For example, levels of training
and pay for workers in services in the welfare system are usually lower than those
for workers in the education system, though group sizes and staff ratios are often
worse in the latter; services in the education system are free of charge to parents
but parents must pay at least part of the cost of services in welfare; services in the
education system are available for shorter hours than those in the welfare system,
requiring many parents to make additional care arrangements.




Responses to the Issue

The continuing split within ECCE systems in most countries owes more to traditional divisions
than to the developmental needs of children and the practical concerns of their families.
Faced by the apparent problems, many countries have sought to reduce the adverse effects
of a split system, through two main strategies: greater coordination or integration.

Coordination

One response to these problems has been to create inter-ministerial mechanisms to promote
more coordinated approaches to ECCE provision. One such mechanism is the creation of a
coordination body, within or outside line ministries, consisting of relevant sectors. AUNESCO-
OREALC study (2004) on the experiences in Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba and Mexico
reports that improved public awareness of ECCE, increased coverage of comprehensive
services, and development of a shared vision of comprehensive ECCE were the major
accomplishments of their efforts to implement inter-sectoral coordination.

For example, in Chile, the Inter-institutional Commission on Curricular Reform of Early
Childhood Education was set up under the leadership of the Ministry of Education with
the task to develop a new early childhood education curriculum for children from birth to 6
years old. The Commission consisted of specialists and representatives of the main public
organizations serving young children at the national level and of institutions from various
fields. The result was a holistic curriculum, to be applied (with necessary adaptations) to all
formal and non-formal settings, that covers not only ‘classical’ educational components but
also elements of health, drug prevention, environment, healthy life styles, diversity, special
education needs, and intercultural perspectives. The De la Mano programme of Costa Rica,
established in 2000 with the aim to coordinate institutional efforts and promote alliances
between different sectors, has also been successful in expanding coverage of services
through coordinated approaches based on a shared vision of ECCE. It strengthened the
credibility of the sector vis-a-vis the financial institutions, enabling it to attract increased
resources.

However, Choi (2003) provides evidence that, while coordination mechanisms can work well
when they are established for a specific purpose (e.g. to coordinate a particular early childhood
task) or to focus on a targeted population, they are not successful in promoting a coherent
overall policy and administrative framework across sectors. Limitations of coordinating
bodies and cross-sectoral cooperation are also reported in Starting Strong Il (OECD, 2006):
in countries such as Ireland and the Republic of Korea, ministerial boundaries remain an
obstacle in achieving a coordinated and coherent approach to ECCE provision, despite a
growing understanding of programme objectives for young children across government
departments. While coordinating and working together among different sectors is real
progress, ‘the cultures and aims of different government departments can make it difficult to



achieve co-ordinated policies in favour of the development and education of young children’
(ibid., p. 48). In sub-Saharan Africa, while coordination bodies have had some success in
coordinating pilot projects, formulating policy or conducting situational analyses, their impact
may be limited due to their undertrained staff, their role as adviser more than decision-maker,
and the lack of engagement of all stakeholders (UNESCO, 2006).

Integration

Some countries have adopted a more integrative response, starting by consolidating national
responsibility for ECCE into a single ministry — though as we shall discuss in the next chapter,
there is considerable variation in how far countries go in the integration process: integration
should be seen as a dimension ranging from limited through to complete. The Nordic
countries pioneered the policy approach of administrative integration into a single government
department in the 1960s and 1970s, bringing together national responsibility for ECCE within
social welfare (with the exception of Iceland, which integrated within education from the start).
Since the late 1980s, the trend has been toward integrating ECCE within education (Neuman,
2005; UNESCO, 2006). The overall national responsibility for ECCE in Sweden and Norway
was moved from social welfare to education in 1996 and 2005 respectively. Other countries
that have adopted the approach of integrating ECCE within education include Botswana
(1994), Brazil (1996), England (1998), Jamaica (1998), Iceland, New Zealand (1986), Romania
(2009), the Russian Federation, Scotland (1998), Slovenia (1996), Spain (1990), Viet Nam
(1986) and Zambia (2004).

Only Denmark and Finland still have ECCE services fully integrated within social welfare*.
Responsibility for ECCE at federal level is also integrated within social welfare in Germany
(Federal Ministry for Family Affairs, Senior Citizens, Women and Youth), but arrangements
vary at Lander and municipal levels, which play a leading role in ECCE. Some Lénder have
integrated responsibility — in education or social welfare; some operate split responsibility,
with children under 3 years under social welfare and 3 to 6 year olds under education.

A range of analyses, including the OECD reviews (2001, 2006) and some studies published
by UNESCO (e.g. Choi, 2005), has put forward possible advantages of integrating ECCE
responsibility within a single ministry:

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

e Greater and more effective investment in the youngest children (under 3 years),
producing higher quality services for them.

4 In Denmark and Finland, pre-school classes for 6-year-olds are under the
responsibility of the Ministry of Education.




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

e Improved public management of services by reducing the time spent on
coordinating initiatives of different sectors, leading to better quality and increased
access by parents.

OECD (2006) has argued that it matters less in which ministry — education, social welfare,
family affairs or gender equality — responsibility for ECCE is integrated than that the ministry
has a strong focus on young children’s development and education. In practice, though,
integration today is largely within education. One purpose of this report is to analyse why this
is so with a variety of reasons given for and against.

On the one hand, ECCE is considered as the foundation of lifelong learning, and there is
growing recognition that children are learners from birth and not just from 3 or 4. Placing
ECCE in the education system facilitates linkage and continuity between early childhood and
primary education and encouraging a smooth transition and successful schooling later. It
also provides an opportunity to develop a coherent policy framework for regulation, funding,
training, and service delivery across the different stages of the education system (OECD,
2001; UNESCO, 2006). Ministries of Education are equipped with many of the subsystems
necessary for a quality ECCE system, e.g. training and pedagogical support, curriculum
design, inspection, monitoring and evaluation (OECD, 2006; Choi, 2006). Furthermore,
education is seen to offer a stronger basis than welfare for developing the provision of ECCE
services as a universal entitlement, i.e. as a public good, as in the case of Sweden (Lenz
Taguchi and Munkammar, 2003).

On the other hand, integration within education is not without risks and challenges. It may
render all early childhood services more ‘school-like’ in terms of opening hours, staffing, adult-
child ratio, pedagogy and physical setting: in short, ‘schoolification’ may be intensified and
extended even further down the age range. Rather than closing the gap between services for
children under and over 3 years, integration within education may exacerbate it, if education
authorities prioritise education for children over 3 years and neglect provision for younger
children (Haddad, 2002). Integration within education may also result in separating ECCE
services from child welfare, health and other policy areas for children, and in undermining
attention to the whole child. Last but not least, bringing childcare services into line with
public schooling standards may raise serious cost issues (OECD, 2001). In a developing
country context, the additional resource pressure created by a Ministry of Education’s move
to embrace early childhood education could be criticised in view of the dire situation facing
primary schools, as has happened in Zambia (Thomas and Thomas, 2009).

There are then conflicting arguments and ambivalent feelings about integrating ECCE services
in education.



The situation today

Although the split arrangement of ECCE is dominant, a significant minority of countries have
opted to integrate within education. These countries include Botswana, Brazil, England,
Iceland, Jamaica, Latvia, Lithuania, New Zealand, Norway, Romania, the Russian Federation,
Scotland, Slovenia, Spain, Viet Nam and Zambia,. There has been some earlier work on
this policy option, including national reports on New Zealand and Sweden for UNESCO
(Meade and Podmore, 2002; Lenz Taguchi and Munkammar, 2003), a comparative study of
the integration process in England, Scotland and Sweden (Cohen, Moss, Petrie and Wallace,
2004), and some useful discussions in the OECD Starting Strong review. However, despite
the importance of the issue and the number of countries that have adopted integration
within education, there is no up-to-date comparative research assessing this option, in and
beyond Europe. The observation by Neuman (2005) that the organisation of ECCE settings
for children from birth to compulsory school age under the auspices of education is a trend
‘that calls for further investigation’ (p. 134) remains valid.

The present study seeks to address this knowledge gap. It focuses on the particular policy
approach of integrating ECCE services within education, contributing to a better understanding
of this policy option by looking at selected countries with very different conditions that
have made this move; it also considers the experience of a municipality that has integrated
responsibility for its own ECCE services within education, to gauge the possibility for local
initiative. At the same time, it is important to emphasise that the study is not intended as
advocacy for the integration-within- education option: it treats it as one response to the
need to create a better coordinated ECCE system. For this reason, the study also includes
a country that has adopted the integration-within-welfare option and countries that continue
with split systems.

The present study

Aims and objectives

The starting point of the present study is the unsatisfactory nature of split ECCE systems and
the need to develop more coordinated approaches. The main aim of the study is to evaluate
one significant policy response, the integration of ECCE through a transfer of responsibility
for the whole sector to education, whilst at the same time seeking to understand why this
response may not be generally viewed as desirable or feasible. Focusing on the policy
approach of integrating ECCE within education, the study further aims to:




e Understand the rationale, processes and consequences of integrating ECCE
within education;

e Provide policy recommendations and other information useful for policymaking at
national, regional and local levels; and

e Promote policy dialogue at various levels by disseminating and communicating
the results of the study through existing fora and networks.

Policy recommendations and lessons to be learned include, for example, the advantages
and disadvantages of integration within education; effective processes for implementing
integration of ECCE services within the education system; and the conditions that favour
the adoption of different approaches to more coordinated ECCE services, e.g. when is
integration within education to be considered and when are other approaches more desirable
or feasible? It addresses ECCE from a systemic and lifelong learning perspective, and, as
the Convention on the Rights of the Child recommends, gives special attention to issues
of inclusion, quality, learning and relations with the education system and other sectors
concerned with the development and well-being of young children and families. The full brief
for the research project can be found in Annex A.

Methodology: ways of working

The study investigates two sets of countries. One consists of countries that have moved the
responsibility for ECCE into the education sector (‘integration-within-education countries’
hereafter); we also look at an example of a municipality that has taken this step, within a
split national system. The other consists of countries which organise ECCE in a different
way (‘alternative approach countries’). These countries include one with ECCE integrated
within the social welfare system and three that maintain split systems. Their role in the study
is to provide other perspectives on the organisation of ECCE services, and to help place
the integration-within-education option into a wider context. They also enable a better
appreciation of the conditions that favour or obstruct the adoption of different policy options,
thereby improving the conclusions and recommendations of the study.

Researchers were identified from integration-within-education countries, either through the
concerned UNESCO field offices or ECCE networks, and were commissioned to compile a
report on the country’s or (in the case of Ghent) the municipality’s experience of adopting and
implementing the decision to integrate ECCE within education. They did this with the help
of guidelines prepared by the Steering Committee of the study (see Annex B). Since New
Zealand and Sweden had been the subject of previous reports for UNESCO, prepared 7 or
8 years earlier, the same researchers who had compiled these original reports were invited
to update them. Reports for this study were written with the help of guidelines prepared
by the Steering Committee of the study (see Annex B) and examine the historical context,
rationales, aims, processes, progress, consequence, lessons, implications and remaining



challenges of integrating ECCE within education. Researchers were requested to include any
formal evaluations of this policy reform, and cover any evidence of the consequences for
children, families, service quality and the achievement of wider social objectives.

National and municipal reports are being processed for publication. As the final layout has
not yet been completed, it is not possible to give page numbers when citing these reports in
subsequent chapters. When cited, “NR” indicates a national report (for Brazil, Jamaica, New
Zealand, Slovenia or Sweden), while “MR” indicates the municipal report for Ghent.

The study of the alternative approach countries was achieved through interviews with
policymakers and/or national researchers. The interviews were conducted either by telephone
or face to face according to an interview guide, developed by the Steering Committee.
The interview notes were compiled by the Steering Committee, and the interviewees were
requested to check and validate the content. Input from these countries includes information
about their current ECCE systems, whether consideration has been or is being given to
adopting the approach of integration within education; their views about the feasibility and
desirability of the approach; and whether there are currently discussions underway about
greater coordination or integrating ECCE within education.

The report has been prepared mainly based on the information generated in the national and
municipal reports and interview notes, but also has drawn on other early childhood sources.

The cases studied

Table 1.1 provides basic information about the nine countries included in this study, including
population, fertility rates, GDP per capita, income inequality and ranking on the United
Nations Development Programme (UNDP) Human Development Index. All but two of the
countries are, by World Bank classification, ‘high income’ countries, with Brazil and Jamaica
classified as ‘upper middle income’ countries. These last two countries have per capita
GDP below US$10,000, while in four countries (Belgium, Finland, France and Sweden) it is
over US$33,000; New Zealand and Slovenia are somewhat lower (around US$27,000), with
Hungary, at US$18,755, midway between Brazil and neighbouring Slovenia. These averages
conceal considerable variations in income distribution, with very high rates of inequality in
Brazil and Jamaica and, at the other end, lowest rates in the two Nordic countries, Finland
and Sweden. Brazil and Jamaica come well behind the other countries on the Human
Development Index of the UNDP, the remaining seven countries being ranked between 7
and 29 on the Index. Brazil is by far the most populous country, followed by France; the
remaining countries have much smaller populations of 10 million or less. Fertility rates are
mostly around or slightly above replacement level, except for the two former Communist
countries — Hungary and Slovenia — where they are much lower.




Table 1.1: Basic information on countries included in the study

Population Total Fertility | GDP per capita |Income inequality De\ZT:?Trw]ent
(millions), 2007 | rate, 2005-10 |(PPP US$), 2007|  (gini index) pme
Index ranking
Brazil 190.1 2.3 9,567 55.0 75th
Belgium 10.5 1.8 34,935 33.0 17th
Finland 5.3 1.8 34,526 26.9 12th
France 61.7 1.9 33,674 32.7 8th
Hungary 10.0 1.4 18,755 30.0 43rd
Jamaica 2.7 2.4 6,079 45.5 100th
New Zealand 4.2 2.0 27,336 36.2 20th
Slovenia 2.0 1.4 26,753 31.2 29th
Sweden 9.2 1.9 36,712 25.0 7th

Source: United Nations Development Programme, 2009.

Integration-within-education countries

The integration-within-education cases include five countries — Brazil, Jamaica, New Zealand,
Slovenia, and Sweden. They consist of two upper medium and three high income countries,
offering some balance of representation from the developing and developed worlds. Included
are a mix of economies and welfare states (including former communist, social democratic and
liberal) and federal and unitary states. Such differences may have considerable implications
for the reform process. An attempt was made to include lower income countries from Africa
and Asia in this study, but the potential partners in the countries approached were unable to
participate; these are significant omissions and require further attention.

In addition to the five countries, one case of integration-within-education at the local level
has been included; this has been done to examine the potential for local action in reforming
services. Ghent, situated in the Flemish part of Belgium, is an example of a local administration
or municipality integrating responsibility for its own ECCE services within education, despite
the wider national (or, in this case, regional) system remaining split; the regional system,
Flanders, figures as one of the ‘alternative approach countries’. Ghent is not an isolated
example of a local decision to integrate ECCE services in education without a matching
regional or national reform. One of the earliest was Strathclyde, a large local authority in
Scotland centred on Glasgow that now no longer exists, which adopted this organisation
of its services in 1986. A number of other municipalities in Scotland and England followed
suit in the 1980s and 1990s, prior to both national governments integrating responsibility
in 1998. Similarly, in Italy, where the national responsibility is still divided (unlike England
and Scotland), the municipality of Reggio Emilia has integrated early childhood services for
children from birth to 6 years within education for several decades, as have a number of other
Italian municipalities which place very high value on education. Other examples can be found



in Germany, with some L&nder and municipalities integrating ECCE within education, though
the federal responsibility is with the welfare sector.

The six national and municipal case studies have at least 10 years experience of integration
of ECCE within education, enabling an evaluation of well-established policies.

Alternative approach countries

As alternative approach countries, Belgium (Flanders), Finland, France, and Hungary have
been studied. Finland represents a country with an integrated system under social welfare. The
other countries retain a split between childcare and early education, including the separation
of administrative and policymaking responsibility, which is still the dominant model of ECCE
organisation worldwide.

The Structure of the Report

The current chapter provides the background to the study. Having introduced the main issue
of the study, this chapter refers to the aims and objectives, methodology and cases studied.
Chapter Two describes the reform process within the six cases that have integrated ECCE
within education, including the rationale, drivers and process of integration and how deeply
the integration process has proceeded. How far has integration gone beyond administration
and policy making, into areas such as access, workforce, funding, regulation and type of
provision? Is structural integration matched by conceptual integration? These experiences are
contrasted with those of Finland, which still has its ECCE services integrated within the social
welfare system. Chapter Three considers the consequences of integration within education
under five headings: (1) children and families; (2) the workforce; (3) the services; (4) resourcing
for ECCE; and (5) the relationships between ECCE and other services, including compulsory
schooling. The chapter also looks at some lessons learnt from the reform process. Chapter
Four examines the perspectives of regions and countries that have maintained split systems
of ECCE: Belgium Flanders, France and Hungary. Lastly, Chapter Five offers lessons learned
from the cases studied and recommendations on the planning and implementation of the
policy option of integration within education. It concludes with some reflections on the way
forward in ECCE and, more broadly, education.




he starting point of the Caring and Learning Together project is, to quote the

project proposal, “the unsatisfactory nature of split early childhood education and

care (ECCE) systems and the need to develop more coordinated approaches, in

particular, administrative integration of ECCE within the responsibility of one agency
or ministry”. Our particular interest, because this has been the most common development
in recent years, has been the integration of ECCE within the education system, whilst
recognising that integration within the social welfare system is another option. The main
focus of this chapter, therefore, is the history of integration within education, the when, why
and how it has happened, but also how far the integration process has proceeded, beyond
simply moving administrative and policy-making responsibility for all ECCE services into one
government department or ministry. For as we shall see, how far integration has been taken
represents a continuum from very limited to the creation of a completely integrated system
or from shallow to deeper integration.

It is useful to think of the process of integration within education as having two elements that
are linked but can be considered separately. Firstly, there is the integration of a previously
split system of ECCE, and how far the previously two parts have been brought together into
one common service. Unified government responsibility is a precondition for any integration
process. But after that, there are a number of other areas where integration can be applied;
how far and in what way these areas have been integrated can be taken as a rough indication
of the depth of the integration process. These areas can be divided into the structural and the
conceptual. The structural covers five key areas:

e Policy making and administration

e Access to services

e Funding (including what parents pay)

e Regulation (including curriculum or similar guidelines)
e Workforce (including structure, education and pay).

A sixth structural area is type of provision. To what extent have different forms of provision,
for different age groups or purposes, been replaced by more integrated forms of provision,
for example centres including children under and over 3 years? But while this area may be a
defining feature of a national system, it does not determine the depth of integration; it may




be possible to have a deeply integrated system that yet retains a diversity of provision. Thus
Sweden and Finland have well integrated systems based on a single type of age-integrated
centre; Denmark and New Zealand also have well integrated systems, but both have more
types of provision, some age-segregated.

Important as structural areas are for defining integration, equally important is conceptual
integration. To what extent does the whole ECCE system share an understanding of what it
is for and what it is doing, and how far is this expressed in a common language? In short,
has the system got beyond thinking and talking about ‘childcare’ and ‘education’? Of course,
thinking and talking need not convert into policy and practice, so we might best consider this
as a necessary but not sufficient condition for deep integration of the whole system.

This proposed analysis of the extent or depth of integration can apply equally to a system
brought together within education or social welfare. The second element of a study of
integration within education concerns the effect on ECCE of being situated in education,
alongside compulsory and post-compulsory education. What are the implications of being
integrated there rather than in, say, welfare? To what extent does the whole ECCE system
assume the values and principles of the education system? Does an education perspective
shape the reform of individual structural areas, for example the workforce? Is there any
rethinking of the meaning of ‘education’, either in ECCE or in schools? Overall, does the
relationship between ECCE and the school change and, if so, in what direction? Towards a
‘strong and equal partnership’ or towards ‘schoolification’ reaching down even into work with
the very youngest children?

In this chapter we consider both of these elements: the process and extent of integration of
the ECCE system; and the implications of integration within the wider education system. We
focus on our five case countries and one case municipality and begin by mapping out the
history of these cases leading up to initial integration within education — when, why and how
the decision has been taken to move all ECCE services within one policy and administrative
domain. We then describe what the transfer meant for policy- making and administrative
structures, before going on to consider how far the integration process has continued
beyond this administrative and policy- making stage — how deep integration has gone,
and the implications of integration taking place within the education system. We conclude
by considering the experience of one of the two countries that has an integrated system,
but within welfare. This will further help us to understand better the implications of where
integration is located — education or welfare.



When, why and how? Integrating responsibility
for ECCE within the education system

Brazil

Brazil is very different in scale and governance compared with the other four case countries
studied. It has a population of 190 million (the other four have populations below ten million),
of great ethnic diversity and spread over a vast area. It is a federal state, with three levels of
government relevant to ECCE policy - federal (Union), state (27 states plus a federal district)
and municipal (5,654 municipalities). The Union establishes general rules and principles;
states and municipalities implement them. In the field of ECCE, municipalities are responsible
for policies and programmes, within a framework of principles and guidelines from Union and
state, and also with technical assistance and financial resources from these higher levels of
government. Municipalities may choose to provide their own education system, otherwise
they must opt for their education services to be part of the state system.

A wide range of departments and organisations have taken an interest in ECCE throughout
the 20th century; and a diverse range of services and providers developed, broadly divided
between nurseries for children up to 3 years and pre-schools or kindergartens for children
over 3. However, within this complex situation can be seen the growth of ideas favouring
the adoption of an integrated and education-based approach to ECCE. A split system of
nurseries providing ‘care’ to ‘minors’ (the dispossessed, mainly black) while kindergartens
provided ‘education’ for the ‘child’ (middle class, mainly white) — which, as the national report
observes, was not unfamiliar in Europe - came to be challenged increasingly by arguments
for a holistic and inclusive approach based on rights, as the following examples illustrate.

In 1922, the first Congress for the Protection of Children proposed ‘the creation of laws
regarding children’s rights to life and health’ (NR), while at the 1933 Congress the educator,
Anisio Teixeira, ‘drew attention to the need for transcending the approach towards pre-
school children considering only their physical features and health, because development
implied the evolution of mental capabilities and socialization, both of which were attached
to education’ (NR). In 1940, the federal government created the National Department of
Childhood (Departamento Nacional da Crianga - DNCr), linked to the Ministry of Education
and Public Health (MESP), with the aim of coordinating activities related to motherhood,
childhood and adolescence. In 1952, still under the MESP, the DNCr published a booklet
about suitable material for the education of young children in nurseries. While in 1967 the
same Department (now located in the Ministry of Health) issued a Plan of Assistance to
Pre-School, for children up to 2 years-old, including the principle of nurseries as institutions
intended to help families in the education of their young children. The concern here is for a
broad service, linking education and care, including health.




The main catalyst for integration within education was the drafting of the new Constitution,
following the end of 20 years of military dictatorship in 1984. The deliberations of the
National Constituent Assembly were accompanied by ‘intense debates among social
movements interested in a new model of society and of the State...a great national event
(that) highlighted dreams and aspirations which were denied for 21 years [of dictatorship]’
(NR). The place of children in this society and state was a major issue, stimulated by an
inter-ministerial committee established to organize ‘a movement and (coordinate) studies
and proposals on the child to be submitted to the National Constituent Assembly’ (NR).
The Committee organized the Children and Constituent National Movement, ‘which spread
across the country, sponsored by branches established in all states...The extent and depth
of the movement generated an intense participation, interest and political pressure in favour
of the child’ (NR).

The consequence was a Constitution (agreed in 1988) that recognized the child as a citizen
with rights, including the right to education from birth (Article 2.2.1d). Nurseries for children
under 3 years ‘have a new role: education...the task concerned with younger children is an
educational activity’ (Article 2.2.1e). Further the State ‘has a duty to ensure early childhood
education to children up to 5 years in nurseries and pre-schools’ (Article 2.2.2b). The
Constitution, therefore, not only defined a right to education from birth but also nurseries,
mainly for children under 3 years, as educational institutions. Through these articles, education
became a constitutional right of ‘new citizens’, and the State acquired the duty to provide
such early childhood education.

This approach was consolidated by the 1990 Statute of the Child and Adolescent (ECA),
which defined the legal status of the child as citizen, replacing the former authoritarian
legal approach, and established a system to assure children’s rights — including the right to
education from birth. The National Education Guidelines and Framework Law (LDB), adopted
in 1996, sets out certain key principles: early childhood education (from birth to 6 years)
as the first stage of basic education; early childhood teachers to have a degree related to
education; and nurseries to be integrated into local educational systems. It provides a clear
concept of early childhood education, ‘aiming at the development of children aged up to 6
years, as regards the physical, psychological, intellectual and social aspects, in a way that
complements the actions of the family and the human setting’ (Article 29) (NR). The law also
laid down a deadline of three years for transferring administrative responsibility for nurseries
to the education sector.

The decision to integrate ECCE into education in Brazil seems to have been driven by three
main influences:

e A concept or image of the child as a citizen with rights, whose development is
indivisible: ‘this child cannot be seen only as a physical body that needs care,
neither as a mind without a body or an intelligence that develops in a neglected
body...(but) as a whole being’ (NR).



e A concept of universal public policies, albeit combined with some more targeted
policies. ‘These two concepts — of child and of public policies — reinforce the
argument in favour of including early education as part of the education policy: (a)
it is a universal right of every child, from birth, and (b) it aims to develop human
beings as a whole...in a process that incorporates physical, social, emotional and
mental aspects’ (NR).

e Animportant and singular political process: re-democratization after authoritarian
rule with the active participation of social movements.

Jamaica

Responsibility for ‘day care’ transferred from the Ministry of Health to the Ministry of Education
in 1998, following several years of research, advocacy and discussion. As the national
report highlights, two major pieces of research — the one an evaluation of day care services
(1998, for the Ministry of Health and funded by UNICEF), the other an evaluation of early
childhood education (1995, for the Ministry of Education and funded by the Bernard van Leer
Foundation) — paved the way for this move to integration-within- education. Rising interest in
change was further stimulated by UNICEF, which had a strategic role with government in the
development of services. At a conference of early childhood experts convened in February
1995, UNICEF made it clear that addressing fragmentation of services ‘would appropriately
fit its mandate for the next 5-year cycle’ (NR).

An Integration Task Force representing key ministries, NGOs, international funding partners
and others, with many participants from the preceding conference, was set up in 1995 and
met regularly. From its first meeting, the Task Force situated its work

[w]ithin the context of the U.N. Convention on the Rights of the Child which Jamaica
has ratified (1993), and in particular Articles 6 and 24, good early childhood care and
education provide much, much more than a school readiness programme for 0-6 year
olds. They reflect a comprehensive vision of support for child development, health and
well being, encompassing educational practice/techniques, relationship/partnership
with parents and connections with other community agencies and institutions (NR).

The Task Force was also guided by a UNICEF-commissioned concept paper by Dr. Kerida
McDonald, ‘Rationale and Recommendation for Integration of Early Childhood Education in
Jamaica’.

The discussions of the Task Force were further influenced by two concurrent developments:
the launch of a government ‘poverty eradication’ strategy, and the argument that improved
early starts for children could play a key role in this; and the Caribbean Plan of Action
(CPOA) for Early Childhood Care, Education and Development, prepared by a Jamaican
team, endorsed at a regional conference and adopted by Heads of State in 1997. CPOA




was a ‘seminal document which undoubtedly prodded integration’ (NR). It assumed that ‘a
comprehensive framework [was] essential and spelled out the full range of elements needed
within such a framework - legislation, policies and standards, training, prenatal and other
early health requirements, parenting and community support, financing etc’ (NR).

The Task Force agreed a broad and ambitious definition of integration, including not only
unitary management of ECCE services, but stronger linkages across health, education and
welfare and incorporation of early childhood interests in all government policies. It also
adopted some ambitious strategies:

1. A programme of sensitisation of key persons in the Ministries and in the wider field of
early childhood organisations providing services.

2. Awork plan for the development and implementation of an early childhood policy, which
would address training and curriculum requirements; accreditation and remuneration
systems linked to training; pilot testing of integrated service models (with inclusion of
children with disabilities as one objective); the development of standards, tools and
systems for registering, regulating and monitoring the sector; and projected resources
needed for national implementation.

3. The establishment of a national resource centre for early childhood information, based
at the Centre for Early Childhood Education, established by the Bernard van Leer
Foundation in conjunction with the University of the West Indies.

4. To plan for the establishment of a National Council on Early Childhood Education,
Care and Development linked to the National Council on Education, to ensure
representation of Early Childhood interests on all national policy making bodies.

The Task Force became ‘the de facto preparatory committee for integration’ (NR), as the
integration process in government began to gain momentum. In October 1996, the Ministry
of Health agreed in principle to the transfer of the staff and budget of its Day Care Unit
to the Early Childhood Unit in the Ministry of Education. In May 1997, a new integration
programme was officially announced by the Ministry of Education, and the Task Force
was forma