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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report is part of the proje@urriculum Quality Analysis and Impact Review ofdaean Early Childhood
Education and CaréCARE), a collaborative project funded by the Ewap Union to address issues related to
quality, inclusiveness, and individual, social, @wbnomic benefits of early childhood education eauck

(ECEC) in Europe. The project started in Januad¥42 and will continue until December, 2016.

The Stakeholders Study is part of work package B@Y®European Indicators of Quality and Wellbeing in
ECEC The Study involves parents, ECEC-staff workinthvahildren and policy makers in this field, ancthai
to provide policy relevant and research-based kedgé to support the European Union’s efforts toward

excellence and equity in early childhood educatind care in all member states.

Nine European countries participated in the stlithgland (EN), Finland (FI), Germany (DE), Greeck)(E
Netherlands (NL), Norway (NO), Poland (PL) and Bgét (PT). In these countries about 2500 pareifs2 2

staff working with children and 277 policy makeesponded either to a personal interview (Pl) @rténternet-
based survey (IBS). The data collection for theentrreport was conducted between Febru&rgnt May 28',
2015. Since the date of delivery for this repors\ane 38, only the parental data have been analysed and the
main aim of this report is to provide a first comipensive presentation of commonalities and diffegs in
parents’ values, beliefs and expectations regartiagjuality and curriculum of ECEC-provisions amildren’s
well-being across the participating countries.ddition, this report presents findings on pareatsisiderations
when choosing particular ECEC services and pargigigs on the appropriateness of using ECEC fongou
children.

In a mixed method design both qualitative and qgtetite data were collected. A questionnaire wasetigped
that could be used in personal interviews (PI) iareh internet-based survey (IBS). In additionttoctured
guestions, the questionnaire contained also opdaeequestions for an in-depth qualitative analgsis
stakeholders’ views on quality and well-being. Thuestionnaire has been developed in close coopenatth
the partners in the nine countries with a partictdaus on the cultural validity of the instrumenhe
guestionnaire was carefully piloted in several daiim all countries and the pre-final version wasslated in
all relevant languages and then formally checkeebtigrnal bilingual professionals to detect renraini
difficulties with the translations. The quantitatiand qualitative analyses reported in this rewerte carefully
conducted to ensure the cultural validity and cramsntry comparability of the findings. Advancedtsttical
methods were applied for assessing the measuresgaivalence across countries of the quantitative. da
grounded theory approach was used for the intexfioetand contextualization of the qualitative dateoss the
nine countries. The results until now are satisigcand provide a valid basis for comparing coestiand for

evaluating what is common and what differs betwencountries.
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RESULTS

Research question Examined which educational and developmental ggadsild be fostered most in ECEC
according to parents. To be able to make meanimgiuparisons of the mean importance ratings, tkin
countries between age groups, and between countiitiei® age groups, we constructed several confionya
factor models and assessed their measurementadenie across countries. Overall, satisfactory nreasent
equivalence was found. Finding full measuremenivadgnce is quite unique, pointing to largely sitare
thinking (using comparable cultural-conceptual feavorks) about early development and learning among
parents across the nine countries. This finding reflgct a common tradition of thinking and theorgzon
early education and care (see also Sylva et d15,202.1, regarding European ECEC curricula). ¥etar
differences remain in the mean importance attathélde different domains of development as areas fo
stimulation in ECEC, which reflect perhaps diffeces in systems and socioeconomic circumstances. In

addition, several items did not fit into the consted scales and warrant further investigation.

In general, all developmental goals — interpersakdils, interest in diversity, pre-academic skillsarning

related skills, physical-motor skills, emotion réggion, and personal learning attitudes — incréasmportance
with age. The increases in the importance of chiiiremotional regulation and personal learninifuaies were
similar across countrieBor all countries, we saw the strongest increasejortance of stimulating children’s

pre-academic skills, followed by stimulating chédis learning-related skills.

The average (unstandardized) differences in dewsdopal goals between countries were smaller fddien
between 3 and 6 years of age than for childremgeuthan 3 years of age. A possible explanatiotthie fact
could be that this age-range is more fully covdred@ CEC in all countries. For both age-ranges)ahgest
differences between countries are found for chiltrpre-academic ‘hard’ skills. Whereas parentSiaece,
Norway, and Portugal score relatively high acrasth lage ranges, parents in Germany and Finlana scor

relatively low.

The patterns of the relative importance of develeptal goals are rather similar across countrigge@ally for
the more ‘soft’ skills, which are deemed highly ionfant in all countries for both age ranges. Witthuintries
there was more diversity in the importance of depeliental goals for children younger than 3 yeaimsgef. The
most prominent difference was that parents attégieln importance ratings to ‘soft’ interpersonahational
and personal skills than to ‘hard’ pre-academidsskis areas that should be fostered in ECEC. difference
was less strong for children between age 3 anti&ugh it was still apparent in some countrieg.(é=inland

and Germany).

The finding that there is more diversity in imparta ratings for younger children than for oldeddran
suggests a lack of shared conceptual frameworlatiditesses the specifics of development and leamithe
very early years. This is in line with another fimgl from the CARE project that there are less cuitd for the

below threes.

CARBhttp://ecec-care.orgpageb



WP6 - Stakeholder study CARE Project
Deliverable 6.2 61383

Research question Zocused on the importance that parents attackffeyeht structural quality indicators:
Aspects of the physical environment (e.g., safaiydoor space), organizational aspects (e.g., g4
stability of group) and staff characteristics (eeglucational level, stability team). Several itesisch are
generally regarded as indicative of structural ifpatere selected. Since these items were all glifferent
from each other and not intended to constituteescaimple means and standard deviations were gethpa

across the nine countries.

Regarding the physical environment, parents rai@splects (outdoor play space, supportive enviraime
supporting independence, and varied equipment,aonglamaterials) at least as important, althouglp#iterns
of relative importance diverge somewhat across ttmsn Having a safe environment is rated as nmgbrtant

by parents in all countries.

Concerning the organizational aspects of ECECrggtiparents attached most importance to childghysical
health and safety to prevent infections and diseasd least importance to having a stable growhitdren,
with few changes in composition over time. Howetegre was relatively large variation regarding thaist
issue, indicating low agreement among parents.efagr some clear differences between countriesregiect
to a low adult-child ratio, which is deemed moreartant by parents in Finland, Greece, and Poldnadh in
the Netherlands, Portugal and England, althougletier still consider it to be important. Finalparents in the

Southern European countries and Poland attachimpsttance to healthy food.

Finally, with respect to the selected staff charastics, parents rate being part of a stable teadnproviding
practical and educational support for parents wieaded as more important than having enough reievank
experience and having a high educational level tirese latter two characteristics, there was mariation, and

thus less agreement among parents.

Research question 3ocused on parent’s opinions on the most imporaapects of ECEC for children’s well-
being and well-becoming through two open-endedtiues Do parents’ expressed views on well-beirnd) an
well-becoming differ between countries? Startin¢hvei grounded theory approach, a list of codes was
developed for both open-ended questions. In adhditidirst pilot was conducted for 10 parents e fcountries:

Netherlands, Finland, Italy, Greece, and Norway.

When we compare the quantitative findings from aesle question one and two and with the first, prglary
qualitative findings of the pilot, we see that thelitative material highlights more differencesvien the five
countries than the quantitative data. However, aslid not reach saturation for the qualitative gsed yet, we
cannot draw any firm conclusions. Nevertheless, pneliminary finding supports our mixed-method r@eh
of including both structured and open-ended questi®hrough this approach we may gain a more éifféated
and nuanced picture of the aspects that paremtls #heé most important for children’s current wedlitig and

future well-becoming.
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In general, we see that both in the quantitative quralitative data, there is a stronger emphasishddren’s
‘soft’ social, emotional and personal skills thanahildren’s ‘hard’ pre-academic skills. In additjghe high
importance of process quality when choosing an EE&€ng is reflected in the qualitative findingtiparents
mentioned more often process quality charactesistian structural quality characteristics or cudtim

(content) quality aspects.

Research question £oncerned the aspects of ECEC-settings parenssdesrio be most important when
choosing for a particular ECEC provision. Basedtwory and exploratory factor analyses, we triedsiimate
a five-factor model referring to practical consaténs, the availability of ECEC, process qualitaacteristics,
structural quality characteristics, and inclusivenand diversity policies. Although this theordtimadel was
confirmed in a fully constrained model for the taeoup, we ran into many problems when we comstchthe
model to be equal across countries. We were ngtised by this finding, since there are large défees
between national ECEC systems, specifically withard to practical considerations (e.g., has lowsjend the
availability of ECEC (e.g., Is available the whgt=ar, also during holidays). Therefore, we cansstme that
these items are interpreted and considered inlgxhet same way across all nine countries (i.ey Hre not
measurement-invariant). Nevertheless, this findiogs not mean that we can never compare parents fro
different countries on these constructs. Basedhasmalysis of structural differences in nationaEECsystems

we can decide which items or constructs would he@iate to compare for these specific countries.

For three items on process quality and two itemstarctural group characteristics we could estimaate
measurement invariant confirmatory factor modebasmall countries. In general, we see that padmtsot
seem to distinguish that much between children geuthan 3 years of age and children between Hamérs
of age. For process quality characteristics wetlsgiethe scores are really high for all countreegefage means
above 4.60). For structural group characteristiesalgso see that all average scores are quite Inigjgeneral, it is
interesting to see that parents think that strattgmoup characteristics are as important for otdefor the

younger age group.

Finally, research question Sexamined to what extent parents feel that usingBE&r young children as
complementing care in the family and as suppomiagnts to combine parenthood and work is appripria
general, the overall low mean scores indicate #@fss countries, parents tend to disagree vétersents
expressing the inappropriateness of ECEC, the swfer older children. It should be noted thoudjat twve
targeted parents with at least one child in ECE&ents in Finland, followed by Germany and Poland
differentiate more clearly between the two age gsowhen evaluating the appropriateness of ECEC than
parents in other countries, such as England, Netids and Italy. Regarding cross-country differarioe
younger children, Netherlands and Norway think EB8EC is least inappropriate, less so than Polanekce,
and England. For older children, Norway, Finland &ermany think that ECEC is least inappropridéss so

than Poland, Greece, and England.

A final interesting observation is that the stailddeviations are larger in Germany, the NetherlamtsFinland

for younger children, and that they are still quérge for Germany and the Netherlands for therobthddren.
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These findings indicate that in these countriesrethis more variation in how parents think about the
appropriateness of ECEC for children than in otdwmtries.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the results summarized above, we forntutatme first, preliminary recommendations:

1. It appears to be possible to define quality andicwium indicators at an overall European levelgast
as far as based on the shared understanding tkabwad in this study. Nevertheless, the definitdn
bench marks or criteria should respect culturdediinces that may relate to systems differences,

socioeconomic circumstances, coverage issuestezace

2. ltis important to create a stronger shared undedéhg of early development of the younger children
for which developmental science can give us impiitaputs. Yet, preferences of parents, and local
and national traditions may remain, especially réigg the benchmarks/criteria and the role division

between ECEC-settings and the family.

3. Overall, parents attach higher value to soft cagmitsocial, emotional and personal skills (i.emare
broad/holistic development) whereas an emphas&cademics seems less valued, especially for
younger children. The emphases of parents do alitinrecent insights from developmental science
and with from studies examining the long-term efeand social and economic benefits from ECEC

programs. This is an important message for botiomatand EU educational policy.
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INTRODUCTION

This report is part of the proje@urriculum Quality Analysis and Impact Review ofdaean Early Childhood
Education and Care (CAREunded by the European Union within tHEFramework program (Theme
[SSH.2013.3.2-2] Early childhood education and cpremoting quality for individual, social and e@nic

benefits).

Reliable information on Early Childhood EducatiardaCare (ECEC) services in European countriesisi@al
prerequisite to tackle the challenges Europeantdesrare currently facing in the field of ECECv8gl
Workpackages in CARE will provide new, policy redew knowledge regarding a variety of aspects obgean
ECEC-systems. Focusing on center-based provisioasdistinguishing between children younger thged's
of age and children between 3 to 6 years of ageCHRE-project will contribute to a framework foefahing
and assessing quality of ECEC in a culture-sermsitiay that takes into account concerns of parents,

professionals and society — the most importantestakiers next to the children.

Recent policy documents -J/00 $1-./0.2 (3 4 -/05% 6 ,

Early Childhood Education and Care under the aespif the European Commission, 2014) and recent
theoretical and empirical studies & -.//7 & 3* -/l 1 - -3 -

18 -2 ( - &- -Duffy, & Cassidy, 2012) emphasize the importantmduding a
wide range of stakeholders (parents, staff, polalens, children) in the joint project of developingpnitoring
and assuring high quality in ECEC institutions. Elepecifically, The European Commission (2011) eases
the importance of collaboration between policy sectnd stakeholder groups in ECEC:

A systemic approach to the ECEC services meansgtiollaboration between the different policy
sectors, such as education, employment, healtiglqmlicy. Such approaches allow governments
to organise and manage policies more simply andeaftly, and to combine resources for children
and their families. This requires a coherent visibat is shared by all stakeholders, including
parents, a common policy framework with consistprdls across the system, and clearly defined
roles and responsibilities at central and locaklevThis approach also helps ECEC services to
respond better to local needs. Policy exchangecageration at EU level can help countries
learn from each other’s good practice in this intpotrand challenging task.

(European Commission, 2011, p. 7)

In accordance with the Commission's recognitiothefimportance of involving stakeholders in ECE@qpice
and policy development, The Council of The Europgaion acknowledges that “... a systemic and more
integrated approach to ECEC services at the loegipnal and national level involving all the reden
stakeholders — including families — is requiredyether with close cross-sectorial collaboratiomieen

different policy sectors, such as education, celtepcial affairs, employment, health and justaed agrees that
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“promoting quality assurance with the participatadrall key stakeholders, including families” (Epean
Union, 2011, p. 9).

FOCUS OF THIS REPORT

The Stakeholders Study in the CARE project involvasents/guardians, ECEC-staff working with chitdesnd
policy makers in the area of ECEC as informantsravide policy relevant research-based knowledgeara
aspects of quality and wellbeing to support theogaan Union’s efforts towards excellence and ednisarly
childhood education and carie all member states. Within the wider objectivéshe study, thidirst report
includes only the information obtained from parears their responses on core items regarded asrelegant
for their values, beliefs and expectations. We @rarand evaluate cross-cultural differences andnconalities
in the views of parents based on the assumptidratbamparative perspective is of main interes&drpolicy
development. Due to the strict time frame of thistfreport and the fact that far more data havenhmllected
than originally planned, a complete presentatioallafesults was not possible yet. We provide sorfermation
about the other two stakeholders groups involvetiénstudy in the Method section of this reporttiermore,
the planned next steps of the data analysis, imgjuithe data obtained with the other stakeholdeugs, are

outlined in a separate section at the end of dpsnt.

TERMINOLOGY AND ABBREVIATIONS

Throughout this report, when referring to earlyldhood education and care, we are using the aldireni
ECEC. ECEC in this report comprises of all offigdicensed, professional forms of care and edocati
provided to children in the age range of 0 to theed age of formal education in primary schooleatters or
schools. Referring to ECEC-institutions and sersjicee apply the terms “ECEC-provisions” or “ECEC-
settings” regardless of the national terminologysimplify the language in this report, we will usaly the term
“parents” although this group of stakeholders idelsiboth parents and legal guardians. For the szasen, we
refer to the group of ECEC-staff working with chideh as “ECEC-staff” or just “staff’. This group indes all
kinds of professionals working with children in tparticipating countries and they concern caregieed
nurses working in care-oriented systems, as weddasators and teachers working in education-aréent
systems. Finally, applied short labels in Tables ligures for the participating countries are inadance with
6 19 +:5 < #<5 6 (!'+1;6 +;: +; 0 &!

+:$; + +2; + )

++,-/01 2, 234 -45/.40+6 +,074-40+4 ,0 8 9+4::4040. 4<=/26 /0 4;-:6 +3/:.3,,. 4.=+:2/,0 ;0. +;-4# >34:./0 =.;2452 0
4@-=;6 '
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STAKEHOLDER STUDY

The Stakeholders Study is a main task of Work Pgeléa(WP6), entitleiEuropean Indicators of Quality and
Wellbeing in ECECwithin the CARE-project. The objectives of thekare directly related to the overall aim of
WP6 and the CARE-project as a whole, namely to ldgva comprehensive, culture-sensitive European
framework for evaluating and monitoring ECEC quadind child wellbeing, and to propose indicator&GEC
quality and child wellbeing that can be used fanadional policy making at the European level. Ais &nd,

WP6 will integrate the results of several studiesducted within CARE. These include the followingeady

completed studies: (1) A comparative analysis abean curricula"! )-./0>  deliverable D2.1), (2) a
(, & , # , + )- ./0> 15) 0;-(3) an
updated review of research into the impact of EQBC ( 0+ )- /10> 17)0;- 4)a
secondary analysis of data from recent large-stafties into the quality and effectiveness of EGE@ve
, +" )-./0> 1.).;- (5) a literature review on the effectiveness ofedént types of
funding and governance of ECEC (Rk?# )-./0> 1>)0;)$ - (6) the

cultural interpretations of quality and the culluiectors that shape the implemented curriculuB@EC as
observed in different countries, and provide (Meta-analytical review of effects on child outcormeduding
recent European studies, (8) an in-depth analysimovative approaches to continuous in-service
professionalization, (9) an analysis of factorsed®ining the accessibility and inclusiveness of ECENd (10)
an economic analysis of the costs and benefit<GBE& To provide a general framework of shared cptscand
a basic model of ECEC services as embedded in \Wwdal, regional and national contexts, in ordeguie
and integrate all separate studies within CARE, 8Mfeveloped a starting document with the main goftke
project and definitions of core concepts in ECE& th also the basis of the current StakeholderdyStMoser,
Melhuish, Petrogiannis, & Leseman, 201)0.

The Stakeholders Study is one of the four studigsimthe CARE project in which new data are cdietand
analysed to support the main aims of the projdu §tudy focuses on the core concepiality andwell-being
and is specifically designed to include the perspes of important stakeholders in the overall ohje of
designing a European quality framework with indicatof quality and well-being. An important aimtbé
Stakeholders Study is to identify and evaluate vidhahared and common among parents, staff andypoli
representatives across Europe regarding theseconoepts, and to examine and evaluate possibkreliftes in
the views of these stakeholders. The study is ottediin nine European countries: England, Finl&etmany,
Greece, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland,Rmdugal. These countries were selected becausteshint

variations in their welfare regimes, ECEC systemegnomic prosperity, and cultural values and belief

The study was originally designed as a personaivigw study that would involve in each country@dents
from both mainstream and disadvantaged communiti&&CEC-staff working with children in the age-gas
0-3 years of age and 3 years of age to primarydary, and 6 policy representatives (e.g., Mités of

Education, Social Affairs, and Welfare, but alsonicipal and regional authorities). At the startod study;, it

was decided to extend the samples by adding ameaitbased survey to the personal interview stihereas
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the personal interview method enables deliberatgpbag of stakeholders groups of interest, for epbam
representatives of low-income minorities in thepexgive countries who may otherwise be less easiighed,
the internet-based survey offers the opportunityaitect much more data in a relatively inexpensiay. An
obvious drawback of the internet-based surveyasttie recruitment of informants is essentially-selective
and prone to sampling biases and, consequentgkeof representativeness. By combining the two@aghes,
using a largely identical questionnaire for botidgts, sampling biases in the extended study caoiizolled
and addressed by deliberate weighting of the sabaded on information obtained in the personahiggy
study (and also using other sources, such as @dstatistics), while the power of the entire studgeded for
advanced statistical analysis of, for example nieasurement equivalence of the questionnaire acoasgries,
is strongly increased by the bigger total sampkdot® in the Analysis plan, we will detail how weadtewith

these issues.
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Starting point of the CARE-project is the awarertéss quality and well-being in ECEC services avmplex
and heterogeneous concepts which may reveal prdfoultural differences in interpretation, valuatemd
implementation both between countries and, witloinntries, between different socioeconomic and calltu
communities (Dahlberg et al., 2007; Dodge, Dalyytdn, & Sanders, 2012a; La Paro et al., 2012;i8aey
2007). Therefore, a major challenge is to exptoré compare these concepts in a culture-sensiéirappctive
(Dodge et al., 2012a; Limlingan, 2011; Pluess &Béck, 2010; Rosenthal, 2003; Siraj-Blatchford & Wyp
1999; Tobin, 2005; Woodhead, 1998). In this sectierdescribe the theoretical and empirical basth®f
guestionnaire that was constructed, focusing omvibecore concepts quality and well-being, andten t

decisions regarding the design, sampling and aisadyrategy.

DEFINING QUALITY

In the conceptualization of quality, we follow ttraditional distinctions in the ECEC research aalicy
literature (e.g. Le( 3" -./07 Litiens & Taguma, 2010), differentiating betweerustural, process,
curriculum (content) and result (outcome) qualitghough distinguishable, it should be noted thetré are
overlaps and fluent transitions between the casogpstructural quality, process quality, and mulum quality
+  -> )- 1> )- A18; . Moreover, the various dimensions of quality moé
independent from each other and interact in compigys to constitute practice in ECEC. Nonethelissakes
sense to distinguish these dimensions of qualithhotigh the present study does not address chiltbmes
directly, the outcomes expected by stakeholdeas,ish the educational or developmental goals tuesider
important for young children, are assumed to bé gfaheir concepts of quality and wellbeing, atigsrefore,
should be included in the framework. Indeed, outeamdicators of quality should be matched to thecational
and developmental goals deemed important by stédetso (OECD, 2012Below we briefly summarize how
the central concepts were defined and how theyigeovthe basis for the questionnaire constructioritfe
Stakeholders Study.

Process qualityin this study, refers to general characterisiicthe child’s daily experiences that contribute to

well-being and development, and that set the cmmditfor acquiring knowledge and skills (Philips &

& -./00 "l )- @ ). Based on a review of a several studies, inclydinropean studies, and
currently widely used quality assessment instruseét - -3 - /0 - 0AA 5
Rimm- (- -6 ((-: -3* - JIA Slot, Leseman, Muld8B - ./0>

Thomason & La Paro, 2009), process quality is @efinere as characterized by:
- Adult-child interaction that is responsive and effenate and characterized by a high level of vierba
stimulation, guidance and scaffolding, reflectedhi@ quality of adult-child relationship
- Varied opportunities for peer interaction;

- Stable, emotionally positive and cooperative petationships;
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- A general positive affective classroom climate witisitive social relationships between children and
between adults and children;

- Developmentally appropriate opportunities to leand to explore materials, toys and tasks;

- Well-implemented and pedagogically structured &itis;

- Involvement of the voices of children and familieglecision making.

Structural quality in this study, represents aspects of ECEC-pronssthat are relatively stable from day to day,
and that are seen as a distal determinants of obtltbmes and frequently thought to determine ahifttomes
via process quality and by setting the conditiarschildren’s experiences in ECEC (Burchinal, Cyyslifford,
3 &-.J." )- 1@; . Structural quality in most studies includes aspseach as the design and
furnishing of the indoor and outdoor space, avéélaay and learning materials, group size, chiteli@ staff
ratio, committed and stable staff, and staff preifasal competences, personnel’s salaries and vatlss health
and safety measures, the competences of the EQl€r'sehead , and practices of group compositicteRt
studies and reports (- ./00 European Comission Directorafie- -./00

(3" -./07 Slot, Leseman, Verhagen, & Mulder, 20065 & - -% -32 -
2010) also include other characteristics into tecept of structural quality. These concern inipalar (a) the
use of well-designed, developmentally appropriafgcation programs, or curricula in a narrow setis,
regulate the provision of developmental and edanatiactivities, (b) the presence at the team andre-level
of systematic activities that serve continuous ggsifonal development of the staff, and (c) charisties of the

ECEC organization that promote team cohesion grukdive work climate.

Curriculum quality in the current study, refers to the experientdsien have with certain domains of social,
cultural, psychological, physical, biological andnal knowledge, and to the knowledge, skills andesthey
can develop and appropriate through exploring tments of the activities that are deliberatelyvpted to
serve valued developmental and educational gdabholld be noted that the use of the tetmriculumvaries
in the literature. Consequently, there are differamderstandings of what is meant by curriculumliguaOften
the term describes a statutory document with gépeireciples and guidelines which are mandatoryEQEC-
services in varying degrees. The document may tefgpecific developmental and learning goals @etail the
activities that serve these goals) in a narrowesdit® in a learning plan or education programericulum may
also stand for a set of overarching principlesiactide a limited set of broad, content-orientedmothat
should guide content and quality of ECEC practice "! )-./0> 1.)0; . In this study, we apply a
rather broad understanding of curriculum with aufoon the implementation of the curriculum in piaet
where the concept denotes the:

- Basic values underlying ECEC (e.g. the understaysdaf children and childhood),

- Educational and developmental goals that are fedter

- Learning contents of the activities that are predid

- Pedagogical approaches and methods that are ugeglég, child-centeredness),

- Material resources and facilities that are avadabhd

- Forms of assessment and documentation of qualél;heing and development that are used.
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DEFINING WELL-BEING

While the concept of quality is extensively disatin ECEC practice, the concept of child well-lgefias not
received the same attention even though it is @ concept in a number of national guidelines (B&gdacca,
> 3 -.0.:& ! @M )-.0> 1 )0)
Traditional indicators of well-being, accordinghMtacAuley, Morgan, and Rose (2010), are: !
enj! ( ( & -being. Following a multi-dimensional perspective
on well-being, a range of indicators of child wielling has been proposed. Some include measures of t
context in a single indicator, whereas others mtigtish between well-being and the contexts thateémice well-
being (Bradshaw & Richardson, 2009). A generaldris to move away from measures of the presence (o
absence) of indicators okgativewell-being to indicators that put a greater emghaspositivewell-being
(Ben-Arieh, 2010). Another trend is a shift in #r@phasis on children’s future “well-becoming” to@mphasis
on children’s current “well-being” (Ben- )-.//[0 D ,-0AAA;- in line with the view that childhood
should be regarded as phase in life with its ownitsieA final trend is the increasing emphasis éfimitions of
well-being on children’s own voice and subjectivelibeing. For example, MacAuley, Morgan, and Rose
(2010) have provided an overview of what childred gouth themselves perceive as well-being. Childre
mentioned the following ten aspects as importatthéon (Collette MacAuley & Rose, 2010, p. 4Bging

! ( 4! !

(! . )

With regard to ECEC, current quality concepts asgkasment systems address most of these dimen$ions
subjective well-being. Especially the aspects ofamal resources, communication, belongingnesatiogiships,
agency and education can be directly related te aspects of process and structural quality, enighgs
positive and secure relationships, sensitivity sgpponsiveness to the child, respect for the petispeof the
child, and opportunities for development and le@gnAn issue related to this, concerns the balheteeen
individually-oriented indicators of subjective wlking, as listed above, and the contextual regsutat
children need to face the challenges they are predgevithin their situation. Dodge et al. (2012w for a
definition of well-being that includes both aspeatsl that takes the balance, or match, betweeteohal and
resources as the basis of defining children’s Wwelhg. Resources in ECEC context may refer to thadity of
the staff, the emotional support provided, but adsthe stimulation of personal skills and compeies that
support children in adapting to current societyidesanging demands, which we will refer to as'dudt’ skills
of the 2F' century. Following the lead of Dodge et al. (20)12be present study included both the individual-

oriented and the context-oriented dimensions of-beihg.
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CULTURAL BELIEFS ON QUALITY AND WELL-BEING IN ECEC

The Encyclopaedia Britannica defines a stakehadex person who is involved in or affected by asewof
action. Bryson (2004) claims that the term stakeéd#ohas reached a prominent place in public and-poafit
management theory and suggests an inclusive definiinderstanding stakeholders as all people wéo a
affected by a change, which is in line with noti@fisiemocracy and social justice stakeholder mameagé For
many years, stakeholder involvement has been wattkpowledged and advocated as an important catityib
to policy development. Recent research (BijlsmasBW@/olters, & Hoekstra, 2011) confirms that wekpared
stakeholder involvement may significantly increttse quality of the knowledge base for policy depetent.
According to Ceglowski and Bacigalupa (2002), tayto achieve high quality childcare requires thiiecent
stakeholder perspectives on this issue are ackdgettand recognised, including the perspectives of
researchers and professionals, parents, childréstaff. Including the viewpoints of these stakeleolgroups,
according to Ceglowski (2004), may also be relefanpolicy development as “... we might better ursiand
the child care landscape and influence the ch@ieagable to families, program types, and staffpsarpand

professional development opportunities” (p. 110).

The current Stakeholders Study involves parent& &6taff working with children and, in additionttoe
groups mentioned by Ceglowski and Bacigalupa (20812p policy representatives as the most important
stakeholder groups. The voices of children (cfriGl&jgrholt, & Moss, 2005) are not directly addsed in the
Stakeholders Study due to restrictions of the mresemethod and available budget. However, we asshate
children’s parents will represent, at least patthg concerns and interests of children in highHigua CEC.
Moreover, in another study of the CARE-project,alving observations of the practices in ECEC ceniter
different European countries, children’s subjectinl-being is one of the core variables and thdifigs from

this study will be integrated in the overall franteWwat the end of the project.

Several studies have examined the matches and mitsesebetween parental beliefs and expectatiorzssdiegy
the quality of ECEC-provisions and the ideas aratiixes of the staff. Studies among mainstrearmpsafand
basic convergence of parents’ views and the dewedopal goals, pedagogical approaches, require@gsiahal
competences and quality characteristics of ECE@igions endorsed by staff and policy makers inrtbeuntry
+ & -7 ) )- 1. Duigan, 2005), but also point to differences in bags. In a study of
infant and toddler classrooms in the USA, Tietze @nyer (2004) found that quality expectations afgnts
correlated quite strongly with external qualityessments based on a standard quality assessntemiest
(ITERS), reflecting the professional consensusndigg quality. ECEC centers scored higher on itémas were
most appreciated by the parents. However, otheieguevealed contradictions between the viewsaoéms
and staff, which may partly depend on differencesultural background. For example, Ceglowksi (9d4nd
parents in the USA, compared to professional caeegiand to a research-based quality framework, to
especially emphasize happiness of the child, adikind loving relationship of the caregiver withk tthild, and

communicative competence of the caregiver and @EE&provision management to make parents feel
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comfortable and welcome. Happiness and lovingiozlahips also emerged as important themes amasty Iri
parents in discussing a new ECEC quality frameviorkreland (Duignan, 2005). Also Swedish mothers
mentioned happiness and pleasure as importanttalgein ECEC, more than cognitive ability (Tuhast
Mizera, & De Geer, 2012). Finally, Ho (2008), stidya sample of Asian immigrant parents, identifederal
conflicts between the staff’s professional valukkearning through play and parental expectatidrecademic

preparation for primary education.

There is abundant evidence that the values, nonehgaals regarding childrearing, care and educatien
related to cultural background, holding for pareagsvell as ECEC staff* ( - .//> * havnagri & Gonzalez-
-0AA8 -2 #-3% -.Jl. < - Ja@ 4 - (-32 -JIE " -
6 - -3 &-.JA Van Schaik, Leseman, & Huijbregts, 2014). Aukr&stwards, Kumru, Knoche, and
Misuk Kim (2003) found strong cultural differendestween parental descriptions of their child'sndighips and
their beliefs about the needs of young childregeneral for close and continuing relationshipsrisphool and
primary school when comparing parents in four sitiefour different continents. Parents in Oslo iiMay)
favoured the value of long-term continuity of tiedationships with peers and teachers from presdogaiimary
school. Parents in Lincoln (USA) had a strongedaazc than relational focus and wanted their cbitdio deal
successfully with different teachers in differeettimgs. Parents in Ankara (Turkey) put less emighas their
child's friendships at preschool, but valued esglycgood parent-teacher and parent-child relatigsin
primary school in view of the child’s academic seex Parents in Seoul (South-Korea) were mostgitron
oriented to educational goals as a means to ecangmcess in primary school, while they favouresrth

children having quality learning experiences am$elpeer relationships in preschool.

Also within communities belonging to the same adtwifferent values and concerns can emerge, whiph
depend on the child’s gender and family situati®alkin & Marich, 2004). Within Western communitiése
same valued developmental goals are sometimegs wiffeently defined (Keller et al., 2006larkness, Super,
& Van Tijen, 2000" ##-./.;))< F( - " A and Dutch middleclass parents find development of
independence in early childhood equally importhnt,in the US context this means stimulating coitigpehess
and becoming smart, whereas in the Dutch contelgiandence means promoting self-regulation of emsti
and self-reliance (Harkness et al., 2007). Frenicldleclass parents are similar to US middleclassrmia in
valuing cognitive stimulation and independence,disib stress proper presentation of the child, Emot
regulation and good manners (Suizzo, 2002). T@ws$tal. (2012) compared the socialization valdesnedish,
Estonian and Russian-Estonian mothers. Swedishersoémphasized independence, self-confidence, meggpi
and pleasure as important goals in early childhedareas Estonian and Russian-Estonian mothersaitedi to

value obedience, politeness, respect for authsyitesponsibility and hard-work in order to be ssstul.

Studies in Europe with immigrant communities haaxegled that, overall, immigrant parents value gdode

relationships to the family, and relatedness mioaa independence (Durgel, Leyendecker, Yagmurlu, &
& -.IIA 3 - ll@; . However, these studies also show that after riggrdo Western-

oriented communities immigrant parents reorgartiedr fparenting. Mutuality in the relationships beam the

generations and autonomy become more importarg\adapmental goals. Whereas in the traditional rhode
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obedience and interdependency guarantee loyattyeathild to the family, in the modern (urban) iseft
egalitarian relationships and independency of ttilel @are more adaptive. In the project Children<3ing
Borders project (Tobin et al., 201Adair & Pastori, 2011) the views and expectatiohgronigrant parents
regarding ECEC in France, Germany, Italy, Englamti the USA were examined. Immigrant parents in all
countries tended to emphasize academic goals maneBCEC teachers did and also preferred a more
authoritarian and teacher-centered pedagagy 3 - ./0/ B -*  -B , -

& De Brabandere, 2009). For example, Turkish paranGermany found the play-based, multicultural
curriculum of German preschools odd and ill-suitetheir preferences and their perceptions of chilts
educational needs (Tobin & Kurban, 2010). Turkisimigrant parents in France agreed on the structured
approach of teachers in French preschools. Likewishe USA, Yamamoto and Li (2012) studied Chines
American and Euro-American parents’ views on wiatstitutes high-quality in preschool. Chinese-Arceni
parents valued in particular the educational gigalifons of the teacher and the focus on learniutgames, but
found play-time, self-directed learning, responeias&s to children’s needs and peer relations asngestant
for quality. European American parents, howevemplessized individual attention and response to dezls of

parents and children.

The extant literature, briefly reviewed above, mseseveral possible topics on which parents frdfardnt
cultures may express different views. Happinessntprelationships, belongingness, pleasure, anatiemal
independence can be considered adequate indicdtoind#d well-being in the view of parents from Wes
mainstream cultures, whereas close relations wétfamily may be an important aspect of child vising for
non-Western parents, which may lead to a reluctahcsing ECEC. Within Western cultures differencesy
exist regarding the value of social relations, éamal and behavioural control, and proper demeaitoyoung
children. Academic goals tend to be more emphadigguhrents with a migration background and parents
non-Western (Asian, East-European, Mediterranedrviiddle-East) countries, but soft skills such as
communicative competence, enthusiasm, opennebe todrld, may show a reverse picture. Similar diffees
were found regarding pedagogy. Parents may fudifier in what they consider important qualitiegdan
qualifications of staff working with children in ERC and the pedagogies they use. For example, dineeg
between parents and staff was found regardingadlleeof play. Also, differences in views regardihg staff’s
communicative competence and the center’s poliganding parental involvement were found. All thésgics,
identified as possible sources of divergence imsighile relevant for the concept of well-being; fiefining
quality, curriculum and pedagogy of ECEC, and ftisg requirements regarding structural qualitgffs
qualifications and centers’ policies, have beetuished in the questionnaire of the current studg &ependix
B2).

page20 - CARE: http://ecec-care.org/




CARE Project WP6 - Stakeholder study
Deliverable 6.2 61331

RESEARCH QUESTIONS OF THE CURRENT REPORT

This first report on the Stakeholders Study focusethe parents and only includes the topics tretansidered
most relevant for policy. Within these limitatiortee present report provides initial answers toftfiewing sets

of research questions (RQ):

RQ1: What are the educational and developmentad$gbat according to parents should be fostered mos
in ECEC? Is the importance of different educaticaral developmental goals rated differently foratah
under three years of age than for children in terange between three and six years? Are there

differences in parents’ ratings between the paniing countries?

RQ2: How important for quality and well-being aiiffetent structural quality indicators according to

parents? Are there differences in parents ratiegwéden the countries?

RQ3: What are important aspects and condition$itdien’s well-being and well-becoming in the words

of parents? Do parents’ expressed views on wetighand well-becoming differ between countries?

RQ4: Which aspects of ECEC-settings do parentsidenmost when choosing for a particular ECEC
provision? Do parents’ ratings differ accordinghildren’s ages? Are there differences in pareatsigs

between the countries?

RQ5: To what extent do parents feel that using E@#@oung children as complementing care in the
family and as supporting parents to combine pacattand work is appropriate? Do parents’ viewsis t

regard differ between countries?

The answers to RQ1 will be based on items includepliestion 3 of the questionnaire, while for ansmgRQ2
items from question 2 will be used (see appendiXddthe complete questionnaire). The answers t@ BQlds
on the items 1.2 and 1.3 of the questionnaire. Rfldbe answered using items of the questions 2t8le RQ5
will be answered based on the information obtainid questions 5 and 6. The answers to RQ1, RQZ R
RQ5 will be based on the quantitative analyses@®ftructured parts of the questionnaire, the arsteeRQ3

will be based on the qualitative analyses of thenepnded questions of the questionnaire.
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METHOD

DESIGN

The stakeholders study applies a multimethod ampfasing both an internet-based survey (IBS) and a
personal interview (PI), with both structured amei-ended questions. The IBS and Pl were largelytical. In
both the IBS and Pl quantitative and qualitativeadae generated, with a greater emphasis on giiraditdata in
the PI, based on extra open-ended questions. $eadig B1 for the questionnaire used in both th® &d Pl
and appendix B2 for the additional open questidusording to typology of mixed method designs sisjee
by Leech and Onwuegbuzie (2009), the stakeholdedy $ollows a fully mixed concurrent dominant sisit
design. Qualitative and quantitative data wereectdld in the same period with most weight on thentjtative
data (dominant). Since the quantitative and qualéaapproaches are mixed in several stages of the
investigation, both regarding the research objestithe data generation and, partly, also the sisaye design
can be considered as (nearly) fully mixed (Leec®@wuegbuzie, 2009) or fully integrated mixed (Teeldl
Tashakkori, 2006).

A comparative cross-national study in nine coustee diverse as in the ones included in this stindyils a
number of challenges. To obtain comparable, redialnld valid information from countries charactetibg
different social structures, languages, ECEC-systand related ECEC-terminologies, and presumalslying
concepts on early childhood education and careimeda thoughtful research approach. We applied tw
strategies to achieve high measurement qualitypmeraquisite for comparing countries. First, maffort was
put in developing a reliable and cross-culturatiiadr questionnaire by actively involving professimand
researchers in each country in the constructiaquestions and response categories in a collaberptcess
led by the WP 6 team members. Draft versions ofjtiestionnaire were thoroughly piloted in eachhef t
participating countries in several rounds. Furthementhe pre-final version of the questionnaire wasslated in
the languages of the participating countries aed formally checked by external bilingual professils to
detect remaining difficulties with the translatidnscheck for possible confusions, involving ECE(erts who
were bilingual in English and the national langusged who were not involved in the developmenhef t
guestionnaire. Second, we used advanced statigtmaélling to test whether the questions in thesjaenaire
were understood in the same way in all countriestarexamine the measurement invariance of the basi

concepts of the current study.

Another challenge was to recruit representativepdasof stakeholders as respondents within eachtgoand
to correct for possible sample biases. Origindig, method of the personal interviews to be coratliot
deliberately constructed samples in each courthatified in accordance with pre-set criteria tdaib

representative variance in the measures, was plaasthe only way of data collection. The decismextend

- 75 1A;2/+ -4;5,05 B4 +,05/.4- 234 +,0+4725 |7 A:2/A423,. ) :/,22> "%+ ;0. AI94. A423,.) 44+3C O0B=41@=D/4> "* ;5
560,06A5 ;:23,=13 /0 234 :/24-;2=-4 234 ./52/0-BR@42B440 23454 +,0+4225 ;-4 [5+=554.) -54 "
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the PI study with the internet-based survey, wétf-selection of respondents, called for procedofesorrecting
for sampling bias, such as sample-weighting usiraglable population statistics. For the presenbrgsample
weighting was applied on the basis of the educatitavel of the parents (for further details, de® $ection on
weighting in the Analysis plan). We considered¢decational level of the respondents as the beglesi
indicator of socioeconomic background. Furthermte,personal interview approach ensured that wddvo
reach special groups of interest in terms of smtoemic background and migration status. In thi fieport,

we don't distinguish parents according to (non-yaiign status.

SAMPLE RECRUITMENT

PERSONAL INTERVIEW (PI)

Participants for the personal interviews were rigeduaccording to a convenience sampling model. Basic
strategy was to deliberately sample for relevanitian. Regarding parents, we proposed to focua on
mainstream (middle class) sample of ECEC usert,lsphge group (children between 0 and 3 yeaegefand
children between 3 and 6 years of age), to enbateparents and staff (working) with children irttbage
periods were included. In each country, one oradditional samples of low income or particular étkzultural
minority groups should be recruited. The choiceethefed on country-specific considerations of releeaor
national policy issues, presence of particular gspet cetera. For example, in The Netherlandg,toex
mainstream parents, groups of Turkish-Dutch andddcan-Dutch parents were sampled, whereas in Poland
next to mainstream urban parents, specifically ilos@ome urban and low income rural parents wereurtst.
Parents were mainly approached via ECEC-provisimas in addition, via the networks of already réead
parents (‘snowball method’) and via contacts ofrémearch assistants who came from the same corti@suni
See appendix B5 for the specific recruitment sgpataf each country. The basic sampling design ti¢h

planned numbers of informants is presented in Table

Regarding the staff, we targeted both staff workinip children from mainstream families and staéfrking
with children from low income or minority familiegllowing the sampling design presented below. Wéwer
possible, also staff of minority background wasuéed. Regarding the policy makers’ stratificatiwvas not

considered relevant. Instead, we focused on rémgyiolicy makers working at the national level.
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Table 1. Sampling scheme for the personal intersieith stakeholders

System Social/ethnic background Parents Staff wgrkmg with Policy
children makers
0-3 Mainstream / middle class 10 4
Low income / minority 1 7 1 3
Low income / minority 2 7 2
3-6 Mainstream 10 4
Low income / minority 1 7 2 3
Low income / minority 2 7 1
Total 48 14 6

INTERNET-BASED SURVEY (IBS)

The recruitment of participants for the interneséd survey was less controlled and based on detftien
within all stakeholder groups. To increase the @sentativeness and relevant variation accordimgdpondents’
background, organisations of stakeholders (panmgatrisations, unions), large ECEC-service provideidthe
professional networks of the researchers were agpexl with the request to send their members, ataff
colleagues the link with the login-information athe flyers explaining the purpose of the study. &s@endix
B5 for the specific recruitment strategy of eachrtoy. The sampling scheme presented in Table @bsérved
as a rough guideline. Incoming responses weredgrefionitored and, if deemed necessary, WP 6 team
members were requested to contact additional asgtons and networks in their countries to fill #zample. We
also linked the login-address to the CARE webgdii# @ontacted European organisations for disseminaiie
guestionnaire to other groups outside the curréd®RE community. We expected a lower response tdBRle
from parents of low income and minority groups. fefiere, we included larger samples of these graupise

Pl. The numbers in the table below are indicatind reflect our ambitions.

Table 2. Sampling scheme for internet-based suiatestakeholders (numbers are indicative).

. . Staff workin .

System Social/ethnic background Parents with chil drer? Policy makers
0-3 Mainstream / middle class 100 50

Low income / minority 1 30 15 25

Low income / minority 2 30 15
3-6 Mainstream 100 50

Low income / minority 1 30 15 25

Low income / minority 2 30 15
Total 320 160 50
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PROCEDURES

ONLINE QUESTIONNAIRE

The English version of the questionnaire was usgqatépare an online version of the questionnainegubie
software program Limesurvey, which is supportedJingcht University. See appendix B3 for samplerfaizes
of the online questionnaire. Two separate onlinestjannaires were: One for the IBS, and one foiPthe
including the additional open questions. After tireathe English prototypes, the translations fithim eight
other languages were copied into the program. fsiglted in nine language-specific, though struadhyr
identical versions of the online questionnaire. Séheational versions were checked and piloteddh eauntry
by the national partners and their networks.

DATA COLLECTION

Data collection for the IBS and PI study ran pafah the nine participating countries and was cmted by the
national partners in CARE. The responses fromia# participating countries were stored in two dates (one
for IBS and one for PI) at an internal server afddht University. On a weekly basis partners ha@nlupdated

about the number of respondents that completetBBend the number of entered personal interviews.

A manual was provided for all partners containieguiations and guidelines for recruitment and datkection
(see Appendix B4, Interviewer manual). In additiose, provided sample information letters for stakdao
organizations and information brochures (see AppeBf and B7, Letters of invitation, Informationdmhures
respectively). On average, the personal intervi@ok 45 to 60 minutes to complete, and the IBSa230t
minutes. Personal interviews could be conducted laptop or through using a paper-pencil questimana
These paper-and-pencil questionnaires had to leeezhinto the online questionnaire afterwards.riigevers

either typed or wrote down the answers of the nedpots to the open questions.

Data for this first report were collected from Fedmy ' until May 26". The official deadline was April 30
however, the recruitment of respondents for both #d PI turned out to be more time-consuming than
expected. At present, the data collection is stitjoing and additional efforts will be made to egdathe

samples in countries with relatively low responsd for stakeholders groups that are yet underrepted.
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SAMPLE DESCRIPTION

As described in the sampling and procedure segtiespondents could participate in the study in Wways:
Through a personal interview or by individuallyifi out an internet-based questionnaire. Thesewaxs of
data-collection lead to the samples reported iner&l(parents), X (staff) and X (policymakers). Ebavere the
samples on May 262015, the date that we downloaded the data focuhent report. The first four rows of
each table show how many respondents initiallytestiaf\ start), and how many continued to respectively
guestion 2.1.1, 4.1 and the demographic part ofjtlestionnaire. We see that quite some peopleredithe
guestionnaire after the start. However, most ofithesigned very early in the questionnaire. Betwiberfirst
guantitative question (2.1.1) and the demograptiesattrition was much lower. The large differengesample
sizes between countries can be mainly explaineshiigreseen staffing problems and differences irurnent
strategies. It should be noted, however, that gta-dollection is still ongoing, and that the fimaimbers of
respondents will increase over the upcoming mor8pscifically England is continuing the data-cdiiew,
since their research-assistant working on this @fattie project was sick for a while during thesfiphase of data
collection. As mentioned before, in this reportwi# only report results on the parent data. Futiagorts and
empirical papers will report on the results forfffstad policy makers as well.

We used several definitions to code the demogragdtia. First, to distinguish between native and
immigrant respondents, we used the guidelines geavby the OECD Programme for International Student
Assessment (PISA):

native respondentsespondents born in the country of assessmehtatieast one parent born in the

country or foreign-born respondents with at leaw parent born in the country of assessment;

first-generation respondentforeign-born respondents whose parents are atsigh-born;
second-generation respondemsspondents born in the country of assessmehthwith parents

foreign-born (OECD, 2012).

Second, to create an indicator of respondents’adral level, we used the following criteria:

Low: No vocational and no college degtee
Medium:Only vocational degree

High: College degree or higher

These criteria correspond approximately with theE® level categorization itow (0-2), medium(3-4) and
high (5-8) used by EUROSTAT. This distinction is als®d for the applied weighting strategy, which &l
described in the analysis plan.
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PARENTS/GUARDIANS

Table 3 presents the current sample of parentsikived to only include parents of which at least cimiéd
participated in ECE¢ This table shows that the number of parentsabatpleted the questionnaire ranged
from 34 for England to 1317 for Italy. The respomidenere around 35 years of age and between 758 (
and 94.1% (EN) were female. Although most respotsdeere native-born citizens, we included reasanabl
numbers of first and second generation immigrantaost countries, with exception of Finland andaifd|
which is in concordance with the demographic diafof these countries. Regarding educationallJeve see
that higher educated parents, as expected, areepvesented. To adjust for this selection biasgde@ded to
weight the data for this first report (see secfmalysis Plan below). In addition, we see that nmmespondents
were employed and were living with a partner. Ingyal, fathers worked more than mothers, and mstiner
England, the Netherlands, and Germany worked mibea part-time. Finally, parents had on average two
children, and one child in ECEC.

POLICYMAKERS

Table 4 presents the current sample of policymakgesaimed to only include representatives of logadional
or national authorities with a policy responsilyilior ECEC. This table shows that the number df ttat
completed the questionnaire ranged from 15 for &mgjko 88 for Italy. The respondents were aroungezis
of age and the majority was female. As expectedtipolicymakers had a higher educational leveaddition,
we see large variation in the amount of years waykh ECEC policy making, which strengthens the
representativeness of our sample. Finally therequite some variation between countries on whatllthe
policymakers operated (i.e., local, regional oiarel), which can be attributed to differences ational ECEC

systems and in strategies of data collection.

ECEC-STAFF WORKING WITH CHILDREN

Table 5 presents the current sample of ECEC-aé4dfaimed to only include ECEC-staff working withildhen
on a daily basis (i.e., no kitchen staff, etc.)isfthble shows that the number of staff that cotegl¢he
guestionnaire ranged from 28 for England to 937tady. The respondents were around 40 years ohadehe
vast majority was female. Although most respondamie native-born citizens, most country samplekigted
first and second generation immigrant staff in eddi Regarding educational level, we see quitgdar
differences, which can be attributed to differenicasational guidelines regarding the minimum ediocel
level of ECEC-staff. In addition, we see large &ton in the amount of years working in ECEC, which
strengthens the representativeness of our samphdlyi-there was quite some variation between tesin the

age groups staff worked with, although the majonitrked with children younger than 4 years

%584 /.0,2 3;F4 +,02-,: ,7 234 ./52-/@=2/,0 ,234 /024-042 <=452/,00;/-4> 5 A4 ?;-4025 B/23,-0+8/..-40 /0  7/::4. =2 234
<=452/,00;/-4 ,B4F4->5/0+4 2346 52/:: +,0 3;42/0/,0,0 > B4 52/:: /0+:=.4. 234A /0 ,=-;0 ;:65/5
3/5544A/01:6 -;0.,A 5?:/2 /5 ; -45=:2 ,7 234 =54452/,0 /0 234 .4A,1-;?3/+ ?;-2 ,7 234 <=452/,0A> 544 ;??40./9
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Table 3

Descriptive statistics and frequencies of parerithiweach country

CARE Project Delivel@h.2

EN DL GR IT Fl NL NO PL PT
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

N (start) 47 436 193 2182 294 527 187 230 170
N (Q2.1.1) 37 302 145 1621 199 395 126 211 108
N (Q4.1) 34 244 135 1358 162 287 97 202 91
N (demogr.) 34 237 136 1317 154 277 89 200 93
Personal Interview % 59.6% 7.3% 26.9% 2.5% 17.3% 4%1 19.8% 23.5% 28.4%
Age 34.22 (7.33) 35.42 (6.32) 37.75 (5.07) 37.384p 35.58 (5.62) 36.16 (5.29) 35.76 (7.40) 35R009) 35.2 (5.55)
Gender, woman % 94.1% 85.7% 86.0% 87.8% 92.2% 87.4%  75.3% 78.5% 84.9%
Native or immigrant %

Native 67.6% 81.8% 89.6% 91.3% 98.1% 79.6% 80.0% 0.0r6 85.6%

First Generation 20.6% 10.2% 10.4% 7.7% 1.9% 13.8% 20.0% - 14.4%

Second Generation 11.8% 8.1% - 1.0% - 6.5% - - -
Educational level %

Low (1) 38.2% 8.0% 20.3% 15.7% 3.9% 3.6% 7.8% 6.1% 30.8%

Medium (2) 23.5% 36.6% 26.6% 35.5% 20.1% 14.7% 13.3% 21.7% 12.1%

High (3) 27.7% 55.5% 53.1% 48.7% 76.0% 81.7% 78.9% 72.2% 57.1%
Employed % 63.6% 75.6% 76.5% 80.2% 79.2% 86.3% %83.3 84.8% 73.6%
Living with partner % 70.6% 90.7% 93.9% 96.1% 94.2% 94.6% 84.4% 90.8% 90.2%
Work hours - mother 26.15 (10.90) 28.10 (11.60) 63312.43) 31.92 (10.05) 37.02 (6.38) 27.34 (7.09)35.99 (6.67) 35.47 (13.64) 37.25 (9.10)
Work hours - father 41.72 (10.89) 39.70 (9.83) 2313.91) 40.93 (9.72) 39.76 (7.57) 37.17 (6.03) .0895.80) 43.76 (11.37) 39.56 (7.78)
Children 2.03 (1.0) 1.76 (0.95) 1.77 (0.61) 1.799) 2.05 (0.93) 1.95 (0.89) 1.99 (0.95) 1.86 (.95 1.84 (0.94)
Children in ECEC 1.00 (0.62) 1.13 (0.55) 1.23 (9.51 1.21(0.48) 1.43 (.63) 1.47 (0.65) 1.34 (0.60)  850(0.64) 1.02 (0.63)
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Table 4
Descriptive statistics and frequencies of policykara within each country
UK DL GR IT Fl NL NO PL PT
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

N (start) 28 59 38 173 31 89 34 50 8
N (Q2.1.1) 16 32 23 107 26 60 20 39 6
N (Q4.1) 15 26 21 92 25 50 17 37 5
N (demogr.) 15 24 22 88 24 48 16 35 5
Personal Interview % 42.9% 13.6% 28.9% 8.7% 45.2% .6%65 20.6% 12.0% 37.5%
Age 48.00 (10.16)  48.64 (8.16)  49.36 (9.27)  53783) 50.91 (7.91)  51.65(10.34)  49.31(9.57)  5@QMN44)  53.00 (11.94)
Gender, woman % 80.0% 83.3% 68.2% 79.5% 100.0% 981.3 87.5% 94.3% 80.0%
Native or immigrant %

Native 93.3% 96.0% 90.9% 100.0% 95.8% 96.0% 93.3% 00.aRo 100.0%

First Generation - 4.0% 9.1% - 4.2% 2.0% 6.7% - -

Second Generation 6.7% - - - - 2.0% - - -
Educational level %

Low (1) - - - 1.1% - - - 2.9% -

Medium (2) - 12.0% 9.5% 9.0% 12.5% 6.0% 6.3% - -

High (3) 100.0% 88.0% 90.5% 89.9% 87.5% 94.0% 93.8% 97.1% 100.0%
Levels of institution %

Local 20.0% 12.0% 54.5% 77.0% 39.1% 36.0% 43.8% .9%2 -

Regional - 48.0% 22.7% 4.6% - 24.0% - 45.7% 20.0%

National 60.0% 24.0% 22.7% 8.0% 47.8% 16.0% 56.3% 2.9% 80.0%

Combination 20.0% 16.0% - 10.3% 13.0% 24.0% - 8.6% -
Work years with ECEC 6.38 (6.64) 9.2 (8.97) 9.68 (8.10) 14.73 (10.87) .18610.39) 12.41 (9.50) 13.33 (10.93) 20.91 (1p.02 8.00 (5.60)

issues in policy making
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Table 5

Descriptive statistics and frequencies of teaclétkin each country

CARE Project Delivel@h.2

UK DL GR IT Fl NL NO PL PT

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
N (start) 39 558 391 1693 149 442 158 409 127
N (Q2.1.1) 31 366 212 1140 105 286 104 349 67
N (Q4.1) 28 289 181 960 82 217 84 333 51
N (demogr.) 28 279 180 937 80 211 81 325 51
Personal Interview % 41.0% 2.9% 13.0% 1.6% 9.4% %5.0 10.1% 4.2% 10.2%
Age 43.89 (9.75)  44.71(10.12) 39.73(8.28)  45MBI4)  43.24(11.09) 44.88(11.71) 41.75(9.78) 43910.79)  40.88 (9.23)
Gender, woman % 89.3% 95.0% 100.0% 98.7% 100.0% 6997. 91.4% 99.4% 96.1%
Native or immigrant %

Native 89.3% 88.8% 100.0% 99.3% 100.0% 92.8% 92.6% 100.0% 98.0%

First Generation 3.6% 5.9% - 0.7% - 2.4% 7.4% - 9%2.0

Second Generation 7.1% 5.2% - - - 4.8% - - -
Educational level %

Low (1) - 2.9% 2.4% 7.0% 2.5% - - 11.1% -

Medium (2) 21.4% 67.9% 44.7% 59.0% 41.8% 43.0% - 26.2% -

High (3) 78.6% 29.2% 52.9% 34.0% 55.7% 57.0% 100.0% 62.7% 100.0%
Work years in ECCE 13.41 (8.56) 11.74 (10.82)  @4B72)  20.12(11.33)  17.01 (11.46) 16.07 (9.05) 5.90(9.48)  12.70(10.97)  16.67 (10.06)
Currently working with
children of age (years) %

<4 years 74.1% 58.7% 53.7% 41.8% 23.9% 63.2% .2985 89.3% 46.8%
<2 years 3.7% 32.0% 7.4% 23.9% 9.0% 3.6% 21.1% 40.1% 31.9%
3-4 years 25.9% 2.2% 42.0% 13.5% 6.0% 19.2% 5.6% 26.0% 10.6%
3-4 and 5-6 years - 8.6% 9.9% 45.7% 19.4% 11.9% 26.8% 3.8% 25.5%
>5 years 3.7% 3.0% 35.2% 10.3% 26.9% 9.3% 4.2% 5.6% 21.3%
Heterogeneous 22.2% 29.7% 1.2% 2.3% 29.9% %45.5 33.8% 1.3% 6.4%
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ANALYSIS PLAN

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSES

WEIGHTING THE DATA

As described in the sampling procedure and sangdeription, response to the internet-based quewsitmwas
based on self-selection, which was expected totleateven distributions of socioeconomic backgtbahthe
informants in the country samples. Therefore, drtb@main challenges was to create a fairly regigive
sample of parents. As we considered parents’ edungdtievel the best single indicator of socioeaoimstatus,
moreover an important background characteristiadoi correlate with beliefs on development andcatlan,
we decided to weight each country sample using latipun statistics available at Eurostat (educatitexel of
adults between 25 and 44) to create an appropmhistiébution according the parents’ education lsv8ee the
sample description for the criteria used to categgoarents’ educational level. When there wasata dn
educational level available, we applied a weight .oh addition, based on advise by the methodokgy
statistics department of Utrecht University, weggivere trimmed to a minimum of 0.33 and a maximdi3, @o
prevent inflation of the standard errors. In thd,eme only had to trim the weight for lower educhparents in
the Netherlands from 4.84 to 3. The final weightsgiven in Table 6. The specific calculation of theights
per country is provided in appendix A.1.

Table 6
Final weights based on population statistics avali#gaat Eurostat for adults 25 to 44 years of age
Low Medium High
Germany 1.62 1.61 0.51
England 0.43 1.61 1.20
Greece 1.05 1.72 0.62
Italy 1.95 1.34 0.45
Finland 2.52 2.25 0.59
Netherland’ 3.00 2.83 0.50
Norway 1.94 2.64 0.63
Poland 1.06 2.60 0.52
Portugal 1.35 2.45 0.51

This weight had to be trimmed from 4.84 to 3.00
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MODEL CONSTRUCTION

For the quantitative analyses we focused on tHeviiig sections of the questionnaire (appendix B1):

RQ 1: Section 3.2, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5 — Educatiendl developmental goals
RQ 2: Section 2.1, 2.2, 2.5 — Structural qualitgreteteristics

RQ 4: Section 5 — Determinants of parents’ choicECEC

RQ 5: Section 6 — Appropriateness of ECEC for yocimitdren

For this first report we were not able to thoroygevaluate the other sections, although we ramdjreome
preliminary analyses on section 2.3 (diversity amadusiveness in ECEC), 2.4 (parental involvemea,
(educational principles in ECEC), and 2.7 (social amotional climate in ECEC). These missing sestiwill

be included in next versions of the report.

For the items of sub-section 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4&bBdand section 5 and 6 we tried to constructribst
appropriate and useful measurement-invariant aoafiory factor models across countries. When regchin
measurement invariance, we know that the constiusttales have the same structure and measurecalenti
concepts over countries (van de Schoot, Lugtig,& 2012). To define these measurement-invariant
confirmatory factor models, we performed sevempstin the statistical software package Mplus (Mot&
Muthén, 2012).

First, for each section we combined theoreticaMdrdge and exploratory factor analysis in Mplugind the
most optimal grouping of items into one or mordes#or the total group of parents (i.e., not digtiished
between countries). When an item did not load welany of the hypothesized factors, we deletesbinfour
analysis. After this exploration, we constructezbafirmatory factor model (Brown, 2015) in which we
constrained the intercepts and factor loadings®ftems for children younger than 3 years of agkcahildren
between 3 and 6 years of age to be equal to eheh, see Figure 1. In this way we could comparedleive
importance of the finally constructed scales betwthe two age groups. Within these confirmatorydac
models, we freely estimated the correlations ofettner terms between similar <3 and 3-6 item (hatven in the
figure). In addition, we sometimes freely estimiue correlations of the error terms when there \itera

similarities (e.g., in wording or semantically).

To evaluate the appropriateness of the model, wd several criteria of model fit. The most well-lumotest for
assessing global model fit is the chi-square testever, this test is highly sensitive to sampte sirhat is, it
will reject good fitting models if the sample isda (van de Schoot, Lugtig & Hox, 2012). Since \agéha large
sample size, we decided to use two other recomnafitdadices: the Comparative Fit Index (CFl) ahé Root

"G w F( + "+ "o- )0 +* & - /0>
van de Schoot, Lugtig & Hox, 2012) state that thaxlet fit is considered adequate if the CFI valaies>.90,
and good if they are > .95 For the RMSEA ,value@&indicate adequate and values < .06 good niibdel
When the model fit was inadequate, we used the fination indices in the Mplus output to identityeth

problematic parameters and/or items.
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skills 3-6
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When an adequate to good fitting model was contsdufor the total group, we conducted a multipleugr
analysis with the nine countries as the differenugs. First, we constrained all factor loadingd emercepts to
be equal across groups, to test for so-called iso@asurement invariance (Brown, 2015). Next, watluibe
modification indices to identify whether there wéaetor loadings or intercepts of specific itemattbaused
problems in specific countries. When the factordlngs or intercepts of certain items were diffidoliconstrain
across countries, we decided to delete that item fhe analysis, since it appeared that the itemsf
interpreted in the same way (i.e., different fadt@ding) or that the meaning of the level of tteeri (i.e.,
different intercept) across countries. When théofaloading or intercept was only problematic ireaountry,
we released it for that specific country. As loisglaere are at least two intercepts and factorihgad

-& (, ( +*1 )- OAEA " )-
2012). However, we cannot compare the country fuickvan item constraint is released on this speité#im.
When the model fit only slightly increased by ralieg one or two factor loadings or intercepts fame
countries, but the patterns in mean differencesineed the same, we decided was decided to uselthe f

constrained confirmatory factor model to comparel#tent means across countries.

Since we had very large differences in sample $iréseen countries, especially for Italy € +/- 1200) and
England N = 36), we tried to estimate the models with antheuit Italy and England. Italy has a very large
influence on the estimation of the constraineddiatdading and intercepts, and England could lgrgéluence
the model fit through possible outliers. Howevdten the model fit stayed almost exactly the santéch

strengthens our confidence in the identified scafesaverage mean differences on those scales.

Finally, to enhance the interpretability of thediings we rescaled the latent means to the oridirnahimportant’
to 5 ‘highly important’ scale using the effect cq  + )-Jl@ * &-./0>;) = ( -

certain model constraints are placed, so tha& fgiwen construct the set of indicator intercepta $0 an
average of zero and the set of factor loadingsitav@rage 1.0. In this way, “the variance of thernavariables
reflects the average of the indicators’ variancgdagned by the construct, and the mean of thentatariable is

the optimally weighted average of the means foiitdecators of that construct” (Brown, 2015, p. 234

COMPARISON OF MEAN DIFFERENCES

After the construction of the most optimal measwertiinvariant model for a specific section, we méatdeast)
two types of comparisons of the latent means df@ngconstruct: Comparisons across age groupsrwith
countries and comparisons within age groups betweantries. We compared both the unstandardizedteff
sizes Hlatent means) and standardized effect sizes (Cotehetween two latent mearGohen'd is defined

as the difference between two mednsdded by pooled standard deviation of the twougrs(Cohen, 2013).

Cohen'd = M]_ - Mz /1 pooled

wherel pogea=J[(1 1+ 1 ;) /2]

According to Cohen, d of .2 is a small effect, .5 is a medium effect e8é a large effect. However, the terms

“small”, “medium” and “large” are relative to spéicicontent area and used research method in any
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investigation (Cohen, 2013). In our study we shdgédaware that we interpret differences in valuekslzeliefs,
and not in, for example, children’s behaviour. Eagland, we never calculated Cohen’s d, sincetdradard

deviations for this country were sometimes quitgdadue to the small sample size.

For the items of sub-section 2.1, 2.2, and 2.5selected several items which are generally regaaded
indicative of structural quality, as defined pnl4 of this report. For these items we compared simpans and
standard deviations across the nine countries.id/aat estimate confirmatory factor models, asitbms were

all quite different from each other and not inteshtie constitute scales.

QUALITATIVE ANALYSES

In the first qualitative analyses, we focused anftillowing two questions, of which the first onasvincluded

in the IBS and the PI, while the second one onlg part of the PI:

1) What aspects of an ECEC setting do you think arst ingportant to foster children’s well-being?
(Item Q1.2, see appendix B1)
...for children under the age of 3 years

...for children 3-6 years

2) What three aspects of development in early lifecfdtdren do you consider to be the most important
be successful in later life? (Item P1Q3, see appeRd)
...for children under the age of 3 years

...for children 3-6 years

The analyses started with a sample of five par@mtisthree staff members from each participatinqogt
When selecting these parents and staff membersatkethhe education level and the ethnic statusveats.
non-native) of respondents into account, to ensufcient diversity in the answers. The goal a$ thirst
analysis was to create lists of codes for eachefwo questions, which subsequently can be usaddlyse the
answers to the open questions in the original lagguor all informants in all countries. The litcodes for

each question covers both age categories (undear3 ynd 3-6 years).

The answers on the questions for this sample ¢stramiables in the database) were translated witbgle
Translate. The national partners checked thesslat@ams regarding correctness and accuracy datiguage,
and provided more accurate translations when neéaedome countries the Google translations waite q
accurate, but for other’s many adjustments weréeeeT herefore, we decided that a proper translatieck is
always needed when analyses are done on Englisidat®ns of the answers. Based on these checked
translation, one of the researchers from the WBré team who has particular experience in qualiati

interview coding created the first list of codes.

From the Netherlands we have used eight parentthaee teachers, because we wanted to check withoki
answers and how diverse the answers would be higlamount of participants

CARE: http://ecec-care.orgpage35



WP6 - Stakeholder study CARE Project

Deliverable 6.2 61383

To create the lists of codes for both questionsapmied a grounded theory approach (Creswell, R0li8s
approach was applied to evaluate, enrich and raemiheoretical notions on parental (and staff&ues and
beliefs regarding the issues mentioned in the abtated questions. We used the QSR InternatioNafigo 10
software and analysed the answers. The answeeshfieformant were, firstly, categorized througkeop
coding, labelling answers and check if other answan be assigned with the same code. SecondB, ax
coding was applied, structuring the codes by deteng if they are sufficient, should be modifiedibnew

)2 -
coding, we wanted to identify the most importanssages from the informants concerning the research
guestion and which categories repeated repeatddranelated (Boeije, 2010). The subsequently emgrists

were regularly discussed with other researchers tite WP-6 core team.

In addition, we started with a back and forwardrapph between the original data and existing thearfor
example quality of ECEC to categorize the separaties into broader categories. Finally, the li$tsooles were
discussed with the complete WP-6 core team, reptiesgeall countries participating in the Stakehotd8tudy,
during the meeting in Tansberg (Norway), June 142085.

Due to time constraints, it was not possible credtst of codes based on the answers from all parécipating
countries for the well- G of codes, the Netherlands, Norway and Italy werte n
included. However, after finalizing the lists ofdes for both questions, we did a pilot with theléelands,
Greece, Finland, Norway and Italy to check if tiséslof codes were applicable to their nationahdht this
way, we could check the representatives of the rgéee code list the Netherlands, Norway and Itatgigh
this pilot.

In each country a purposive sample of 10 parenssdsawn. The national partners received the listodes,
empty coding schemes to count the codes and thoeijtiens of some codes from the WP6-core teamglwhi
can be found in the appendixes A2, A3 and A4. Tdméners participating in the pilot counted the ofbe their
national data using the coding scheme. When theyd@answers that were not applicable to the list thiey
were doubting about codes or descriptions, theytbeir feedback to the WP6-core group. The feekias
applied to the lists of codes and the final listoéles and their counts were used to do the firstyaes of the
qualitative data. In the results section we witgent the frequencies of main themes, and a fiesstview of

common and culturally differing concepts that emeerfrom this first cross-cultural comparison.
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RESULTS

HOW STRONGLY SHOULD ECEC-SETTINGS FOCUS ON VARIOUS DEVELOPMENTAL GOALS
ACCORDING TO PARENTS?

The first research question of this study concepeaeénts’ views on how strongly ECEC-settings stidotus
on various developmental goals. To answer thisareleguestion, the items included in section Jef t

guestionnaire were analysed (see appendix B1)Iektuing question was:

“In your opinion, how important is it that ECEC-$iegs focus on developing the following outcomestie
child”

This question was followed by five sub-sectiongjtaming several specific questions, concerningeetvely:
3.1) social development, 3.2) development of thigklanguage and math, 3.3) physical developmekitis,s
and health, 3.4) emotional development, and 3.E5qual development. Parents were asked to givedpeaiion
for two age groups, children younger than 3 yeéegye and children from 3 to 6 years of age. Trexwan
categories of the items were 1 ‘unimportant’. 2litife importance’, 3 ‘moderately important’, 4vportant’,
and 5 ‘highly important’.

We will discuss the findings for all five sub-sexts separately. For each of the sub-sections e twi construct
the most appropriate and useful measurement-imiasc@nfirmatory factor model, using the steps desd in
the analysis plan. In the following sections wel siilortly describe this process of model constamctNext, we
will present the factor loadings and model fit weh for the final factor models. Finally, we wikanine the
differences in mean importance ratings on the cooted scales across all nine countries. We wikdbe and
discuss the cross-cultural differences and comnittesathat can be identified, and we will evaluetevhat
extent differences in beliefs between developmegdals and between countries are substantial (baseffect

sizes) and meaningful (in relation to the origiaawering scale).

After the presentation of the final confirmatorgtiar models and the examination of differences and
commonalities in latent factor means across coesjtdomparisons will be made on patterns of impogaf
developmental goals within countries (section 308).we see similar patterns of importance of dgwalental
goals across countries? How do individual countliegate from the ‘European average’ on those

developmental goals? We end this chapter with sagiative summary of the results.

CARE: http://ecec-care.orgpage37



WP6 - Stakeholder study CARE Project

Deliverable 6.2 61383

SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT
MODEL CONSTRUCTION

When developing the section social developmentime@to include a wide range of items, coverincghbabre
general aspects of children’s social developmengt,(ean solve problems with other children, caarstioys/
things with other children), more collectivisticpgets of children’s social development (e.g., ustderds and
respects rules, shows respectful behaviour townaddis), and items on children’s interest in diitgrée.g., is

interested in contact with children with differexttility levels or cultural and language backgra)nd

Both the results from exploratory factor analysed eonfirmatory factor analyses (both for the totalup and
multi group), however, showed that a two-factor elodelded the most optimal solution. The firstttac
represents children’s ‘interpersonal skills’ and #econd factor children’s ‘interest in diversifihe specific
items and factor loadings of these two latent fiecéoe presented in Table 7. This table showstiieatactor
loadings of items belonging to each construct amaimately equal. This means that all items apeadly

important for calculating the latent mean of thimstruct.

To achieve adequate model fit, we excluded itefmas @ sense of autonomy/ independence), item Tvktiae
difference between right and wrong), and item 8gsaresponsibility for her/his own behaviour). Téndzree
items didn’t fit well in neither factor. That ispth item 5 and 9 do not include a strong sociahelat, and item 7
is more strongly focused on children’s moral depetent. Future analyses will further examine thesévidual

items.

The model fit of the fully constrained model (i.the factor loadings and intercepts are constraieteaieen both
the sets of items for the younger than 3-year-atitsthe 3- to 6-year-olds and across the nine deshivas
adequate (CFIl = 0.914, RMSEA = 0.066). It was fgadedb somewhat increase the model fit by releasmgor
two factor loadings or the intercepts for some ¢nes, however, the patterns in latent means acasstries
remained the same. Therefore, it was decided toheskilly constrained confirmatory factor modelcmmpare

the latent means across countries.
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Table 7
Interpersonal skills and Interest in diversity -stsindardized factor loadings)(and standard errors (SE) of the
final model
Interpersonal skills Interest in diversity
<3&36 <3&36
Items K(SB K(SB
3.1.1 Is able to communicate and interact 0.922 (.015) -

well with peers and adults
3.1.2 Shows respectful behaviours towards 0.942 (.014) -

adults

3.1.3 Can solve conflicts with other 1.106 (.012) -
children

3.1.4 Can share toys/things with other 0.947 (.013) -
children

3.1.6 Understands and respect rules 0.959 (.012) -

3.1.8 Respects other children’s ideas and 1.124 (.013) -
interests

3.1.10 Cares about children with handicap - 1.0020Q)

3.1.11 Isinterested in contact with children - 0.928 (.010)

with different cultural and language

backgrounds

MAIN FINDINGS

The latent means of the scales across countridstbrthe < 3 and 3-6 items, rescaled to the calganswer
scale, are presented in Table 8 and Figure 2 aAd 8xpected, parents in each country thoughtttbtkt
children’s interpersonal skills and interest inafsity are more important for children from 3 tgegrs than for
children younger than 3 years. Overall, the stahdawiations are rather similar across countriégyTare much
smaller for interpersonal skills than for intergstliversity, suggesting more agreement among paregarding

the first and less regarding the latter.
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Parents’ ratings of the importance of stimulatimgerpersonal skills and interest in diversity in EC centres -

Latent means (M) and standard deviations (SD)Herdage ranges <3 and 3-6 years

Interpersonal skills

Interest in diversity

<3 3-6 <3 3-6

Countries M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

DE 3.53 (0.79) 4.51 (0.39) 2.95 (1.06) 3.87 (0.81)
EN 3.37 (0.55) 4.63 (0.29) 2.67 (1.25) 3.66 (1.07)
EL 4.10 (0.56) 4.75 (0.25) 3.98 (0.93) 4.59 (0.42)
IT 3.92 (0.71) 4.64 (0.38) 3.68 (0.89) 4.37 (0.59)
FI 3.43 (0.66) 4.45 (0.34) 2.57 (0.87) 3.44 (0.93)
NL 3.49 (0.83) 4.30 (0.52) 3.03 (1.08) 3.76 (0.83)
NO 4.06 (0.58) 4.67 (0.55) 3.93 (0.78) 4.52 (0.56)
PL 3.86 (0.64) 4.55 (0.37) 3.69 (0.77) 4.31 (0.51)
PT 3.91 (0.60) 4.52 (0.45) 3.75 (0.73) 4.38 (0.52)
Averagér 3.74 4.56 3.36 4.10

This is the average latent mean of all nine coastri

Interpersonal skills
For children’s interpersonal skills, countries meaores are between 3.37 (EN) and 4.10 (EL) fietween

moderately important and important) when childresnyounger than 3 years of age, and between 4.Bpghd
4.75 (EL) (i.e., between important and highly imaot) when children are between 3 and 6 years @f Bige

, ! (
the difference is largest for Germany, Finland Bndland, and smallest for Norway, Poland, and Batt(see
Figure 3.1). When we calculate Cohedt® determine the size of the difference betweengagups we see, for
example, thatl = 1.94 for Finland and = 1.08 for Portugal. This means that the meareuifice in opinion for
children younger than 3 years and children betvBeand 6 years varies between one and two pooledants

deviations. Note that thet scores indicate strong effect sizes accordingdioe@’s rule-of-thumb.

When further examining the differences in opiniaggoss countries for children younger than 3 yearsee the
largest differences between Greece and Norway®poile hand and Finland, the Netherlands and England
the other hand. These differences are also statlistisignificant p < .01). When we calculate Cohed’s
between Greece (4.10) and Finland (3.43), we sdelth1.09. This means that the mean difference iniopin

for children younger than 3 years between thosectwmtries is more than one pooled standard deviati

For children between 3 and 6 years, we see thadifferences between countries are somewhat smaller
Nevertheless, when we calculate Coheahlsetween Greece and the Netherlands (which takesaostount the
SDs in the countries), we see thdt= 1.10, which is still considered to be a quitegéadifference. Note,

however, that the variance for the older childesmaller than for the younger children, which eaplain the
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relatively larged-score despite smaller differences on the origicale. Moreover, it can be questioned whether

the difference between 4.30 (NL) and 4.75 (ELeisvant from an educational policy point of view.
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Figure 2.Parents’ ratings of the importance of stimulatimgrpersonal skills development in ECEC - latent

means by country for the <3 and 3-6 years age mnge

Interest in diversity
For children’s interest in diversity, countries seon average between 2.57 (FI) and 3.98 (EL), pstween ‘of

little importance’ and ‘important’) when childreneayounger than 3 years of age and between 3.44.88d
(i.e., between ‘moderately important’ and ‘highiggortant’) when children are between 3 and 6 yehegle.
The difference in importance ratings between chitdyounger than 3 years and children between 3 amérs
is larger in some countries than in other countfi®s example, the difference is largest for Geryn&mland
and England, and smallest for Norway, Poland, atLBal (see Figure 3.2). However, when we caleulat
Cohen’sd, we see thad = 0.98 for Germany andi= 0.87 for Norway. So while the unstandardizefedinces
seem larger, the standardized differences are aippaitely the same.

When further examining the differences across a@sfor children younger than 3 years of age, eethat the
largest differences are between Greece and Norwdlyeoone hand and Finland, Germany and Englarbeon
other hand. These differences are also statistisajhificant < .01). When we calculate Cohed'sor the
difference between Greece and Finland, we @indl1.57, a strong effect. For children between 3@&gdars of
age, we still see quite large mean differencesanenqts’ importance ratings between countries. Gread
Norway are the highest, and Finland, the Nethedamdl England the lowest. These differences ace als
statistically significantf < .01). For example, Coherdsfor the difference in mean ratings between Gresxk
Finland is 1.59.
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Figure 3.Parents’ ratings of the importance of stimulafimgrest in diversity in ECEC - latent means by

country for the <3 and 3-6 years age ranges.

DEVELOPMENT OF THINKING, LANGUAGE AND MATH

MODEL CONSTRUCTION

In the section development of thinking, language moath we aimed to include specific pre-academivelbas
general communication and learning-related skitsth the results from exploratory factor analysed a
confirmatory factor analyses (based on both thed tpbup and the multi-group models), showed thdéed a
two-factor model yielded the most optimal soluti®he first factor represents children’s ‘pre-acaubeskills’
and the second factor children’s ‘learning relagkifis’. The specific items and factor loadingsioése two
latent factors are presented in Table 9. This tebtavs that the factor loadings of items belongingach
construct are approximately equal. This meansathitems are equally important for calculating tagent mean

of this construct.

To achieve adequate model fit, we excluded itetdds(good spoken language) and 8 (Has basic gkidls i
language other than the mother tongue), as botlotpry and confirmatory factor analyses showed they
didn’t load well on either factor. Future analyséh further examine these items separately. Finahe
modification indices of the statistical software IMpindicated that we had to estimate the residoghriances
between the error terms of item 5 and 7 for both@gups. This is probably due to the fact thahifeand 7 are

rather similarly worded (i.e., they are both abocunmunication).

The model fit of the fully constrained model (i.the factor loadings and intercepts are constraietdieen both

the sets of items for the younger than 3-year-atdtthe 3- to 6-year-olds and across the nine deshivas
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acceptable (CFl = 0.887, RMSEA = 0.083). It wassjiie to increase the model fit to adequate lebgls
releasing the constraints of one or two factor ilegsland the indicator intercepts for some cousitti@wever,
the patterns in latent means across countries nettdhe same. Therefore, it was decided to ushuliiye

constrained confirmatory factor model to compagel#ttent means across countries.

Table 9
Pre-academic and Learning related skills - unstaddaed factor loadings { and standard errors (SE) of the
final model.
Pre-academic skills Learning related skills
<3&3-6 <3&3-6
Items K(SE) K(SE)
3.2.2 Has elementary knowledge of writing and 1.085 (.007) -
reading (e.g., writes letters of her/his
name)
3.2.3 Has basic understanding of numbers (for 1.040 (.006) -
example, can count to 10)
3.24 Has basic understanding of shapes 0.875)(.007 -
3.25 Can communicate own ideas and - 0.944 (.011)
experiences
3.2.6 Is interested in knowledge of the physical - 0.927 (.014)
world
3.2.7 Can ask questions to get information - 080%51)
3.29 Is able to describe, explain and reason - 1.188 (.010)
about the world
3.2.10 Can make plans for play and work - 1.0662)0

MAIN FINDINGS

The latent means across countries for both ageesaaug presented in Table 10 and Figures 4 and 5. A
expected, parents in each country thought that tuttren’s pre-academic skills and learning redagkills are

more important for children from 3 to 6 years oédlgan for children younger than 3 years of age.

Table 10
Parents’ ratings of the importance of stimulatimg tdevelopment of pre-academic skills and learmégted
skills in ECEC - Latent means (M) and standard atens (SD) by country for the <3 and 3-6 years aaygge

Pre-academic skills Learning related skills
<3 3-6 <3 3-6
Countries M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
DE 2.22 (0.75) 4.08 (0.70) 2.98 (0.75) 4.37 (0.45)
EN 2.13 (0.93) 4.22 (0.82) 3.08 (0.73) 4.55 (0.29)
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EL 3.18 (0.73) 4.65 (0.42) 3.62 (0.68) 4.65 (0.43)
IT 2.67 (1.03) 4.18 (0.77) 3.42 (0.84) 4.43 (0.52)
FI 1.96 (0.70) 3.81 (0.80) 2.90 (0.83) 4.24 (0.58)
NL 2.54 (1.01) 4.16 (0.80) 2.82 (0.86) 4.10 (0.63)
NO 2.83 (1.04) 4.41 (0.56) 3.35 (0.86) 4.54 (0.35)
PL 2.60 (0.93) 4.41 (0.51) 3.31 (0.75) 4.43 (0.43)
PT 2.99 (0.95) 4.26 (0.72) 3.44 (0.63) 4.33 (0.42)
Average 257 4.24 3.21 4.40

IThis is the average latent mean of all nine coaestri

Pre-academic skills
For children’s pre-academic skills, countries sameverage between 1.96 (FI) and 3.18 (EL) (hetween of

‘little importance’ and ‘somewhat important’) whehildren are younger than 3 years of age, and leeh8e81
(F1) and 4.65 (EL) (i.e., between ‘important’ arrdghly important’) when children are between 3 &ngkars of
age. The difference in opinion for children yountiean 3 years and children between 3 and 6 yedasgisr in

( 6 (< - and smallest
for Norway, Italy, and Portugal (see Figure 3.3héN we calculate Coherds we findd = 2.56 for Germany
andd = 1.51 for Portugal, both indicating very stronffedences.

When further examining the differences in opiniansoss countries for children younger than 3 yeaege, we
see that the largest differences are between Geggt@ortugal on the one hand and Finland, Gerraady
England on the other hand. These differences acestdtistically significantp(< .01). When we calculate
Cohen’sd for the difference in means between Greece (Zat8)Finland (1.96), we find= 1.71. This means
that the mean difference in rated importance okttging pre-academic skills for children youngeartt3 years

of age between those two countries is almost tvalqubstandard deviations, a very strong difference.

For children between 3 and 6 years of age, theandsardized differences between countries are smalle
Nevertheless, when we calculate Cohe&hfer the difference between Greece (4.65) and Rahi@.81), we find

d = 1.31, which is still considered to be a quitgyéadifference. This difference is also statisticalgnificant ¢
<.01)
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Figure 4.Parents’ ratings of the importance of stimulatimg-academic skills in ECEC - latent means by

country for the <3 and 3-6 years age ranges.

Learning-related skills
For children’s learning-related skills, countriesie on average between 2.82 (NL) and 3.62 (Ek), (between

‘somewhat important’ and ‘important’) when childrare younger than 3 years of age, and betweenahd 0
4.65 (i.e., between ‘moderately important’ and Hiigimportant’) when children are between 3 andeérg of
age. The difference in the rated importance okiwsy learning-related skills for children younglean 3 years
and children between 3 and 6 years is in some deararger than in other countries. For examyiie, t
difference is largest for Germany, Finland andMle¢herlands, and smallest for Greece, Italy, amtiuBal (see
Figure 3.4). When we calculate Cohetysve findd = 2.25 for Germany andi= 1.66 for Portugal.

When further examining the differences across a@mfor children younger than 3 years of age, eethe
largest differences in views between Greece, laaig Portugal, on the one hand, and Finland, thbedands
and Germany, on the other hand. These differeneealso statistically significanp(< .01). When we calculate

for example Cohen'd between Greece and the Netherlands, we see #gatth.03.

For children between 3and 6 years of age, we sadesnthough statistically significant) differerea opinions
& 6 D& - < - & )

When calculating Cohent§ we findd = 1.02 for the difference in mean importance ggibetween Greece and

the Netherlands. So while the unstandardized @iffees seem smaller, the standardized differenees ar

approximately the same, which can be partly explainy the reduced variances within countries in the

importance ratings for the older children comparethe younger children. However, it can be questib

whether the difference between 4.10 (NL) and 4E5 {s still relevant.
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Figure 5.Parents’ ratings of the importance of stimulate@yning related skills in ECEC - latent means by

country for the age ranges < 3 and 3-6 age range.

PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT, SKILLS, AND HEALTH
MODEL CONSTRUCTION

In the section physicalevelopment, skills, and health we aimed to incladéde range of items, covering both
physical activity, healthy eating, and motor, creatind practical skills. Based on the first exatory and
subsequent confirmatory factor analyses we exclitéed 2 (has healthy eating habits), since thimitid not

fit well with the other items. Exploratory factonalyses and confirmatory factor analyses for tie tgroup
suggested a two- or three-factor model, howevesdimodels did not fit when estimating multipleugro
models for all countries. More specifically, theredation between some of the latent factors wagelathan 1 in
some countries. This is confirmed by the fact thahe-factor model also had adequate model fthighone-
factor model we excluded item 4 (Copes with prattiasks (for example, washing or dressing by Hiergelf)
and 7 (Has basic skills in daily work at home (gpating in preparing food, setting the tableyirdy up)), as it
appeared to be difficult to impose measurementriamae constraints for the younger and older chiltritems.

Future analyses will further examine these exclutids.

The final factor represents children’s ‘physicaltorcskills’. The specific items and factor loadingfghis latent
factor are presented in Table 3.5. This table shbafsthe factor loadings are somewhat differeiitt) item 6
(Has basic skills in arts (painting, drawing, musiance)) contributing most strongly to the constand item 3
(has good motor skills) contributing least to teastruct. The model fit of this fully constraineddel (i.e., the
factor loadings and intercepts are constrained d@tviboth the < 3 and 3-6 items and across thecounatries)
was acceptable (CFI = 0.874, RMSEA = 0.099). It passible to increase the model fit to adequatelseyy
releasing the invariance constraints of one orfawtor loadings and indicator intercepts for somentries,
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however, the patterns in latent means across desmgmained the same. Therefore, it was decidedddhe

fully constrained confirmatory factor model to caang the latent means across countries.

Table 11

Physical/motor skills - unstandardized factor laags () and standard errors (SE) of the final model

Physical activity, motor

and creative skills

<3 & 3-6
Items K(SE)
3.3.1 Has physical endurance 0.970 (.018)
3.3.3 Has good motor skills 0.650 (.017)
3.35 Engages in physical play, sports or dance 751(1016)
3.3.6 Has basic skills in arts (painting, drawimsic, dance) 1.194 (.014)
3.3.8 Has the capability to express him-/herselfarious creative art 1.012 (.017)

forms, music, or dance

MAIN FINDINGS

The latent means across countries for both agepgrate presented in Table 12 and Figure 6. As ¢egeand
in line with the other developmental domains, pteémeach country thought that children’s phygioaktor

skills are more important for children from 3-6 y@af age than for children younger than 3 yearsgef.

Table 12
Physical/ motor skills - latent means (M) and stamddeviations (SD) across countries for < 3 anél gears
Physical/motor skills

<3 3-6

Countries M (SD) M (SD)
DE 3.41 (0.66) 4.11 (0.54)
EN 3.10 (0.78) 3.99 (0.59)
EL 3.85 (.69) 4.43 (0.42)
IT 3.32(0.82) 4.03 (0.61)
Fl 3.16 (0.80) 3.90 (0.59)
NL 3.41(0.76) 4.04 (0.60)
NO 3.97 (0.62) 4.39 (0.44)
PL 3.78 (0.68) 4.33 (0.50)
PT 3.73 (0.55) 4.21 (0.48)
Averagé 3.54 4.16

This is the average latent mean of all nine coaestri
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Table 12 shows that countries’ average scores raefyeeen 3.10 (EN) and 3.97 (NO) (i.e., betweemmahat
important’ and ‘important’) when children are yoenghan 3 years of age, and between 3.99 (EN) at®I(&L)
(i.e., between ‘important’ and ‘highly importantihen children are between 3 and 6 years of agedifieeence
in rated importance of fostering physical and metdlis development between the two age grouparger in

( = k< 6 (- and smallest for
Norway, and Portugal. When we calculate Cohdritsr the difference in mean importance ratingstifier two

age groups for Finland and Norway we fishet 1.05 for Finland and = 0.78 for Norway.

When further examining the differences in mean irtwe ratings across countries for children youtiggn 3
year of age, we see that the largest differenciss lestween Norway, Greece, and Poland, on thehand, and
Finland, England and Italy, on the other hand. Eh#ifferences are also statistically significgm&(.01).
Cohen’sd for the difference between Norway (3.97) and Fidlé3.16) isd = 1.13, a strong difference.

For children between 3-6 years of age, the diffeesrbetween countries are somewhat smaller. Nelest
Cohen’sd for the difference in mean importance ratings réigg physical and motor development between
Greece (4.43) and Finland (3.90)ds= 1.03, which is still considered to be a quitegéadifference. This
difference is also statistically significand € .01). However, it can again be questioned whethe difference

between 3.90 (FI) and 4.43 (EL) is relevant fronedancational policy point of view.
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Figure 6.Parents’ ratings of the importance of stimulajiiysical/motor skills - latent means by country tioe

age ranges <3 and 3-6 years of age.
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EMOTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
MODEL CONSTRUCTION

In the section emotional development we aimed ¢tugte items which covered children’s ability to uége,
control and express their feelings and to be awhtleoughts and feelings of others. Based on tisé fi
exploratory and subsequent confirmatory factoryaed we excluded item 2 (experiences joy of lg@)ce this
item did not fit well with the other items. Bothethesults from exploratory factor analyses andiomattory
factor analyses (based on both total group andiHgedtip models), showed that indeed a one-factataho
yielded the most optimal solution. We named thisstauct ‘emotional regulation’, since all items t&in an
aspect of children’s ability to control and regeal#iteir emotions. The specific items and factodiogs
belonging to this latent factor are presented ild43. This table shows that the factor loadirfferd
somewhat, with item 5 (Shows awareness of otheosights and feelings) contributing most to theasaee in
the construct and item 3 (Develops a strong withef/his own) contributing least to the variancéhia

construct.

The model fit of the fully constrained model waseptable (CFI = 0.884, RMSEA = 0.095). It was poigsio
increase the model fit to adequate levels by relgabe invariance constraints of one or two faddadings or
intercepts for some countries, however, the padtartatent means across countries remained the.sam
Therefore, it was decided to use the fully constdiconfirmatory factor model to compare the lateatins

across countries.

Table 13

Emotional regulation - unstandardized factor loaghn( ) and standard errors (SE) of the final model

Emotional regulation

<3 & 3-6
Items K(SE)
3.4.1 Can express feelings and needs adequately 52 Q@16)
3.4.3 Develops a strong will of her/his own 0.73117)
3.4.4 Develops control of her/his emotions 1.097%)
3.4.5 Shows awareness of others’ thoughts anchfgel 1.200 (.016)

MAIN FINDINGS

The latent means across countries for both agepgrare presented in Table 14 and Figure 7. As ¢axpeand
in line with the other developmental domains, pteémeach country thought that fostering childsesrnotion
regulation skills in ECEC is more important forldinén from 3 to 6 years of age than for childrenryger than

3 years of age.
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Table 14
Parents’ ratings of the importance of emotionalulagion - latent means (M) and standard deviati@®B) by

country for the <3 and 3-6 years age ranges

Emotional regulation

<3 3-6

Countries M (SD) M (SD)
DE 3.87 (0.66) 4.59 (0.41)
EN 3.95 (0.55) 4.80 (0.20)
EL 4.12 (0.70) 4.70 (0.39)
IT 3.97 (0.69) 4.58 (0.47)
FI 3.83 (0.66) 4.55 (0.38)
NL 3.72 (0.73) 4.38 (0.46)
NO 4.24 (0.46) 4.73 (0.28)
PL 3.75 (0.79) 4.43 (0.49)
PT 3.72 (0.65) 4.41 (0.44)
Averagé 3.91 4.57

This is the average latent mean of all nine coastri

In Table 14 we see that countries score on avdyatyeeen 3.72 (NL and PT) and 4.24 (NO) (i.e., adoun
‘important’) when children are younger than 3 yeafrage, and between 4.38 (NL) and 4.80 (EN) (between
‘important’ and ‘highly important’) when childreme@between 3 and 6 years of age. The difference in
importance ratings for younger and older childeguite similar in all countries (see Figure 3@®)hen’sd for
the largest (FI) and smallest difference (NOJ is 1.34 for Finland and = 1.29 for Norway. Note that, despite
sizeable differences in the importance ratings betwthe two age groups, the mean importance rdtings

developing emotion regulation are also for the ymst still quite high.

When further examining the differences in parevitsivs regarding the importance of developing enmotio
regulation in the youngest children across cousitriee see the largest difference between Greecblanay,

on the one hand, and the Netherlands and Poriugdhe other hand. However, although still sigaifit{p <

.01), these differences are small compared to ter developmental domains. For example, Cohe:fds the
difference between Norway (4.24) and the NetheddBd72) id = 0.85, suggesting stronger agreement on this

aspect of development among parents from the diffecountries

For children between 3-6 years of age, we seetligatlifferences in importance attached to emotegulation

development between countries are even smallerefiteless, when we calculate Cohethbetween Norway
and the Netherlands (which takes into account3Bis in the countries), we see thait= 0.92, partly due to
decreased variances, which is still consideredeacalquite large difference. However, it can be tjoesd

whether the difference between 4.38 (NL) and 4NQ)(is relevant.
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Figure 7.Parents’ ratings of the importance of stimulagmgotional regulation in ECEC - latent means by

country for the <3 and 3-6 years age ranges.

PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT

MODEL CONSTRUCTION

In the section personal development we aimed todiecitems which addressed several aspects ofrehid
personal attitudes toward and self-confidence fivities and experiences that can foster learnimd) a
development. Item 2 (Is able to solve problems éry/himself) of this section, however, addressskila
instead of attitude, and appeared to not fit wélhwthe other items in the exploratory and confitong factor

analyses. Therefore, this item was excluded.

Both the results from exploratory factor analysed eonfirmatory factor analyses (based on totaligrand
multi-group models), showed that a one-factor mgatied the most optimal solution. We named tlisstruct
‘personal learning attitudes’. The specific itemsl d&actor loadings belonging to this latent facioe presented
in Table 15. This table shows that the factor lngdiare somewhat different, with item 4 (Showsiptsce,
and focus in play and learning activities) conttibg most to the variance in the construct and i8{8hows

enthusiasm in play and learning activities) thetea

The model fit of the fully constrained model waseputable (CFI = 0.901, RMSEA = 0.091). It was poigsio
increase the model fit to adequate levels by relgabe invariance constraints of one or two fatdadings
and/or intercepts for some countries, howeverp#teerns in latent means across countries remalgesame.
Therefore, it was decided to use the fully constrdiconfirmatory factor model to compare the lateains
across countries.
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Table 15
Personal learning attitudes - unstandardized fadtadings () and standard errors (SE) of the final model

Personal learning attitudes

<3&3-6
Items K(SE)
3.5.1 Is open-minded, not afraid to try new things 1.002 (.018)
3.5.3 Shows enthusiasm in play and learning aetsvit 0.857 (.019)
354 Shows persistence, and focus in play andilegr 1.257 (.022)
activities
3.5.5 Has confidence in her/his own abilities 0.8849)

MAIN FINDINGS

The latent means across countries for both agepgrate presented in Table 16 and Figure 8. As ¢ageand
in line with the other developmental domains, pteémeach country thought that fostering childsgmersonal
learning attitudes are more important for childiam 3 to 6 years of age than for children yourthan 3 years

of age.

Table 16
Parents’ ratings of the importance of stimulatingrgonal learning attitudes in ECEC centers - later@tans (M)

and standard deviations (SD) for the age ranges@r@ 3-6 years

Personal learning attitudes

<3 3-6

Countries M (SD) M (SD)
DE 4.05 (0.60) 4.53 (0.42)
EN 3.54 (0.73) 4.61 (0.43)
EL 4.17 (0.60) 4.71 (0.27)
IT 4.05 (0.60) 4.51 (0.45)
Fl 3.67 (0.72) 4.36 (0.46)
NL 3.81(0.74) 4.38 (0.44)
NO 4.21 (0.50) 4.61 (0.33)
PL 3.89 (0.56) 4.43 (0.44)
PT 4.10 (0.54) 4.50 (0.40)
Averagé 3.94 4.51

This is the average latent mean of all nine coastri

In Table 16 we see that countries score on avdratyeeen 3.54 (EN) and 4.21 (NO) (i.e., around ‘intgat’)
when children are younger than 3 years of agepatdeen 4.36 (FI) and 4.71 (EL) (i.e., between tmant’
and ‘highly important’) when children are betweearfl 6 years of age. The difference in importattzehed to

developing personal learning attitudes betweenvtioeage groups is quite similar in all countriesg($-igure
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3.7). Cohen'sl's for the largest (FI) and smallest difference (Nt@tween the age groups is respectivty
1.14 for Finland and = 0.84 for Portugal.

When further examining the differences in ratingsoas countries for children younger than 3 yeagsf, we
see the largest differences between Norway andc&yea the one hand, and the Finland and Englantheo
other hand. Although still significanp & .01), these differences are small compareda@ther developmental
domains. Cohen'd for the difference between Norway (4.21) and Fidl&3.67) isd = 0.87.

For children between 3-6 years of age, we see ttmatdifferences between countries are even smaller.
Nevertheless, Cohentfor the difference between Greece and Finlardi#s0.93, which is still considered to
be a quite large difference. However, it can bestjoped whether the difference between 4.36 (Ft) 47l
(EL) is still theoretically relevant. Note that thmportance ratings regarding the development IrEEGf

positive personal learning attitudes are quite fiaglboth age groups, as was found for emotion|egigun.

=S

mG 64;-5
B 64,5

%&()#*+ +90*&H#-#4 *$$-$./%(

Figure 8.Personal learning attitudes - Latent means acmsstries for < 3 and 3-6 years.

3.6 WITHIN COUNTRY PATTERNS OF DEVELOPMENTAL GOALS

To be able to compare the relative importance efdevelopmental goals within countries, we plottes
average latent means of parents’ importance ratnegsaled to the original answer scale, of alkedtgvmental
goals for children younger than 3 years of ageiguife 9 and the same for children between 3 anebBsyof age
in Figure 10. In general, these figures show thetd are differences in the relative importancthef

developmental goals for both age groups, with éingdst differences for children younger than 3 yediage.
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When we focus on the pattern of developmental goalshildren younger than 3 years of age, we Bat in
general, the pattern of relative importance attddbehe range of developmental goals is ratheilairacross
countries (Figure 9). According to parents in alliatries, stimulating children’s pre-academic ski#l least
important in this age range, followed by learniegated skills. In addition, parents in almost allntries think
that interpersonal skills, emotional regulation @edsonal learning attitudes are the most impodantains of
development to be fostered in this age range. Riégathe importance of interest in diversity, thare large
differences across countries. Parents in Greealg, Norway, Poland and Portugal rate the imporawicthis
goal at similar levels as interpersonal skills, ol regulation and personal learning attitudgsereas
Germany, England, Finland and the Netherlands ttiiakthis goal is relatively less important.
Correspondingly, parents in Greece, Norway, PotardiPortugal rate physical/ motor skills at simiéarels as
interpersonal skills, emotional regulation and peed learning attitudes, whereas stimulating tretdiés in

ECEC is rated less important in England, Finland isaly.

For children between 3 and 6 years of age, Fighrehbws that the pattern of relative importance of
developmental goals is also quite similar acrosstrées, with again the highest importance attadbed
children’s interpersonal skills, emotion regulatenmd personal learning attitudes, although learnitated skills
are catching up. In general, parents think thabatrall developmental goals are important to statain ECEC
(i.e., scores higher than 4) for the older age gr@nly the scores on interest in diversity rangbveen
somewhat important (i.e., score of 3) and imporaet, score of 4). In line with the pattern foetyounger
children, parents in Germany, England, Finland, taied\etherlands think that it is relatively lesgpbrtant to
focus on the interest in diversity of children cargd to the other countries. In addition, in somentries, the
development of pre-academic skills is rated asitepsrtant than the development of more ‘soft skillike
interpersonal skills, emotional regulation and paed learning attitudes. This difference is largest=inland,
followed by Germany, while the difference is smstlifor Greece and Poland. Finally, similar to thégrn for
children younger than 3 years of age, parents @eGz, Norway, Poland and Portugal rate physicalonskills
at similar levels as interpersonal skills, emotiaegulation, personal learning attitudes and leaynelated

skills.

To conclude this section, Figure 11 presents tlhuedfgean average’ on these seven developmental igoddsth
age groups. These European averages are alsoteegethe tables in the sections on the individual
developmental goals. In this way, the latent mdasach country on a specific goal can be comparehis
European average. Figure 11 shows that, on avetfag@nportance parents attach to stimulating the
development of pre-academic and learning-relatéts sk ECEC shows the largest increase with agalfy,
whereas children’s interpersonal skills, emotiaegjulation and personal learning attitudes are mgsortant
across both age ranges according to parents, ehifdiearning related skills are clearly catchipgmattributed

importance for children between 3 and 6 years ef ag

pageb4 - CARE: http://ecec-care.org/



CARE Project

613318

WP6 - Stakeholder study
Deliable 6.2

%

%

%60%6+)'3%6H$*+ 4)*+( 7)& *4% 8

) #$&1

B 024-?4-5,0;: 5H/::5

B 024-452 /0 /F4-5/26

m -4 ;+;.4A/+ 5H/::5

B 4;-0/01 -4:;24. 5H/::5

W 365/+;: ;+2/F/26> A,2,

:0. +-4;2/F4 5H/::5

m A2/,0;:-41=:;2/,0

M 4-5,0;: :4;-0/01
:22/2=.45

Figure 9.Pattern of developmental goals - latent meanssaaountries for children younger than 3 yeargef a

CARE: http://ecec-care.orgpage55



WP6 - Stakeholder study

CARE Project

Deliverable 6.2

6133

%" -

0%60%+)'3%H#$*+ 4)*+( 7)& *4% 19

) #$&1

B 024-?4-5,0;: 5H/::5

B 024-452 /0 /F4-5/26

| -4 ;+;.4A/+ 5H/::5

W 4;-0/01 -4:;24. 5H/::5

W 365/+;: ;+2/F/26> A,2,-

;0. +-4;2/F4 5H/::5

m A2/,0;:-41=:;2/,0

@ 4-5,0;: :4;-0/01
:22/2=.45

Figure 10.Pattern of developmental goals - latent meanssaarountries for children between 3 and 6 yeaegef

pageb6 - CARE: http://ecec-care.org/




WP6 - Stakeholder study CARE Project

Deliverable 6.2 6183

% 1]

% "
:% "
g
s\c 1
<
e
N
o "

N NS : NG <
S & S ¢§P\\ S ° ob
AN & XS > < N N
2 S \} Q O > X
N O N XX X P >
Y & & NG o <
< N S Q <& \ &
&Q, & fb@ %« Q}\ 2 &
& & @ & & & &
AN Y QO
N Q (06\ c)oo'b
Qe}
m =740 ;F4-;14 G 64;-5
m =740 ;F4-;14 64;-5

Figure 11.Pattern of developmental goals — Average latertna@cross 9 European countries for children
<3 years of age and between 3 and 6 years of age.

GENERAL SUMMARY

The first research question of this study concepaeénts’ views on how strongly ECEC-settings stioul
focus on various educational and developmentalsgdal answer this question, parents responded/ayae
questions concerning a wide array of goals, ranfiimg more ‘soft’ social, emotional and personadllsiko
more ‘hard’ pre-academic skills. All questions wareswered for two age groups: children younger than
years of age and children from 3 to 6 years of age.

Overall, satisfactory measurement equivalence aags groups and countries was found. This means th
we are able to make meaningful comparisons of themimportance ratings, both within countries betwe
age groups, and between countries within age grdtipding measurement equivalence is quite a unique
finding, pointing to largely shared thinking (cuttilrconceptual frameworks) about early developnagak
learning among parents across the nine countrig$aarboth age groups. Yet, clear differences renmathe
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mean importance attached to the different domdineeelopment as areas for stimulation in ECEC.sEhe
differences between countries were often small wkgarding the original, 1 to 5 scale, but quit th
(standardized) Cohendswere (very) large. However, we should be somewasdful with interpreting this
statistic, since we are examining differences inesiand beliefs, not in, for example, childreréhaviour.

Finally, certain items did not fit in the constredtscales as expected and warrant future investigat

When evaluating the average differences in devedopah goalsvithin countriesbetween age groupse
see that all goals increase in importance with &gese increases were stronger for some than fiier ot
countries. Whereas the largest differences ara éftend for Germany, Finland, and England, smallest
differences are often found for Norway, Poland t&gal and Italy. For children’s emotional regulatiand
personal learning attitudes, countries show sinmilareases in importance with ag@r all countries, we
saw the strongest increase in importance of stitimglahildren’s pre-academic skills, followed by

stimulating children’s learning related skills.

When evaluating the average differences in devetopah goaldbetween countriewithin age groupswe
see that the (unstandardized) differences are snfal children between 3 and 6 years of age than
children younger than 3 years of age. For bothragges, the largest differences between countrées a
found for children'spre- ( L M & 6 -:& y high

across both age ranges, Germany and Finland sslatevely low.

Thepatterns of the relative importance of developmiegalsare rather similar between countries,
especially for the more ‘soft’ skills, which areeseed (highly) important in all countries for bothearanges.
We see that within countries there was more ditseisithe importance of developmental goals fotdrein
younger than 3 years of age. The most promineferdiice was that parents adhere higher importance
ratings to children’s ‘soft’ interpersonal, emotidmnd personal skills versus ‘hard’ pre-acaderiiltss This
difference was less strong for children between3aged 6, although it was still apparent in somentides

(e.g., Finland and Germany).
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WHAT IS THE SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENT STRUCTURAL QUALITY INDICATORS AND
EDUCATIONAL PRINCIPLES ACCORDING TO PARENTS?

The second research question of this study focosdtle importance that parents attach to different
structural quality indicators. To answer this resbajuestion, the items included in section 2.2, and 2.5

of the questionnaire were analysed (see appendixXTBie leading question was:

“Different people will expect different things froBCEC. How important do you consider different
characteristics of ECEC settings are for childrewsll-being, development and learning? (Applies to

children 0-6 years of age)”

Section 2.1, 2.2 and 2.5 focused on three typstroétural quality indicators of ECEC, respectivélgpects
of the physical environment (e.g., safety, outdgpace), organizational aspects (e.g., group siaeilisy of
group) and staff characteristics (e.g., educatitnal, stability team). Parents were asked to tiedr
general opinion on the importance of the listeceatpfor children in the entire age range from 6 {@ars

of age. Although we acknowledge that it would hbeen more appropriate for some countries to separat
some of the items for children younger than 3 yearsge and between 3 and 6 years of age, dusyibta
system for younger and older children, this waspasisible for some countries with a 0 to 6 system.
addition, as the questionnaire was already quitg,ld@ would have been impossible to double the lmemof
items for these sections. Similar to most othetiges of the questionnaire, the answer categofitizeo

items ranged from 1 ‘unimportant’ to 5 ‘highly impant’.

We will discuss the main findings section 2.1 (pbgkenvironment), 2.2 (organizational aspectsy, 215
(staff characteristics) separately. We did notnesté confirmatory factor models, as the items vedirquite
different from each other and not intended to domstscales. Instead, we selected several itenhvelne
generally regarded as indicative of structural ias defined omp. 14 of this report. For these items we
compared simple means and standard deviationssatr@sine countries. We have to be somewhat darefu
with the conclusions that we draw from the comparssbetween countries on these items, since wel coul
not test these items on measurement equivalenc¢hiSaeason we selected only items of which weewe

quite confident that they were relatively simplaambiguous and easy to translate.

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

The selected items, including their simple meamksaandard deviations across countries, are pecsént
Table 17. and Figure 12. The table and figure sti@awparents from all countries think that a safe
environment is a very important aspect of the ptaldE CEC environment. The patterns of the relative
importance of the items diverge somewhat betweentces. Whereas a large outdoor play space is the
second most important aspect for Finnish parenitsthe least important for Dutch parerds=(0.62),
although Dutch parents still think that this chaegistic is importanti = 3.92). For an environment that
supports children’s independence, Finlaktd=(4.16) and the Netherlandgl & 4.23) have the lowest, and
Germany M = 4.61) and Italyi = 4.53) the highest means. Coheisf the difference in attributed
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importance between, for example, Germany and Fihie0.64. For the provision of varied equipmeoyst
and materials, Finland/{ = 3.70) and England = 3.90) have the lowest, and Greebkk<4.44) and ltaly
(M = 4.43) the highest average mean. Cohéifice the difference in importance attributed testhspect
between Greece and Finland is 0.98.

Table 17
Physical environment - Latent means (M) and stashdimviations (SD) across nine countries

Has a large Supports children’s Is safe Provides varied

outdoor play independence (e.g. children equipment, toys

space can take toys or books by and materials
themselves)
Countries M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
DE 4.21 (0.81) 4.61 (0.63) 4.60 (0.70) 4.29 (0.82)
EN 3.84 (0.98) 4.25 (0.83) 4.74 (0.50) 3.90 (0.98)
EL 4.15 (0.79) 4.340.72) 4.94 (0.29) 4.44 (0.61)
IT 4.42 (0.72) 4.53 (0.69) 4.86 (0.41) 4.43 (0.71)
FI 4.42 (0.71) 4.16 (0.77) 4.90 (0.33) 3.70 (0.88)
NL 3.92 (0.90) 4.23 (0.73) 4.72 (0.58) 4.30 (0.70)
NO 4.14 (0.78) 4.42 (0.82) 4.91 (0.30) 4.25 (0.79)
PL 4.06 (0.77) 4.38 (0.61) 4.92 (0.27) 4.41 (0.61)
PT 3.98 (0.85) 4.37 (0.92) 4.69 (0.59) 4.27 (0.83)
Averagé 4.13 4.36 4.81 4.22
IThis is the average latent mean of all nine coestri
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Figure 12.Physical environment - Latent means across ninatdes
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ORGANIZATIONAL ASPECTS

The selected items, including their simple meamssiandard deviations across countries, are pesént

Table 18. and Figure 13. This table and figure stimtthe patterns of the relative importance efitams

diverges between countries. Only the item ‘stalbteig of children, with few changes in compositiaen

time’ is consistently rated lowest by parents, veitterage means ranging from 3.39 (PT) to 4.15 (NO).

However, the standard deviations of this item agéést, which means that the agreement among garent

regarding this item is less compared to the otteens. Cohen’sl of the difference in adhered importance

between Portugal and Norway is 0.73. Regardin@$ipect few children per trained caregiver/teacher,
Finland M = 4.75), Greece\ = 4.59), and Poland = 4.56) have the highest and Netherlands=(4.03),
Portugal M = 4.08), and EnglandV = 4.08) the lowest means. Cohed’sf the difference in attributed

importance between, for example, Finland and thia@tands is 1.02. Parents in all countries scagk bn

G

(M = 4.22) and EnglandV = 4.23) have the lowest and Polaii=£ 4.70) and Greec®A= 4.91) the highest

6

(!

means. Finally, we see that the Southern Europeantes (Italy, Greece and Portugal) and Polane ha

very high means on the item healthy food (abov@} England had clearly the lowest mean with 3.88,

followed by the Netherland$A = 4.36). Cohen’sl for the difference in importance attributed testaspect

between, for example, Italy and the Netherlands74.

Table 18
Organizational aspects - Latent means (M) and sdashdeviations (SD) across nine countries
Few children per A stable group of Care for children’s Healthy food
trained children, with few physical health and
caregiver/teacher changes in safety to prevent
composition over infections and
time diseases
Countries M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
DE 4.51 (0.65) 4.05 (0.81) 4.22 (0.95) 4.58 (0.61)
EN 4.08 (0.80) 3.87 (1.01) 4.23 (0.83) 3.88 (1.00)
EL 4.59 (0.58) 4.05 (0.77) 4.91 (0.31) 4.77 (0.43)
IT 4.14 (0.84) 3.65 (1.04) 4.59 (0.66) 4.79 (0.47)
Fl 4.75 (0.55) 4.15 (0.74) 4.34 (0.68) 4.61 (0.58)
NL 4.03 (0.83) 3.78 (1.00) 4.23(0.88) 4.36 (0.71)
NO 4.32(0.76) 4.14 (0.91) 4.56 (0.58) 4.46 (0.61)
PL 4.56 (0.62) 3.96 (0.91) 4.70 (0.52) 4.73 (0.51)
PT 4.08 (0.89) 3.39 (1.14) 4.55 (0.63) 4.71 (0.47)
Averagé 4.34 3.89 4.48 4.54

This is the average latent mean of all nine coestri
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Figure 13.0rganizational aspects - Latent means across oinetites

STAFF CHARACTERISTICS

The selected items, including their simple meamksaandard deviations across countries, are pecsént
Table 19, and Figure 14. This table and figure stimtthe patterns of the relative importance efitams
diverge somewhat between countries. However, iriggnparents from all countries (except Englaadd r
being part of a stable team and providing practical educational support for parents when needéukas
two most important characteristics of the four mamed characteristics of ECEC-staff. For being pae
stable team, NorwayM = 4.65) Finland {1 = 4.45) have the highest, and Englakti{ 4.06) and Portugal
(M = 4.12) the lowest mean. Cohed'sf the difference in attributed importance betwdenexample,
Norway and Portugal is 0.80. For providing pradtanad educational support for parents when needed,
Greece {1 = 4.54) and Italyi = 4.44) have the highest and Netherlards=(3.72) and EnglandV = 3.44)
the lowest mean. Coherdsof the difference in attributed importance betwdenexample, Greece and
Netherlands is 1.00. For the items on having enwoalgvant work experience and having a high edanati
level, the standard deviations are quite high. Tieans that the agreement among parents regatdisg t
items is less compared to the other two items.hawing a high educational level, there were quitgée
differences between countries, with the Netherlamits Germany having the lowest, and Finland ane¢&re
the highest average mean. These differences chalggobe explained by large differences in natidf@EC
systems regarding this characteristic. Cohdristween, for example, Netherlands and Greec®% 0.
Finally, for having enough relevant work experies)ddere were also quite large differences between
countries. Whereas Greece and lItaly rated thischgpeaverage as important, Finland, Germany aad th
Netherlands rated this as somewhat important. Celddretween, for example, Germany and Greece is 0.77.
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Table 19

Staff characteristics - Latent means (M) and staddgeviations (SD) across eight countries

Have enough Have a high education  Are part of a Provide practical

relevant work level (at least three yearsstable team (with and educational

experience (at least  college/university low turn-over) support for

five years) education) parents/guardians
if needed by them

Countries M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
DE 3.12 (1.19) 2.95 (1.24) 4.42 (0.75) 4.12 (0.84)
EN 3.80 (0.82) 3.00 (1.10) 4.06 (1.03) 3.44 (1.12)
EL 3.97 (1.00) 3.81 (1.00) 4.39 (0.74) 4.54 (0.61)
IT 3.86 (1.00) 3.38 (1.07) 4.20 (0.83) 4.49 (0.66)
Fl 3.13 (0.93) 3.66 (1.06) 4.45 (0.65) 4.02 (0.89)
NL 3.13 (1.16) 2.78 (1.16) 4.31 (0.80) 3.72 (0.99)
NO 3.26 (1.06) 3.41 (0.97) 4.65 (0.52) 4.29 (0.90)
PL 3.64 (1.10) 3.47 (1.02) 4.26 (0.84) 4.44 (0.65)
PT 3.32(1.18) 3.43 (1.06) 4.12 (0.78) 4.37 (0.71)
Averagé 3.47 3.32 4.32 4.16

IThis is the average latent mean of all nine coestri
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Figure 14.Staff characteristics - Latent means across ninetcies
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GENERAL SUMMARY

The second research question of this study focosdtle importance that parents attach to different
structural quality indicators: Aspects of the plegsienvironment (e.g., safety, outdoor space),rorgdional
aspects (e.g., group size, stability of group) stadf characteristics (e.g., educational levebititg team).
We selected several items which are generally deghas indicative of structural quality, and coneplar

simple means and standard deviations across tkecoimtries.

Parents from all countries think that a safe emvitent is the important aspect of the physical ECEC
environment. However, the patterns of the relatiwgortance of the selected aspects of the physical
environment diverge somewhat between countrieselegless, parents rate all aspects (outdoor plages
supportive environment supporting independence vaniéd equipment, toys and materials) on average (

least) as important.

Regarding the organizational aspects of ECEC-gttiparents adhered most importance children’sigdlys
health and safety to prevent infections and diseand least importance to having a stable groughitdren,
with few changes in composition over time. Howetae, relatively large variation indicate low agresar
among parents regarding this issue. There are steaedifferences between countries with respeatltow
adult-child ratio, which is deemed more importanFinland, Greece, and Poland, than in Netherlands,
Portugal and England, although the latter stillsider it to be important. Finally, the Southern @pean

countries and Poland adhere most importance tdHyefalod

With respect to the selected staff characteristiagierns of relative importance diverge somewleaben
countries. In general, parents rate being partsthble team and providing practical and educatisumaport
for parents when needed as more important thambariough relevant work experience and having la hig
educational level. For these latter two charadiesisthere was more variation, and thus less ageaé

among parents.
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WHAT ARE IMPORTANT CONDITIONS OF CHILDREN'S WELL-BEING AND WELL-BECOMING IN
THE WORDS OF PARENTS?

To answer the third research question ‘What arenapt conditions of children’s well-being and well
becoming in the perspectives of parents?’ we fatwse two open questions:
What aspects of an ECEC setting do you think arg imgportant to foster children’s well-being?
(Item Q1.2, see appendix B1)
What three aspects of development in early lifeefaldren do you consider to be the most important

to be successful in later lif§Rem PIQ3, see appendix B2)

As described in the analysis plan, the first, gti#liminary, results are based on a pilot of talt60 parents
in Netherlands, Greece, Finland, Norway, and Itédples 2Gand 21 show the percentages of how many
times each sub-code was mentioned in each codtiy.percentage is calculated by dividing the cdant
each code by the total count per country. The tahts for the well-being question were 65 (NLJ),(EL),
48 (FI), 30 (NO), and 37 (IT). For the early deymitent question the total counts were 40 (NL), 35(B4
(F1), 29 (NO), and 3TIT). The differences between the number of coaatsbe explained by two reasons:
First, for some answers more than one sub codepg@l&able. Second, parents did not always gaweethr
arguments in their answers, as requested, buttbey included in the current analysis if they halkast
one mention.

The lists of codes for both questions consistsiftérént levels of coding. The highest level in tlell-being
guestion i£ECEC quality which was based on theoretical considerations.quality level is followed by the
main codes and sub-codes. For the early developguestion, the list of codes consists only of ttam

codes and sub-codes

Table 20
Frequencies of Main Themes for the Well-being Quest
Main codes and sub codes Counts Counts Counts Counts Cou
NL (%) EL (%) FI (%) NO (%) nts
IT
(%)
Structural quality 32.3 34.1 39.7 40 37.8
Staff quality: organization 12.3 3.3 35.5 36.7 5.4
Pedagogical competence 7.7 2.2 10.4 - 2.7
Managing staff quality - 1.1 - 6.7 -
Stable staff - - 6.3 10 -
Staff-child ratio - - 6.3 - -
Group composition 3.1 - 4.2 6.7 -
Structure, routine, rhythm 15 - 8.3 3.3 -
Reflective staff - - - 3.3 -
Communication between professionals - - - 6.7 2.7
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Environment 20 30.8 4.2 3.3 324
Safety 3.1 5.5 - - -
Indoor spaces 4.6 9.9 - - 5.4
Outdoor spaces 4.6 5.5 - - 8.1
Materials 6.2 55 - - 5.4
Health 15 4.4 4.2 3.3 13.5
Process quality 38.5 50.5 37.6 49.9 37.8
Staff quality: communication and relationship 20 23 29.2 33.3 18.9
Competent engagement in staff-parent 6.2 - 125 3.3 5.4
relationship
Secure child-staff relationship  12.3 13.2 10.4 23.3 135
Moral attitude 15 - 6.3 6.7 -
Supporting of the child’s development 17 31.9 6.3 3.31 18.9
Focus on child’s overall development - - 2.1 - 2.7
Physical/motor development 6.2 1.1 - - -
Cognitive development - 1.1 - - 2.7
Social development 3.1 5.5 2.1 13.3 5.4
Emotional development - 4.4 - - 2.7
Language development 3.1 5.5 - - -
Personal/explorative skills 15 2.2 - - 5.4
Personal skills-independence/autonomy 3.1 2.2 - - -
Personal skills-special needs - - 2.1 - -
Personal skills-learning attitude - 3.3 - - -
Personal skills-promote self-confidence - 4.4 - - -
Obedience/discipline - 2.2 - - -
Atmosphere 15 5.5 2.1 3.3 -
Learning/stimulating atmosphere - 1.1 - - -
Positive atmosphere 15 4.4 2.1 3.3 -
Curriculum quality 29.2 15.4 23 10 24.3
Curriculum quality 29.2 15.4 23 10 24.3
Individual needs 6.2 - 12.5 3.3 5.4
Moral, values - - 21 - -
Smooth transition 3.1 1.1 2.1 - 2.7
Organization of activities 12.3 8.8 6.3 6.7 -
Creative play activities 15 1.1 - - 5.4
Physical activities 15 - - - -
Explorative activities 3.1 - - - 2.7
Ability to play 15 2.2 - - 2.7
Group activities - 2.2 - - 5.4

Note.Because of rounding, the total of all codes isatatys exactly 100%.
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Table 21
Frequencies of Main Themes for the Early Developr@erestion
Main codes and sub codes Counts Counts Counts Counts Counts IT
NL(%) EL(%)  FI (%) NO (%) (%)
Development 25 2.9 - - -
Child’s development as a key focus 2.5 29 - - -
Cognitive development, cognitive skills 15 11.5 na. 3.4 8.1
Language development, language skills 12.5 2.9 11.8 3.4 2.7
Learning a second language - - - - 2.7
Math - - 2.9 - -
Concentration, attention - 2.9 - - -
Intellectual development 2.5 5.7 - - 2.7
Social-emotional development, social 45 34.3 52.9 51.7 35.1
skills
Social 20 8.6 235 27.6 27
Emotional 7.5 5.7 11.8 6.9 5.4
Belongingness 2.5 2.9 2.9 - -
Moral, values 10 171 11.8 6.9 -
Attachment/emotional security 5 - 2.9 10.3 2.7
Personal skills, attitudes and 30 48.7 20.6 37.8 51.3
characteristics
Learning attitude - 8.6 5.9 6.9 2.7
Persistence 7.5 5.7 - 3.4 2.7
Independence/autonomy 7.5 8.6 - 6.9 10.8

Personality development 2.5 - - - -

Self-view 7.5 14.3 14.7 13.8 16.2

Explorative skills 5 2.9 - 3.4 135
Responsibility - 8.6 - 3.4 5.4

Physical development, motor skills 25 - 2.9 3.4 7 2.
Motor skills 25 - 29 3.4 2.7

CARE: http://ecec-care.orgpaged 7



WP6 - Stakeholder study CARE Project

Deliverable 6.2 61383
Safe environment 2.5 - 8.8 - -
Safe environment 2.5 - 29 - -
Psychologically safe environment - 5.9 - -
Environment quality 2.5 2.9 - 3.4 2.7
ECEC quality: child oriented 2.5 2.9 - 3.4 2.7

Note.Because of rounding issues, the total of all caslest exactly 100% when you sum all percentages.
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Figure 15.Frequencies of main codes for the well-being qoastompared to the total counts of all

countries.

WELL-BEING

Although all main codes of the list of codes wemntioned for the well-being question in the pitodt all
sub-codes were mentioned in the current prelimisaryple. Figure 15 shows the distribution of thénma

codes for each country.

QUALITY

The quality level is the highest level for this gtien, which is further divided in structural, pess, and
curriculum quality An overview per country is shown in the Figures,18&b, 16¢, 16d, and 16e. The parents
in all countries mentioned curriculum quality as teast important condition for children’s well-bgi

Parents in all countries, except Finland and ltaigntioned process quality as the most importaalityu
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aspect for children’s well-being. Especially Greaoel Norway had a clear preference for processtgual
Italy structural and process quality were both noered as equally important. For the Finnish parenthe
preliminary sample the preference for structuralliqy was slightly higher than the preference fovgess
quality.

I *+-$1 I *+-$1

B 2-=+2=-;: N 2-=+2=-;:
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Figure 16a.Frequencies of the quality for children’s Figure 16b.Frequencies of the quality
well-being in the Netherlands. for children’s well-being in Greece.
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Figure 16c.Frequencies of the quality for children’s Figure 16d.Frequencies of the quality
well-being in Finland for children’s well-bgjin Norway.
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Figure 16eFrequencies of the quality for children’s well-bgim Italy.
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STRUCTURAL QUALITY

Figures 17 and 18 show the distributions of thaltodunts within the category structural qualityr Ehe
parents from the Netherlands, Greece and Italgercurrent sample characteristics of the ECEC
environment were seen as more important for childreell-being than organizational aspects of staff
quality. For Finland and Norway it was the otheywaaound. Within the coding categasyganizational
aspects: staff qualitythe pedagogical competence of the staff was meedi most as important
characteristic for children’s well-being by parefitam the Netherlands, Greece and Finland. In Ngrilia
stability of the staff was seen as most importhletxt to the pedagogical competence of the stadf, th
structure, routine and rhythm of the ECEC settitag also mentioned as an important condition for the

children’s well-being by parents in Finland.

Regarding characteristics of the ECEC environnthetprovision of appropriate materials were seemast
important by the parents from the Netherlands. At&oindoor spaces and the outdoor spaces wereaseen
important in the Netherlands, but less so than riadge In Greece the indoor spaces were most often
mentioned as important. Whereas, in Italy health tha most important characteristic for the ECEC
environment.

" 04
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Figure 17.Frequencies of the staff quality on the organizatidevel compared to the total counts within
structural quality.
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Figure 18.Frequencies of the ECEC environment compared téothécounts within structural quality.

PROCESS QUALITY

The distributions of the total counts for pareritsms on what constitutes process quality are shiawn
Figures 19, 20, and 21. As shown in these figuneisia Table 20, all countries, except Greece aalg, It
mentioned the aspect communication and relationshiipe category staff quality rather frequently as
contributing to children’s well-being. For the Gkgearents, the support for children’s developmeas w
regarded most important. In Italy, both the commation and relationship aspect of staff quality &me
support of children’s development were mentionecthast important.

Within the sub-codstaff quality: communication and relationshipe secure child-staff relationship was
seen as most important for children’s well-beingplayents in all countries, except Finland. Howerete
that Finnish parents mentioned the secure chilifl+&tiationship only mentioned slightly less freqtilg than

competent engagement in the staff-parent relatipnsh
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Figure 19.Frequencies of the staff quality on communicatind eelationship compared to the total counts

within process quality.

Regarding the main categasypporting children’s developmesiocial development was most often
mentioned by the parents from Greece and Norwdlyisnsample. In addition, for Greece supporting the
language development was as important as suppdhtingocial development. In comparison, emotional
development and personal skills that promote smifidence were rated slightly less important by@reek
parents. In the Netherlands the physical/motor ldgwveent was most important of supporting the child’

well-being according to the parents in the sample.

Atmosphere was mentioned at least once by panemadh country, except Italy. All mentioned positiv

atmosphere as the most important for the child¥-lb&ing.

page/2 - CARE: http://ecec-care.org/




CARE Project WP6 - Stakeholder study
613318 Deliverable 6.2

=7??,-2/01 234 +3/:.J5 .4F4:,?A402

Figure 20.Frequencies of the supporting the child’'s developneempared to the total counts within process

quality.
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Figure 21.Frequencies of the atmosphere compared to thecwmaalts within process quality.

CURRICULUM QUALITY

The distributions of the total counts within curdiem quality are shown in Table 20. Since the petages
were so low for each sub-code, a detailed grapbtisnformative. For the parents from the Nethedign
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Greece and Norway the organization of activities wmst important as aspect of the curriculum oué&dit
supporting children’s well-being. For the paremt$inland, adjusting activities to children’s indiual needs

was most often mentioned. The Italian parents dicerpress a clear preference for a particularaspe

EARLY DEVELOPMENT

For this question, all main codes were mentionedtligast one country, except the main code edircati
with the sub-code educational success. Therefoientain and sub-code were deleted from the figabf
codes for this preliminary report. The distributimithe main codes for each country are shown guurféi 22
and Table 21. Like for the list of codes for thdlvibeing question, not all sub-codes mentionechapilot
returned in the current analysis. In addition, Gnearents in the current sample mentioned a fewroth
aspects of early development that they considesaohportant to be successful in later life, whidh fae

discussed below.

In general the parents in all countries, excepe€eeand Italy, mentioned childreigscial-emotional
development, social skillss most the important aspects to be successfaienlife. Personal skills, attitudes
and characteristics were the second most impoitasbmparison, parents in Greece and Italy thothtt
personal skills, attitudes and characteristics wewsee important than children’s social-emotional
development and social skills. Finally, parent&imand did not mention the main codisvelopment,
physical development, motor skills and environnagratity, parents in Norway, Italy and Greece didn't

mentiondevelopment and safe environmeartd parents in Greece did not mensafe environment

B 4F4:,?A402

m ,10/2/F4
AF4:,?A402>
%' +,10/2/F4 5H/::5
m +/;: 4A,2/,0;:
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. ;22/2=.45 ;0.
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i A,2,- 5H/::5
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Figure 22.Frequencies of main codes for the early developmeestion compared to the total counts of all

countries.
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COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT, COGNITIVE SKILLS

For the main codeognitive development and cognitive skillee aspect®nguage development and
language skillavere mentioned most often as important for beurggsssful later in life by the parents of the

Netherlands and Finland. In Greece, the parentsiomed intellectual development as most important.

SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL DEVELOPMENT, SOCIAL SKILLS

Parents form all countries, except Greece, mertdidy@@ng social as the most important aspect in the
categorysocial-emotional development, social skiNdoral values was by the Greek parents seen asnidise¢

important aspect for being successful later in life

PERSONAL SKILLS, ATTITUDES AND CHARACTERISTICS

Children’s (positive) self-view was most importdnt the parents in all countries within the catggor
personal skills, attitudes and characteristits the Netherlands, parents mentioned persistande
independence/autonomy of the child as frequentishiéldren’s self-image. The parents from Italy niem¢d
explorative and independence/autonomy as slighfly important than a positive self-view for being

successful later in life.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE INSTRUMENTS

The lists of codes in Appendix A2 and A3 are tiséslthat were used for the pilot with some minor
adaptations according to the direct feedback ompilbe by some countries. Overall, the lists wepplecable
to all countries of the pilot. However, we are asvHirat with the analyses of other data there nesy tew
adaptations to the lists of codes possible, becsatseation was not yet reached. During the Milaetimg
in December 2015 we will plan a meeting to trairtle partners on how to analyse the qualitative,da

which will also improve the inter-coder reliabilibetween researchers.

LIST OF CODES FOR WELL-BEING

For the categorgtaff-quality: organizationthe sub-code group size was renamed into grooypasition,
because this was mentioned a few times. In thécclum part, the ability to play was mentioned mofeen.
Therefore, the sub-code (more) outdoor play time eaamed as the ability to play. Another adaptatio
the curriculum quality part was renaming the sutleagpbringing-moral, valuegto moral, valuesThe
reason for this is that these sub-codes were ot @& the same by representatives of differenttdesn
Finally, the sub-codactivities outside the ECEC settimgs added to the curriculum quality as it can be

expected that this sub-code will probably reoccareroften.
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LIST OF CODES FOR THE EARLY DEVELOPMENT QUESTION

As mentioned earlier, the main coelducationwith the sub-codeducational successas deleted from the
list as this code occurred only once when thenest created. For the main categdeyelopmenthe sub-
codeemphasis on children’s developmerts renamed into thehildren’s development as a key focus
Intellectual development was added as a new sub-faydhe cognitive development, cognitive skills,
because this sub-code was mentioned several thkisgslearning a second language was added as a new
sub-code otognitive development, cognitive skilleecause it can be expected that this sub-codesmicur
more frequently when more questionnaires will beéezb The main codgersonal skillsvas renamed into
personal skills, attitudes and characteristinsorder to cover the sub-codes in this categetyeln. For the
main codesafe environmerthe sub-code safe environment was added to ingogeers that were quite
vague and ambigous, like ‘safety’ or ‘safe enviremt’, and therefore could not be allocated to drth®
other sub-codes. Vague answers in this categomyramt quite often. By adding this sub-code, we \dndt

lose this information.

Finally, codes that were still too unclear wereegiva description. These additional descriptionshoavn in

AppendixA4.
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WHICH ASPECTS OF QUALITY DO PARENTS CONSIDER MOST WHEN CHOOSING FOR A
PARTICULAR ECEC PROVISION?

The fourth research question of this study focusedeterminants of parents’ choice when selectiGg§E€
settings and views of parent about the approprigtenf ECEC for young children. To answer thisaese
guestion, the items included in section 5 and thefguestionnaire were analysed (see appendixHsi).
both section 5 and 6 we tried to construct the rapptopriate and useful measurement invariant
confirmatory factor model, using the steps describghe analysis plan.In the following sections wi#
shortly describe the process of model construcimhpresent the factor loadings and model fit ieslior
the final factor models. Finally, we will examineeam differences among these new constructs adioss a

nine countries.

DETERMINANTS OF PARENT'S CHOICE WHEN SELECTING ECEC

MODEL CONSTRUCTION

To identify which characteristics parents find miagport when selecting an ECEC setting, we asked th

following question:

“How important are the following aspects for youraice of a particular ECEC-setting?”

The 13 items of this section (see appendix B1) emba wide range of possible aspects that paresmys m
consider and compare when choosing to use a paniECEC setting. We included items referring to
practical considerations (item 1 and 2), the abditst of ECEC (item 3, 4, and 5), process quality
characteristics (item 6, 7 and 8), structural dyalharacteristics (item 11, 12, and 13), and isigleness and
diversity policies of ECEC (9, and 10). Parentsenesked to give their opinion on the importancthefe
aspects in their decision making for children yoamifpan 3 years of age and for children from 3 y@#&rs of

age. The answer categories of the items again daingm 1 ‘unimportant’ to 5 ‘highly important’.

Although the theoretical model was confirmed iubyfconstrained model for the total group (i.@ctbr
loadings and intercepts of the < 3 and 3-6 itenmstrained to be equal), we ran into problems when w
constrained these factor loadings and interceptstal be equal across countries. This was espgetti@licase
for the items on practical considerations, the labéity of ECEC and inclusiveness. We were nopsised

by this finding, particularly not for the practicansiderations (e.g., item 2 — has low costs)aadlability

of ECEC (e.g., item 4 — |Is available the whole yatso during holidays), since there are largeediffices
between national ECEC systems exactly with regattidse aspects. Therefore, we cannot assuménéhat t
items are interpreted and considered in exactlséme way across all nine countries (i.e. theyate

measurement-invariant).

It should be stressed that this finding does namtbat we can never compare parents from different
countries on these constructs. However, we firstite compare the structural differences of nati@GEC

systems of the countries we want to compare. Basdtlis analysis we can decide which items or caott
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would be appropriate to compare for these specifimtries, and/or for which specific items it istjtied to

release invariance constraints on intercepts dofdcadings.

For the three items on process quality (item & &) and two of the items on structural qualitgrfi 11 and
13) we could estimate a measurement invariant coafory factor model for the two age groups sepéyat
(i.e., for children <3 and between 3-6) for all ntries, except England (probably due to a combxmadf
non-normality in the data and the small sample)sizbich, therefore, had to be excluded from the
remaining analyses. When we constrained the fém#alings and intercepts for both age groups, we
encountered many latent correlations larger thandst times between the same construct for children
younger than 3 and between 3 and 6 years of ageisTan indication that the responses of paremtbdth
age groups are highly correlated. In addition, aé to exclude item 12 (Has caregivers/ teachetshthae a
high educational level (at least three years cell@gjversity education)), probably because theedage
differences in national ECEC systems regardingdh#éracteristic. In a next report on this studig #nd the
aspects mentioned before will be addressed sepapa&tecountry. In this report we focus specifigath

aspects that can be compared between countries.

Based on the content of the items, we decidedltéhearemaining latent constructs ‘process quality
characteristics’ and ‘structural group charactesst The items and factor loadings belonging testhlatent
factors for children younger than 3 years and faldcen between 3 and 6 years are presented ire Ribl
This table shows that the factor loadings are sdma¢wifferent, with item 6 (Fosters children’s wi#ing

and happiness) contributing less strongly to th&awae in the construct process quality charadtesis

The modification indices showed that constrainimg intercept of item 8 (fosters children’s thinkigugd
language development) for Italy to be equal to oteeintries introduced quite some measurement emmr
the model. Therefore, we decided to release thistcaint in both the model for children youngenti3a
years of age and for children between 3 and 6 ya&faage. Although we released this constraint, are still
compare the latent mean for Italy with the latestams for the other countries. However, we cannoipeoe
Italy to the other countries on this specific iteéfhe model fit of this almost fully constrained nebdcross
the nine countries for children younger than 3 gyedrage was adequate to good (CFl = 0.943, RMSEA =
0.061. For children between 3 and 6 years of age, theefrfdted even better (CFI = 0.964, RMSEA =
0.052).
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Table 22
Aspects parents consider for choosing a particlHH&EC provision - unstandardized factor loadingsgnd

standard errors (SE) of the final model

Process quality characteristics Structural group

characteristics
K(SE) K(SE) K(SE) K(SE)

Items <3 3-6 <3 3-6

5.6 Fosters children’s well-being 0.762 (.043) 0.855 (.032) - -

and happiness

5.7 Fosters children’s social and 1.116 (.034) 1.098 (.028) - -

emotional development

5.8 Fosters children’s thinking 1.122 (.036) 1.047 (.028) - -

and language development

5.11 Provides small group size - - 1.036 (.075) 53.0
(.082)

5.13 Has stable groups and low - - 0.964 (.075) 0.941
turn-over rate of staff (.082)

MAIN FINDINGS

The latent means across countries for both ageesaaug presented in Table 23 and Figures 23 and/@4.
did not constrain the intercepts and factor loaslitegbe equal for both age groups, so the lateanméor
the two age groups cannot be directly compared.d¥ew in general, we see that parents do not seem t
distinguish that much between children younger ®and children between 3 and 6 years of age. Only
parents in Finland and, to a lesser extent, Gerrttank that structural group characteristics (isenall
group size and stability of staff) are somewhas legportant for older children than for youngeriden,

although they still consider small group size tarportant for them as well (means of 4.28 and .32

<, G | & ! !
than 3 years of age the lowest score was 4.6t )for children between 3 and 6 years of age @\NG§.

For structural group characteristics we also saedlh scores are quite high. Parents ratingsef th
importance of structural group characteristics eangtween 4.02 (PT) and 4.50 (EL) (i.e., between
‘important’ and ‘highly important’) when childremeyounger than 3 years of agk=1.8109), and between
4.02 (PT) and 4.55 (EL) when children are betwean®6 years of agé € 1.3442), highly similar thus. In
general, it is interesting to see that parentsktthiat structural group characteristics are as naob for

children between 3 and 6 years of age as for @rilgounger than 3 years of age.
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Table 23
Parents’ ratings of the importance of process atndctural quality for choosing a particular ECEC
provision - latent means (M) and standard deviai¢8D) by country (except UK) for the <3 and 3e@rng

age groups.
Process quality characteristics Structural grchgracteristics
<3 3-6 <3 3-6

Countries M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
DE 4.76 (0.40) 4.80 (0.41) 4.47 (0.35) 4.32 (0.40)
EN - - - -
EL 4.84 (0.27) 4.90 (0.18) 4.50 (0.27) 4.55 (0.30)
IT 4.74 (0.37) 4,77 (0.41) 4.32 (0.48) 4.28 (0.51)
FI 4.63 (0.50) 4.70 (0.49) 4.48 (0.55) 4.28 (0.48)
NL 4.65 (0.40) 4.66 (0.47) 4.27 (0.41) 4.18 (0.54)
NO 4.86 (0.25) 4.86 (0.29) 4.48 (0.34) 4.50 (0.41)
PL 4.70 (0.39) 4.71 (0.39) 4.39 (0.38) 4.32 (0.42)
PT 4.74 (0.37) 4.79 (0.35) 4.02 (0.26) 4.02 (0.47)
EU 4.74 4.77 4.37 4.30
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Figure 23.Parents’ ratings of the importance of process tueharacteristics for choosing a particular

ECEC provision latent means by country (except UK) for the <8 #re 3-6 age groups.
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Figure 24.Parents’ ratings of the importance of structuralugr characteristics for choosing a particular

ECEC provision latent means by country (except UK) for the <8 #re 3-6 age groups.

TO WHAT EXTENT DO PARENTS FEEL THAT USING ECEC FOR YOUNG CHILDREN IS
APPROPRIATE?

PARENTS VIEWS ON APPROPRIATENESS ECEC FOR YOUNG CHILDREN

MODEL CONSTRUCTION

To address parental views on the appropriateneS€BIC for children younger than 3 and children et
3 and 6 years of age, we presented parents witralestatements (see section 6, appendix B). Pavenre
asked to indicate their agreement with each staterddéferentiating again between the two age gsodjhe
answer categories of the items ranged from 1 fipthtagree’ to 5 ‘completely agree’. With respgrcthis
question, it is important to keep in mind that saenple consisted of parents who had at least diteich
ECEC.

Three items (item 1, 3, and 5) expressed in diffeneordings that it is better for children to beezhfor at
home than to participate in ECEC. In contrast, ifeexpressed the view that ‘working out of home esak
mother feel better, which has a positive influeanechildren’, and items 4 stated that ‘qualifiedezpvers or
teachers are better for my child than relativeaaguaintances who are not educated in this figlithough
these items were related to item 1, 3, and 5, iveth 2 and 4 had a considerably lower factor logdina
one-factor model for the total group in which thetbr loadings and intercepts of the items forythenger
and the older children were constrained to be ed@ddition, both items caused several problemmsnwv

estimating multi-group models in which the factoadings and intercepts of these items were also
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constrained to be equal across countries. ThHtés;onstraints on the factor loadings and intascepthese

items had to be released in several countriesatthradequate model fit.

Based on these findings, we decided to estimatedactor model for item 1, 3 and 5 only in whitle t
factor loadings and intercepts for both age growpe constrained to be equal. The items and faatalings
belonging to this latent construct are presentébhlile 24. The table shows that the factor loadofgbe
items are approximately equal, meaning that athsi@re equally important for calculating the lateisian of
this construct. Note that higher scores mean thegrs think that ECEC lessappropriate. Finally, the
analysis showed that the latent correlation betveggmopriateness of ECEC for children younger thand
for children between 3 and 6 was larger than Pfatugal. As a result, we had to exclude Portugeathfthe
final analysis. The latent correlation larger tais probably an indication of Portuguese pardritsking

very similar about this issue for younger and olctgldren.

Besides excluding Portugal from the analysis, tleeehfit indices also showed that we had to rel¢hse
equality constraints on the intercept of item 3i(Be&n the the own family is better for a child thbeing in
an ECEC setting) for both age groups for Italy @ndece. This means that the average level oftdis for
Greece and Italy cannot be compared to the othertdes in both age groups. However, we can still
compare the latent means of Italy and Greece Wélother countries’ latent means. Finally, the ricakion
indices showed that we had to estimate the cowagmhetween the errors of item 3 and 5 for both age
groups to reach adequate model fit. This couldumetd the fact that item 3 and 5 are semanticatiyem
similar to each other (i.e., they are both aboetdhild staying at home) than to item 1. The mditelf this
final, almost fully constrained model across eigttintries was acceptable (CFl = 0.947, RMSEA =1.09

Table 24
Unstandardized factor loadings)(and standard errors (SE) of final model on paatniews on the

appropriateness of ECEC

Appropriateness

ECEC
<3&3-6
Items K(SB
6.1 It's more difficult for a child to develop acsee relationship with a 0.980 (.029)
mother who goes out working than with a motheristgat home
6.3 Being in the own family is better for a chilthh being in an ECEC 0.962 (.032)
setting
6.5 In families with sufficient income, one of tharents should stay at 1.059 (.024)

home with their children
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MAIN FINDINGS

The latent means across countries for both agepgrare presented in Table 25 and Figure 25. Cesntri
score on average between 2.25 (NO) and 3.20 (R.) ietween ‘disagree’ and ‘agree’) when childaen
younger than 3 years of age, and between 1.94 @@.80 (PL) (i.e., between ‘disagree’ and ‘don’t
agree/disagree’) when children are between 3 ayehs of age. Note that the latent construct remtes
parents’ degree of agreement with the inappropréste of ECEC for children in different age ranges(
items table 25). The overall low mean scores irtditiaat, across countries, parents tend to disagthe
statements expressing the inappropriateness of E@EGnore so for older children. The difference in
parents’ opinion on the appropriateness of ECEG/dainger children compared to older children igéat
in Finland, followed by Germany and Poland (seaiféd5). Thus, parents in these countries difféaent
more clearly between the two age groups when etratuthe appropriateness of ECEC than parentshiarot
countries. The age-related differences in agreemer# relatively small in England, Netherlands #aty.
Cohen’sd for Finland was, for example, 0.78, and for Neltireats 0.16.

When further examining the differences in opiniagsoss countries for children younger than 3 yeaege,
we see the largest differences between NetherlamdidNorway, on the one hand, and Poland, Greede, an
England, on the other hand. Coheth®r the difference in agreement with the inappiateness of ECEC
between Norway (2.25) and Poland (3.20) s 1.29, a strong difference.

For children between 3 and 6 years of age, we Isedargest difference between Norway, Finland and
Germany, on the one hand, and Poland, Greece, rgldriel, on the other hand. Cohed’sf the difference

in mean scores between Norway (1.94) and Pola8@®)&d = 1.52, again a strong difference. However, the
average means show that also the Polish parents tterdisagree with the statement that ECEC is

inappropriate.

A final interesting observation is that the stadaeviations are larger in some countries tharthiero

countries. Specifically in Germany, the Netherlaadd Finland the standard deviation is quite |éoge
parents’ views regarding the younger children, iurglstill quite large for Germany and the Netheds
regarding the older children. These findings intidhat in these countries there is more variatidmow

parents think about the appropriateness of ECECHibdren than in other countries.
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Table 25
Parents’ agreement with views expressing the ingppateness of ECEC - latent means (M) and standard
deviations (SD) by country (except PT) for <3 anr@l Year old children.

Appropriateness of ECEC

<3 3-6
Countries M (SD) M (SD)
DE 2.38 (1.16) 2.01 (0.97)
EN 2.70 (0.75) 2.57 (0.62)
EL 2.84 (0.54) 2.64 (0.61)
IT 2.52 (0.68) 2.37 (0.64)
Fl 2.69 (0.98) 2.06 (0.60)
NL 2.31(0.92) 2.17 (0.83)
NO 2.25(0.74) 1.94 (0.42)
PL 3.20 (0.73) 2.80 (0.68)
PT - -
Averagé 2.61 2.32

1This is the average latent mean of all nine coestri
Note. High scores mean that parents think that EGHESE appropriate.
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Figure 25.Parental agreement with statements indicatingrtapgdropriateness of ECEC - Latent means by
country (except PT) for the <3 and 3-6 years agges. Higher scores mean that parents think B(Fs
less appropriate.
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CONCLUSIONS AND LIMITATIONS

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The Stakeholders Study in the CARE project involpasents/guardians, ECEC-staff working with chitdre
and policy makers in the area of ECEC as informamfsovide policy relevant research-based knowdeidg
support the European Union’s efforts towards ercele and equity in early childhood education amd ta
all member states. Nine countries were includetii;istudy: Germany, England, Greece, Finlandy,ltal
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, and Portugal. Tilss report includes the information obtained from pase
and their responses on core items regarded asrglér their values, beliefs and expectations. We
examined and evaluated cross-cultural differencdscammonalities in parents views, as this comparat

perspective is of main interest for EU policy deyahent.

As mentioned in the introduction, five researchaioms will be answered in this repdResearch question
1 examined which educational and developmental gidadsild be fostered most in ECEC according to
parents. To be able to make meaningful comparisafrtie mean importance ratings, both within caestr
between age groups, and between countries witldrgeaups, we constructed several confirmatory facto
models and assessed their measurement equivaerass countries. Overall, satisfactory measurement
equivalence was found. Finding measurement equigalés quite a unique finding, pointing to largely
shared thinking (cultural-conceptual framework)wtearly development and learning among parents
across the nine countries. This finding may reflecommon tradition of thinking and theorizing arlg
education and care (see also Sylva et al., 2013, B@garding European ECEC curricula). Yet, clear
differences remain in the mean importance attathéioe different domains of development as areas fo
stimulation in ECEC, which reflect perhaps diffezes in systems and socioeconomic circumstances. In

addition, several items did not fit into the consted scales and warrant further investigation.

In general, we see that all developmental goatgerpersonal skills, interest in diversity, pre-@eaic

skills, learning related skills, physical/ motoillsk emotional regulation, and personal learnitiguades —
increase in importance with age, with in genenargjer increases for Germany, Finland, and Engtlaad

for Norway, Poland, Portugal and Italy. The incesai the importance of children’s emotional retjata

and personal learning attitudes were similar accossitriesFor all countries, we saw the strongest increase
in importance of stimulating children’s pre-acadesiills, followed by stimulating children’s leany

related skills.

The average (unstandardized) differences in devedopal goals between countries we see smaller for
children between 3 and 6 years of age than fddmehi younger than 3 years of age. A possible egtian
for this fact could be that this age-range is nfallg covered by ECEC in all countries. For botleagnges,

the largest differences between countries are féomdhildren’s pre-academic ‘hard’ skills; whereas
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Greece, Norway, and Portugal score relatively laigioss both age ranges, Germany and Finland score

relatively low.

The patterns of the relative importance of develeptal goals are rather similar between countries,
especially for the more ‘soft’ skills, which areesheed (highly) important in all countries for bothearanges.
We see that within countries there was more ditieisithe importance of developmental goals fotdrin
younger than 3 years of age. The most prominefardifice was that parents adhere higher importance
ratings to children’s ‘soft’ interpersonal, emotidmnd personal skills versus ‘hard’ pre-academiiltss This
difference was less strong for children between3aged 6, although it was still apparent in somentges

(e.g., Finland and Germany).

The finding that there is more diversity in imparta ratings for younger children than for oldeddran,
both between developmental domains and betweertragsyreflects perhaps the fact that there is ety
in systems, including large differences in coverageoss countries (Leseman & Slot, 2014). As altes
parents perhaps have a lack of shared conceptadtegss the specifics of development and leaiinitige
early years. This is in line with another findingrh the CARE project that there are less curriéatahe
below threes (Sylva et al., 2015). Yet, many cdastface an increasing need for education and atse for
the youngest children. Moreover, developmentalrggeclearly shows the formative influence of thdyea

years in all areas of development (Leseman & 2M@14).

Research question Zocused on the importance that parents attackffereht structural quality indicators:
Aspects of the physical environment (e.g., safaydoor space), organizational aspects (e.g., gsaa
stability of group) and staff characteristics (eaglucational level, stability team). Several iteméch are
generally regarded as indicative of structural ilpavere selected. Since these items were all glifferent
from each other and not intended to constituteescaimple means and standard deviations were cethpa
across the nine countries.

Regarding the physical environment, parents raigsplects (outdoor play space, supportive enviretime
supporting independence, and varied equipment,aogiamaterials) at least as important, although the
patterns of relative importance diverge somewhaisgccountries . Having a safe environment is rated

most important by parents in all countries.

Concerning the organizational aspects of ECECrggtiparents adhered most importance to children’s
physical health and safety to prevent infectiorss diseases and least importance to having a Sjatlp of
children, with few changes in composition over titHewever, there was relatively large variationaneling
this last issue, indicating low agreement amongmar There are some clear differences betweertriesin
with respect to a low adult-child ratio, which isedned more important in Finland, Greece, and Pothad
in Netherlands, Portugal and England, althougHatier still consider it to be important. Finaltiie

Southern European countries and Poland adhereimpsttance to healthy food.
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Finally, with respect to the selected staff charastics, parents rate being part of a stable taagnproviding
practical and educational support for parents wieaded as more important than having enough relevan
work experience and having a high educational Idvet these latter two characteristics, there wasem

variation, and thus less agreement among parents.

Research question 3ocused on parent’s opinions on the most imporapects of ECEC for children’s
well-being and well-becoming through two open-endedstions. Do parents’ expressed views on well-
being and well-becoming differ between countries#tihg with a grounded theory approach, a listades
was developed for both open-ended questions. litiadlda first pilot was conducted for 10 paremtdive

countries: Netherlands, Finland, Italy, Greece, ldndwvay.

When we compare the quantitative findings from aegle question one and two and with the first,
preliminary qualitative findings of the pilot, weesthat the qualitative material highlights moriéetéences
between the five countries than the quantitatiia.ddowever, as we did not reach saturation for the
qualitative analyses yet, we cannot draw any fiomatusions. Nevertheless, this preliminary finding
supports our mixed-method approach of includindhlstuctured and open-ended questions. Through this
approach we may gain a more differentiated and cechpicture of the aspects that parents think argt m

important for children’s current well-being anddte well-becoming.

In general, we see that both in the quantitative gurelitative data, there is a stronger emphasishddren’s
‘soft’ social, emotional and personal skills thanahildren’s *hard’ pre-academic skills. In additjghe high
importance of process quality when choosing an EG&€ng is reflected in the qualitative findingth
parents mentioned more often process quality cteniatics than structural quality characteristics o

curriculum (content) quality aspects.

Research question £oncerned the aspects of ECEC-settings parensidesrio be most important when
choosing for a particular ECEC provision. Basedi@ory and exploratory factor analyses, we tried to
estimate a five-factor model referring to practicanhsiderations, the availability of ECEC, procgsality
characteristics, structural quality characteristiogl inclusiveness and diversity policies. Althiotigis
theoretical model was confirmed in a fully constead model for the total group, we ran into mangbtems
when we constrained the model to be equal acrassiges. We were not surprised by this findinggcsin
there are large differences between national EGE@ms, specifically with regard to practical
considerations (e.g., has low costs) and the aikfiaof ECEC (e.g., Is available the whole yeaso
during holidays). Therefore, we cannot assumettieste items are interpreted and considered in lgxaet
same way across all nine countries (i.e. they ateneasurement-invariant). Nevertheless, this figdloes
not mean that we can never compare parents frderelift countries on these constructs. Based on an
analysis of structural differences in national ECHGtems we can decide which items or constructddvo

be appropriate to compare for these specific castr
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For three items on process quality and two itemstarctural group characteristics we could estinaate
measurement invariant confirmatory factor modebssrall countries. In general, we see that padmtsot
seem to distinguish that much between children geuthan 3 years of age and children between $and
years of age. For process quality characteristezsee that the scores are really high for all atamt
(average means above 4.60). For structural groapacteristics we also see that all average scoeeguite
high. In general, it is interesting to see thaepés think that structural group characteristiesas important

for older as for the younger age group.

Finally, research question Sexamined to what extent parents feel that usingBE&®r young children as
complementing care in the family and as suppomiagnts to combine parenthood and work is apprapria
In general, the overall low mean scores indicad, thcross countries, parents tend to disagree with
statements expressing the inappropriateness of E@EGnore so for older children. It should be dote
though, that we targeted parents with at leastchild in ECEC Parents in Finland, followed by Germany
and Poland differentiate more clearly between Weedge groups when evaluating the appropriaterfess o
ECEC than parents in other countries, such as BdgMetherlands and Italy. Regarding cross-country
differences for younger children, Netherlands adviy think that ECEC is least inappropriate, Bss
than Poland, Greece, and England. For older chijdderway, Finland and Germany think that ECEC is
least inappropriate, less so than Poland, GreewkEngland.

A final interesting observation is that the stamdeeviations are larger in Germany, the Netherlzanlts
Finland for younger children, and that they ark gtiite large for Germany and the Netherlandstli@rolder
children. These findings indicate that in thesentnes there is more variation in how parents ttabkut the

appropriateness of ECEC for children than in otlmemtries.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the results summarized above, we formugaime first, preliminary recommendations:
1. It appears to be possible to define quality andicwium indicators at an overall European level, at

least as far as based on the shared understamdihgas found in this study. Nevertheless, the
definition of bench marks or criteria should regpmdtural differences that may relate to systems
differences, socioeconomic circumstances, covessgyes, et cetera.

2. ltis important to create a stronger shared undedinhg of early development of the younger
children, for which developmental science can gisémportant inputs. Yet, preferences of parents,
and local and national traditions may remain, eigigaegarding the benchmarks/criteria and the
role division between ECEC-settings and the family.

3. Overall, parents attach higher value to soft cagmitsocial, emotional and personal skills (i.e., a
more broad/holistic development) whereas an emplmsacademics seems less valued, especially
for younger children. The emphases of parentsigo alith recent insights from developmental
science and with from studies examining the longiteffects and social and economic benefits

from ECEC programs. This is an important messagbdth national and EU educational policy.
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FUTURE ANALYSES

As outlined in the introduction and in the limitatis, there are many more questions that can ahbewil
answered with the data from the Stakeholder Stdpw we provide a list with some plans for future
analyses. However, it should be noted that thisdifar from exhaustive. We will stimulate all CER

partners to use this data for both within-countrgt Between country-analyses. In this way, we ailyg fu

acknowledge the richness of the data gathereckisthkeholder Study.

1) Between country and between age comparisons fde#teer and policymaker data
2) Further between country analyses for the pareut, dating into account:

a. Parental/family socioeconomic status

b. Urbanicity (rural vs. urban)
3) Within country analyses:

a. Between stakeholders (parents, professionals,ypotikers)

b. ‘Mainstream’ vs. ‘minority’ groups

c. Lower vs higher socioeconomic status

4) Urbanicity (rural vs. urban)

5) Large scale analysis of qualitative data afterraron training in applying the developed list of
codes (Milano, December 2015)

6) An in-depth comparison of the quantitative and gative data.

7) Latent Profile Analysis for several sections of thestionnaire. For example, can we distinguish
between parents with certain developmental goabpects of choice profiles? Do we find similar
patterns in different countries?

8) Comparison of “homogenous” immigrant groups acramamtries for several sections of the

questoinnaire (e.g. Turkish-German and TurkisheDyttarents).
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APPENDIX A - TABLES

Al - SPECIFIC CALCULATION OF WEIGHTS PER COUNTRY

To estimate the weights for the current samplefdhewing calculation swere conducted for eachrdou
-Weight= Eurostat fraction x total of Actual N/AatiuN
-Weighted N= Weight x Actual N

Table A1.1

Calculation of weights based on population statstavailable at Eurostat (age 25-44 years) - Endlan
Low Medium High Total

Actual N 13 8 13 34

Eurostat fraction 0.163 0.379 0.458 1.000

Weight 0.43 1.61 1.20

Weighted N 5.542 12.886 15.572 34

Table A1.2

Calculation of weights based on population statstivailable at Eurostat (age 25-44 years) - Gamnna
Low Medium High Total

Actual N 19 87 132 238

Eurostat fraction 0.129 0.587 0.285 1.001

Weight 1.62 1.61 0.51

Weighted N 30.702 139.706 67.83 238.238

Table A1.3

Calculation of weights based on population statistivailable at Eurostat (age 25-44 years) - Gesec
Low Medium High Total

Actual N 26 34 68 128

Eurostat fraction 0.213 0.458 0.329 1.000

Weight 1.05 1.72 0.62

Weighted N 27.264 58.624 42.112 128
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Table A1.4

Calculation of weights based on population statistivailable at Eurostat (age 25-44 years) - Italy
Low Medium High Total

Actual N 203 457 626 1286

Eurostat fraction 0.308 0.475 0.218 1.001

Weight 1.95 1.34 0.45

Weighted N 396.088 610.85 280.348 1287.286

Table A1.5

Calculation of weights based on population statistivailable at Eurostat (age 25-44 years) - Rila
Low Medium High Total

Actual N 6 31 117 154

Eurostat fraction 0.098 0.452 0.451 1.001

Weight 2.52 2.25 0.59

Weighted N 15.092 69.608 69.454 154.154

Table A1.6

Calculation of weights based on population statstivailable at Eurostat (age 25-44 years) - Nd#rats
Low Medium High Total

Actual N 10 41 227 278

Eurostat fraction 0.174 0.418 0.409 1.001

Weight 4.84 2.83 0.50

Weighted N 48.372 116.204 113.702 278.278

Trimmed weight 3 2.83 0.50

30 116.204 113.702 259.906

Table A1.7

Calculation of weights based on population statsavailable at Eurostat (age 25-44 years) - Norway
Low Medium High Total

Actual N 7 12 71 90

Eurostat fraction 0.151 0.352 0.497 1.000

Weight 1.94 2.64 0.63

Weighted N 13.59 31.68 44.73 90
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Table A1.8

Calculation of weights based on population statstavailable at Eurostat (age 25-44 years) - Poland
Low Medium High Total

Actual N 12 43 143 198

Eurostat fraction 0.064 0.564 0.373 1.001

Weight 1.06 2.60 0.52

Weighted N 12.672 111.672 73.854 198.198

Table A1.9

Calculation of weights based on population statsavailable at Eurostat (age 25-44 years) - Poalug
Low Medium High Total

Actual N 28 11 52 91

Eurostat fraction 0.415 0.296 0.289 1.000

Weight 1.35 2.45 0.51

Weighted N 37.765 26.936 26.299 91
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A2 — LIST OF CODES OF WELL-BEING QUESTION

1.2: What aspects of an ECEC setting do you think wi#itér children’s well-being?

...for children under the age of 3 years:
...for children 3-6 years:
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=??,-2/01,7 234 +3/..35
AF4:,?7A402 ,+=54 ,0 +3/:.35 ,F4-;:: .4F4:,?A402

365/+;:1A,2,- .4F4:,?A402

+,10/2/F4 .4F4:,?A402

5,+/;: .4F4:,?A402

4A,2/,0;: .4F4:,?A402
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,+=54,0 +3/:.35 ,F4-;:: .4F4:,?A402

7/04 A,2,- 5H/::5
1-,55A,2,- 5H/::5

AF4:,? A4A,-6
AF4:,? 23/0H/01
1024::4+2=;:> +,10/2/F4 ;+2/F/26

5,+/;: +,,?24-;2/,0 B/23 ?44-5 ;0. ;.=:25
,??,-2=0/26 2, ?:;6 B/23 ,234-5

:4;-0 @,=0.;-/45 ,7 2-=52

:4;-0 2, ?:,6 B/23 ,234-5

+ AA=0/+;2/,0

4;-02 2, +,,?74-.24

)403;0+45* ?44- -4:;2/,053/?5

:4;-0 2, ?:,6 B/23 ,234-5

5,+/;:/D4 B/23 ,234- +3/..-40

04B ?44-5 ;0. ?44-5 A,-4 1404-;::6
5=?7?,-2 F4-5;2/:/126 ,7 ?44- -4:;2/,05
5=?7?,-2 +3/:../07/0./01 ; ?:;+4 /0 1-,=7

-4+,10/D/01 4A,2/,05

+,?2/01 B/23 4A,2/,05

497?-455 744:/015 23-,=13 ?:;6> .-;B/01 ;0. ?7=7?7332-4
?-,A,24 54:7 -41=:;2/,0

?-,A,24 @43;F/,- +,02-,:
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5,01=;14 .4F4:,?A402 AF4:,? 5?4443
+,AA=0/+;2/,0

?4-5,0;:149?:,-;2/F4 5H/::5 @-,;.40/01 3,-/D,05
+-4;2/F/26
/A;1/0;2/,0

1,/0 HO,B:4.14 ;@,=2 234A54:F45 ;0. ,234-5 23-,=P36> .-;B/01 ;0. ?=7?42
234;2-4

?4-5,0;: 5H/::5 /0.4?40.40+41;=2,0,A6 ;=2,0,A6
52/A=:;24 /0./F/.=;: /0.4?40.402 23/0H/01
2;H/01 /0/2/;2/F45
+3/.. .[4F4:,?5 +,?/01 52-;241/45

?4-5,0;: 5H/::5 5?4+/;: 044.5 5=??,-2 2;:4024. +3/..-40
5=27?,-2 +3/:.-40 B/23 .[77/+=:2/45

?4-5,0;: 5H/::5 :4;-0/01 ;22/2=.4 52/A=:;24 /0./F/.=;: /0.4?40.402 23/0H/01
+3/:. .4F4:,?5 +,?/01 52-;241/45

?4-5,0;: 5H/::5 ?-,A,24 54:7 +,07/.40+4 40+,=-;14 ;0. ?-;/54 +3/:.-40
?-,A,24 54:7 +,07/.40+4
?-,A,24 54:7 45244A

,@4./40+41./5+/?:/104 ?-,A,24 ./5+/?:/04

2A,5734-4 4;-0/01152/A=:;2/01 ;2A,5734-4 52/A=:;2/01 @=2 -4:;94. 40F/-,0A402
1,,.:4;-0/01 40F/-,0A402
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,5/2/F4 ;2A,5734-4

?4;+47=: 40F/-,0A402

,240> 7-/40.:6 ;2A,5374-4
.,FI01> ;774+2/,0;24 40F/-,0A402
?:4;5,02 40F/-,0A402

<@

)/%(

= 2)1%(

>*3'+06( )7 *#(?%&(

=--[+=:=A <=;:/26

CARE: http://ecec-care.orgpagel 03

0./F/.=;: 044.5

A,-;:> F;:=45

A,,23 2-;05/2/,0

14 ;??-?-1;24 ?;-2/+/?;2/,0
[AF4: ;?27-2-1,24 ?;-2/+/?;2/,0
7-44 ;++4552, 49?:,-4 ;0. ./5+,F4- ;2 |BO ?;+4
JF4-54 ;+2/F/2/45 23;2 5=/2
405=-/01 234 .4F4:,?A402 ,7 234 +3/..-40J5 ;@&:/2/4
@;5/+ 044.5 ;-4 5;2/57/4. 7,::,B/01 /0./F/.=;; -3BR
405=-4 23;2 @;5/+ 044.5 ;-4 7=:7/::4.
;14 ;27-,?7-1,24 -4<=/-4A4025
7-44.,A 23;2 ;::,B5 .4F4:,?A402 |7 ./774-402 ?4-5,0/2/45
5=??,-2 +3/:.J5 /024-452

24,+3/01 0,-A5,7 @43;F/,-
7,1-0455 )4<=/26*

?-4?2;-4 7,- /74 /0 5,+/426

?-42;-4 7,- 5+3,,: .[F4-54 ?:;67=: ;+2/F/2/45
1,.. 7;Al:l;-ID;2/,0

?-42;-4 7,- /74 /0 5,+/426

5A,,23 2-;,05/2/,0 7-,A 3,A4 2, 5+3,,:
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-1,0/D;2/,0 ,7 ;+2/F/2/45

+2/F/2/45 ,=25/.4 234  5422/01

?-+2/+4 @;5/+ 5H/::5

-4;2/F4 ?:,6 ;+2/F/2/45

?365/+;: ;+2/F/2/45

497:,-;2/F4 ;+2/F/2/45

:@/:126 2, ?:;6
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24;+3 53,=:. 7/0. B;65 2, .4;: B/23 ; 5A,,23 2-;,05/2/,0 7-,A 3,A4 2, 5+3,,:
?-,?4-:.:?2:2/,0 2, 234 04B +,0./2/,05

5=77/+1402 ;A,=02+2/F/2/45 ?4- .;6
?;-402;: /IOF,:F4A402 /0 ;+2/F/2/45 ;0. F/5/25
16 +2/F2/45 ;++,-./01 2, 234 +=--[+=:=
F;-/426 ,7 7=0 ;0. :4;-0/01 ;+2/F/2/45 7,- +,1012(F 4A,2/,0;: 52/A=:;2/,0
/F4-54 :4;-0/01 49?4-/40+45
/024-452/01 7,-A5 ,7 ;+2/F/2/45

+,004+2/,0 B234 :,+;: +,02492124--/2,-6
:4;-0/01 2, 1, 2, 234 -452-, A
4;2/01
.-455/011=0.-455/01
4;2/01 B4:: B/23 4;+3 ,234-

16> .-B/01 ;0. ?=??42 234,2-4 2, 49?-455 744:H1

16> .-B/01 ;0. ?=??42 234;2-4 2, 1,/0 HO,B:4.14;,@,=2 234A54:F45 ;0. ,234-5

52/A=:/ -/+3 40F/-,0A402 2, ?-,A,24 +3/:.-40J5 +24F-4 ;+2/F/2/45

EL@/0426 7 ,=2.,,- 57,44 7,- ?:;6 2, ?-,A,24 +3/:.-40J5 +-4;2/F4 ;+2/F/2/45

5=77/+/402 ?365/+;: ;+2/F&26 ?4
,??,-2=0/2/45 7,- A,F4A402 ;0. 5?,-25
i +2/F[2/45 23;2 ?-,A,24 .4924-/26

49?4-/A402;: :4;-0/01

@/:/26 2, ?:;6
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JA,-4* =2.,,- 7,6 2/A4

1-,=? ;+2/F/2/45 ;@/:/126 2,B,-H /0 ; 1-,=7
/5+=55/,0 1-,=?5 7,- +3/:.-40
:4;-0 2, 71,6 B/23 ,234-5

A3 — LIST OF CODES OF EARLY DEVELOPMENT QUESTION

A B 3;223-44 ;5?4+25 ,7 .4F4:,7A402 /0 4;-:6 :/74 A3/:.-40 ., 6,= +,05/.4- 2, @4 234 A,52 /A?,-2;,02, @4 5=++4557=: /0 :;24- :[74!

)%( .= 2)/%( >*3'+90( )7 *#(?%&(
4F4:,?A402 +3/:.#5 .4F4:,?A402 ;5 ; H46 7,+=5 ,-JAA?3;5/5 ,0 +3/:.J5 .4F4:,?A402
,10/2/F4 .4F4:,?A402> +,10/2/F4 5H/::5 :01=;14#4,7A402> :;01=;14 5H/::5 .. 501=;14 5H/::5

+,A?-43405/F4 :;01=;14 .4F4:,?A402
+,AA=0/+;2/,0 5H/::5

53;-4 744:/015 ;0. 23,=1325
-4?-45402 ,B0,?/0/,0

49?-455 234A54:F45

4:-0/01 ; 54+,0. ::01=;14 4:-0/01 ; 7,-4/10 :;01= ;14
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A;23 1,,. 0=A@4- 5H/::5
+,0+402-;2/,0> ;22402/,0 +,0+402-;2/,0> ;22402/,0
1024::4+2=;: .4F4:,?A402 1024::4+2=;: .4F4:,?A402
5,4/;: 4A,2/,0;: .4F4:,?A402> 5,+/;: 5SH/:5RR  5,+/;: 1,,.5,+/;: 5H/::5
+,:5@,-;2/,0

1,,. +,AA=0/+;2/,0 5H/::5

2;H/01 ,234-5J ?4-5?4+2/F45 ;0. 044.5 /02, ;++,=02
+,A?-43405/F4 ?:,6 5H/::5

497?-455 234A54:F45

1?2 @43;F/,- 2, A442 ?4-5?4+2/F45 |7 ,234-5
4A?;236

53;-4 744:/015 ;0. 23,=1325

-4::2/,053/?5 @=/.. -4:;2/,053/?5 B/23 ?44-5 ;0.5:25
-4::2/,053/?5 ;@/:/26 2, A;/02;/0 -4:;2/,053/?
-4:;2/,053/?5 +,02;+2 B/23 ;.=:25

-4:;2/,053/?5 B/23)/0* 7;A/:6

5,+/;: +,A?4240+4

A/0.7=::,F/01/024-;+2/,0

@;5/5 ?-/0+/?:4 ,7 5,+/;@/:/126

:4;-0/01 2, @4 B/23 ,234-5

52/A=:;2/,0 /024-;+2/,0

+3/:. +3/:. /1024-;+2/,0 +,02;+2 B/23 ?;-4025

+3/.. +3/.. /024-;+2/,0 +,,?4-;2/,0 /0 1-,=?

+3/.. +3/.. /024-;+2/,0 ?:;6 B/23 ,234- +3/..-40
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+3/:. +3/:. /024-;+2/,0 +3/.. /5 /024-4524. /0 +;62 B/23 +3/:.-40 ,7 .[774-402

,-/1/0 ;0. :;01=;14
4A,2/,0;: 4A,2/,0 -41=:;2/,0 )+,02-,::/01 ,BO 744:/015*I154:41=:;2/,0 5H/::5
4A?;236

2;H/01 ,234-5J 744:/015 /02, ;++,=02
1.402/76/01 ,BO 744:/015
-4+,10/D/01 4A,2/,05

53;-4 744:/015 ;0. 23,=1325
3;??/0455

2,:4-,0+4

;@1:126 2, 49?-455 4A,2/,05
4A,2/,0;: 52;@:4

@4:,01/010455 744: |A?,-2;02 @6 ?4,?:4 ;-,=0.
744; . ,F4. @6 ?4,?:4 ;-,=0.
54054 ,7 @4:,01/01
;,F4>52-01 @,0.5 B/23 7;A/:6
., F4>52-01 @,0.5 B/23 +;-41/F4-5
;,FI01 ;?2?-,;+3
744:/01 2, @4 34;-. ;0. =0.4-52,,.
)744:/01* /0241-;24. /0 1-,=7?

L F4
1,,. @,0./01
+:,54 ;.=:2 +3/.. -4:;2/,053/?

A,-;:> F;:=45 5A;:: 4A?3;5/5,0 24;+3/01 2,:4-,0+4

HO,B5 @42B440 -/132 ;0. B-,01
-45?4+2)7,- ;.=:25*
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)1,,.* @43;F/,- A;004-5> -=:45

0,0 ./5+-/A/0;2/,0 ;??-4+/;2/,0 ,7 234 +3/..

0,0 ./5+-/IA/0;2/,0 ;++4?2:0+4 ,7 234 +3/:.

0,0 ./5+-/A/0;2/,0 0,2 ./52/01=/53 @42B440 +3/0-4

22;+3A40214A,2/,0;: 54+=-/26 54054 ,7 54+=-/26
54054 |7 54+=-/26 B3/+3 /5 1,,. 7,- 54:7 45244A
24;+34- ?-F/.45 5;7426

4-5,0;: 5H/::5>;22/2=.45 ;0. +3;-;+24-/52/+5 01 ;22/2=.4 +,0+4?2=;:/D/01
+-/2/+;: 23/0H/01
54054> 49?4-/40+4 ,7 A;524-/01
?,5/2IF4 A,2/F45 7,- :4;-0/01
52/A=:;2/,0;0. .45/-4 2, :4;-0 ;0. @4 +=-/,=5
+,0+402-;2/,0> ;22402/,0
;?2?-,?2-1,24:6 2-;,0574--4. HO,B:4.14 =5/01 /0 7=-2334;-5
1@1:126 2, 7;+4 ;0. ,F4-+,A4 +-/2/+;: 5/2=;2/,05

?4-5/5240+4 .424-A/0;2/,0
4. BI23 7;[:=-4
+=-14
2-6/01 2, A;H4 1.4;5 ;0. .45/-45 2, @4 7=:7/::4.
?:2/140+4
A,2/F;2/,0
?4-54F4-.0+4
+;0 52;0. =? 7,- 234A54:F45
+,2/01 B/23 4F4-6.;6 :/74 5/2=;2/,05
3;F/01:,01 24-A ;0. -4;5,0;@:4 1,;:5
A;H/01 +:4:-1,::5
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/0.4740.40+41:=2,0,A6 /0.4?40.40+4
2-472:-:21,0 7,- 10.4240.40+4
/0.4?40.40+4 7-,A 4924-0;: ?-455=-4> 1- =7 .60;A/+5
:4:-0 2, ., 23/015 @6 ,0454:7
)5=27,-24.* :=2,0,A6 )@6 52;77*

/0./F/.=;:126
10241-/26 10241-/26
1,,. 3=A-4. 1,,. 3=A-4.
?4-5,0;:/26 .4F4:,?A402 34;:236 ?4-5,0;:/26

52-,01 ?4-5,0;:/26

54:7 F/ABRK 54:7 +,07/.40+4
)5=77?,-2* 54:7 45244
54:7 45244A ;B;-40455 ,7 ,0435 52-401325 ;0. B45b45 /0 -4:;2/,0 2, 4;+3
,234-
54:7 477/+;+6
?,5/2/F4 54:7 |A;14

49?:,-;2/F4 5H/::5 +-4;2/F/26
+-4;2/F/26 :4;-0 2, ., 23/015 B/23 3;0.5

2,542 @;545 2, +,02/0=4 234 +3/:.J5 497?:,-;2/555F4-/01 ;0. :4;-0/01 :/74
?::6/01 5H/::5

+=-/,5/26

52/A=:;2/,0 ;0. .45/-4 2, :4;-0 ;0. @4 +=-/,=5
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-45?,05/@/:/126

-45?,05/@:4
:4;-0/01 23;2 23/015 3;F4 +,054<=40+45> ?,5/2/R4102/F4

365/+;: .4F4:,?A402> A,2,- 5H/::5

,2,-5H/::5

34;:23

?365/+;: 494-+/54

,2,- 5H/::5

?365/+;: 34;:23
A402;: 34;:23
34;:236 :/74 526:4
1,,.0=2-/2/,0

:-14- F;-/426 |7 ?365/+;. ;25/
?-,A,2/01 ?365/+;: ;+2/F/26
5?,-25

;74 40F/-,0A402

5;74 40F/-,0A402RL

?56+3,:,1/+;::6 5;74 40F/-,0A402

?365/+;: 5;74 40F/-,0A402

5;74 40F/-,0A402

A402;: 5;74 40RA402

?365/+;: 5;74 40F/-,0A402

OF/-,0A402 <=;:/26
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<=;:/26E +3/.. ,-/4024.RM

24,+34- 23;2 ?-,?,54 A;06 ;+2/F/2/A5E ?-45+3,,:28% 7,+=5/01 ,0 54:7
AF4:,?A402

24,+34- 23;2 ?-,?,54 A;06 ;+2/F/2/A5E ./F4-54 :1049?4-/40+45
24;+34- 23;2 ?-,?,54 A;06 ;+2/F/2/45E ./F4-54 ?:;,6

24,+34- 23;2 ?-,7,54 A;06 ;+2/F/2/45E A423,./+;;#2/+45 ;0. ?;2/40+4
24;+34- 23;2 ?-,?,54 A;06 ;+2/F/2/45E F;-/,=5 492@+45
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<=;:/26E ?;-402 ,-/4024.RN

3:F/01 5?;+4 +3;::4014

7:Al:6 <=;:/26RS

34;:23

52-=+2=-;: <=;:/26

24;+34- +,0 ,@54-F4 234 +3/:.-40 /0 ./774-402 B;65

4.=+;2,-5 34:? ?;@25E 34:? =0.4-52;0. +3/:.-40J35 -45,=-+45 ;0. 5H/::
4.=+;2,-5 34:? ?:-4025E 40+,=-;14 2;:4025 ;0. 493%/,0
52;77 ?;-402 /024-;+2/,0E +,:;;@,-;2/,0 @42B440413(A (/0.4-1;-240

3:F/01 5?;+4 +3;::4014

1,,.7Al:6
7;Al:6 5=77,-2
+;-4E A442/01 @;5/+ 044.5
+;-4E +,02;+2 B/23 A,234-> +-T+34).;6+;-4* /51,2
+;-4E 7;Al'6 +;-4

34;:236 :/74 526:4
1,,.0=2-/2/,0

,=2/04
52;@/:/26
2-:0<=/:126
+,02/0=/26
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A4 — DESCRIPTION OF LIST OF CODES

1.2: What aspects of an ECEC setting do you think wskér children’s well-being?
...for children under the age of 3 years:
...for children 3-6 years:

IStructural quality

Structural quality represents aspects of ECEC-pions that are relatively stable from day to
o ( ( G ! (

child outcomes via process quality providing a fedior children’s experiences in ECEC

(Burchinal, Cryer, Clifford, & Howes, 20038ylva et al., 2006). Structural quality regularly

includes aspects such as the design and furnisiiitige indoor and outdoor space, available play

and learning materials, group size, children-tdfstdio, committed and stable staff, and staff

professional competences, personnel’s salariesvarkistatus, health and safety measures, the

principal’'s competences, internal regulations arattjices of group composition.

“Staff quality: organization
Quality (and competence) of the staff and setting.

3Managing staff quality

The management of the setting is controlling thaliquof the staff. For example
by recruiting only qualified staff/selecting stadhntrolling the staffs work, et
cetera.

*Reflective staff
Staff have the capacity to reflect on (and subsetiyiadapt) their care and
educational practices and activities.

Environment
*Safety
The protection from injury or loss by circumstanaegident, or negligence. This
can
be a physical safe environment. For example, tteatdcation or the facility is
safe.

®Process quality
Process quality refers to characteristics of thiel'stdaily experiences (Philips & Lowenstein,
2011 Sylva et al., 2006). A variety of characteristi€pmwcess quality emerges in literature
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(Giudici, Rinaldi, & Krechevsky, 200Musatti, 1993 Rimm-Kaufman, Curby, Grimm,
Nathanson, & Brock, 2009 homason & La Paro, 2009):

1. adult-child interaction that is responsive and @ft;ate and characterized by a high level
of verbal stimulation, guidance and scaffoldindglected in the quality of adult-child
relationship

2. varied peer interaction opportunities

cooperative peer relationships
4. a general positive affective classroom climate wibitive social relationships between

w

children and between adults and children
5. well-implemented pedagogically structured actigtie
6. involvement of the voices of children and families

'Staff quality: communication and relationship
Quality of the relationships and communication kestw staff and children and staff and
parents.

8Competent engagement in staff-parent relationship
There is an involved, engaged relationship betvetafi and parents. For example
by having regular contact, having a trustful relaship and cooperation.

°Secure child-staff relationship

The staff provides warm, protective and securdioglships. For example, there
Is a trustful and attached relationship betweerchilel and staff. The staff cares
about the children and is emotional responsive.

%Curriculum quality

Curriculum guality emphasize that children’s expecdes have certain contents and, through their
contents, can serve particular valued developmanthleducational goals. The most important
function of the curriculum is to coordinate theldlsi experiences in order to provide consistent
support to children’s development across diffedngtexts and over time, while striking a

balance between the short and long term interéstsildren, the values of families, the
requirements for school, as well as the interefstseowider society (Oberhuemer, 2005).
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1.3: What three aspects of development in early lifecfaldren do you consider to be the most
important to be successful in later life?

"social-emotional development, social skills

Social-emotional development includes the childisezience, expression, and management of
emotions and the ability to establish positive esarding relationships with others (Cohen,
Onunaku, Clothier, & Poppe, 2005). It encompass#is intra- and interpersonal processes.

Personal skills, attitudes and characteristics
2Self-view
How the child sees itself and knowing its own wesdgiand strengths. For example: self-
confidence, (support) self-esteem, awareness ¢ strengths and weakness in relation
to each other, self-efficacy, positive self-imagecetera.

Safe environment
Y¥safe environment
When it is not clear whether they mean mental gsjgal safe environment. For
example, just safe environment.

Environment quality
YECEC quality: child oriented
Activities that are focused on the developmenthefcahild. In general are the responses to
this question not focused on the environment aaskdor early characteristics of
children’s early development. However, some parsggponded by mentioning a
characteristic of the environment.

®ECEC quality: parent oriented

Support from staff to the parents and the collatimmebetween them. In general are the
responses to this question not focused on the@mmient as we ask for early
characteristics of children’s early developmentwedweer, some parents responded by
mentioning a characteristic of the environment.

®Family quality

In general the responses to this question areososed on the environment as we ask for
early characteristics of children’s early developié&lowever, some parents responded
by mentioning a characteristic of the family. THere, we put them in the family quality
sub code with examples like, good family, familyppart, care: meeting basic needs,
contact with mother, creche (daycare) is not géerajly care, et cetera.
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Are you currently employed or self-employed? (Tick) | ) \:l%(

f«No» - not employed or self-employed:

If you are not employed or self-employed: Are you... (Tick, several ¢

_IHome working (domestic work)
L Unemployed/seeking employment
__| Retired

L] Undergoing education

__lother

f«Yes» - employed or self-employed:

What is your current profession?

How many hours per week are you currently working?

Are you... (Tick)

L Employed (working outside home)
Employed (working home based)

L Self-employed (working outside home)

_ Self-employed (working home based)

_lother

Jour relationship status

Are you currently living with a If you are not living with a 71). *&% +-0-#4 ?-$!
partner? (Tick) partner, are/have you (Tick) *&$HY%& *&% 1)8 %
_INo [lves ] Divorced/separated _| *&&-%/
_| widow(er) ] $5%&
_ Always lived single
fcurrently living with a partner:
Is your partner currently employed or self-employed? (Tick) | [N || %(
f«No» - the partner is not employed or self-employed:
If your partner is not employed or self-employed: Is she/he... (Tick, . ) ,

__IHome working (domestic work)
L Unemp)oved/seeking emplpovment
_1 42/-a.
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B2 - ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS PERSONAL INTERVIEW
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B3 - EXAMPLES INTERFACE ONLINE QUESTIONNAIRE

# 4 ’ English
Curriculum and Quality Analysis and Impact Review
of European Early Childhood Education and Care

0% 100%

STAKEHOLDER STUDY - QUESTIONNAIRE

The CARE project is funded by the European Union to develop about earty ¢ education
and care in European countries, in order to provide information to improve services

The study includes all kinds of out-of-home early education and care for children from 0-6 years
With out-of-home early education and care we mean both center-based and professional
non-familial, home-based settings. In (country’s name) this means.

We look at the values, beliefs, and experiences of people who have an interest in early education and care
from different perspectives: as parents/g 1S, as staff or p and as policy makers.

Our aim is 1o understand peoples’ views in an open-minded and sensitive manner. We want to look beyond
official documents to understand the views of those involved with early education and care

We thank you for your cooperation and your views will be taken into account by the project and may make
a difference to improve services all over Europe.

The results of the study will be presented at scientific meetings and published in scientific journals

will not be in any stage of the project. Your individual answers will be treated as
strictly confidential

Parents/guardians are asked to answer as parents/guardians of their children
Staff, professionals and policy makers are asked to answer as experts and experienced professionals,
but not as the voice of their government, owners or responsible authorities

It will take you approximately 25-30 minutes to fill out the questionnaire. You are not obliged to fill out
all the questions

‘I agree to participate in the study above

Vv Yes

‘Select language

English v

‘Country where you live

Choose one of the following answers

Please choose...|vV

Next

Load d survey later

Powered by Webleam H&S

You are answering the questionaire as a

Choose one of the folowing answers

ParenVGuardian

Policymaker (representatives of local, regional or national authorities with responsibility for Earty Chilhood Education and Care)

ECEC teacher/Caregiver (professionals who are working with children on a daily basis)

Next

Load survey later

, 07/- 9 ONN - ) N
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613318 Deliverable 6.2
& A English ~
Eémd Curriculum and Quality Analysis and Impact Review
of P Early Cl ion and Care
on@—— J100%
A Plesse fil in at least one answer

~

1
v
A

2
v
A

3
v

‘ [ Same as above ‘
- _____________________________]

~

1.
v
~

2.
v
~

3.
v

’

|
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* A English o
Curriculum and Quality Analysis and Impact Review
of European Early Childhood Education and Care
o @ J1o0%
Different people will expect different things from ECEC. How il do you i i istics of ECEC i are for
il 's well-being, and ing? (Applies fo children 0-G years of age).
" Of little Moderately G i o
Unimportant e st po lighly importan
Has a large ouidoor play space . (o] @] @ @]
Is a pleasant building @] Q @] &) @]
Suppeorts children’s independence (e.g. children can take toys or
books by themselves) o o) © o o
Is safe e} (8] o ®] o
Is stimulating and challenging O @) (@] O O
Provides varied equipment, toys and materials O (@] (@] O O
| Previous ‘ Next
Resume later
v
* A English o
Curriculum and Quality Analysis and Impact Review
of European Early Childhood Education and Care
o NN )100%
‘What children should get out of Early Childhood Education and Care (ECEC). In your opinion, how important is it that ECEC-settings focus on
ping the ing in chil
Please give your opinion for both groups, children younger than 3 years and children 3 to 6 years.
Children younger than 3 years Children 3 to 6 years
_ Oflittle | Moderately Highly . Oflittle | Moderately Highly
Unimportant | . ortance | important | ™P22M | innortant Unimportant | . ortance | important | ™P™™ | important
Is able to communicate and
o] o] O (@) ®] interact well with peers and O O (o) [®) @)
adults
Shows respectful behaviers
O @) @] @] O o P— @) O O @] O
Can solve conflicts with other
¢ o o o o i o o o o o
Can share toys/things with other
o o] 8] O O children o] o 8] 8] o
Has a sense of
autonomy/independence
Understands and respect rules
Knows the difference between
v
o 2 o 9] right and wrong o) ¥ & o)
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B4 - MANUAL STAKEHOLDER STUDY

* A
. Curriculum and Quality Analysis and Impact Review
of European Early Childhood Education and Care
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/23 ,=2 ,73,A44:-64.=+;2/,0;0.+-4B4 A40 @ ,23+402-4 @;54.:0. ?-,7455/,0;:> 0,0
T7:AlLl;:> 3,A4 @;54. 5422/015

$*,%5)+/%& $./1
04 ,7 234 5=@7?-,U4+25 B/23/0 /52, +,0.=+52=.6 ,0 +=--402 F;:=45 @4:/475 ;0. +,0+4-05
-41:-./01 /0 =-,74:A,01 ?;-4025> +;-41/F4-5] 24;+34-5:0. ?,:/[+6A;H4-5
3/552=.6 B/:: @4 +,0.=+24. /0 01:;0.> /0:;0.>4-A;06> -44+4> 2::6> 4234-::0.5> ,-B;6>
,1:0.:0. ,-2=1;: 3452=.6 +,05/525,7 2B, ?;-2 5E
?4-5,0:: /024-F/4B B/23 .4:/@4-:24:6 +,A?,54. 5;R:45> -47:4+2/01 234" :0.
JF/5/,0 ;:0.> /0 +;54 ,7 ?;-4025 ;0. +;-41/F4-5124:34-5> -4?-45402/01 A;U,- 5,+/;: ,-
4230/+ +=:2=-;: +,AA=0/2/45)B3/+3 A;6 ./774- @4QB4=02-/45*
0/024-042 @;54. <=452/,00;/-4 23;2 +;0 @4 54QF/-52;H43,:.4- ,-1;0/5;2/,05
[23/0 23/5 ?;-2 B4 3;F4 :45510, +,02-,: B/23 -45%22 2, 5;A?:4 +,A?,5/2/,0

51 $5-( 3*#.*+E
3/5 A;0=;: /5 ;0 /052-=A402 7,-E
34 24-5,05 B3, B/:: ,-1;0/D4 :0. +,,-./0;24 234 52=.6> ;0.
- 234 [024-F/4B4-5 B3, B/:: +,0.=+2 234 ?4-5,0/024-F/4B5

0234 7,::,B/01> B4 7/-52 ?-45402 5,A4 .42;/:5-20234 ?4-5,0;: [024-F/4B )54+2/,0 * ;0.
234-4;724- ,0 234 /024-042 <=452/,00:/-4 )54+2/,0

[ %&()#*+ -#$%&0-%?

34 0492 ?;-;1-,?35 B4 B/:: ?-,F/.4 A,-4 /07,-A;2/, 0,0 234 5;A?:4 +,A?,5/2/,0 ;0.
-4+-=[2A402 ;??-,;+3 7,- 234 ?4-5,0;: /024-F/4B> §)A4 1=/.4:/045 7,- +,0.=+2/01 234
/024-F/4B )/ 4 > ?-,+4.=-45 ;0. /052-=+2/,05*

*3+05 2)3')(-$-)#

34 @;5/+ 52-;2416 ,7 234 ,=2:/04. 5;A?:4 + A?,502/;@:4 * /52, .4:/@4-;24:6 5;A?:4 7,-
-4:4F;02 F;-/;2/,0

41;-./01 234 ?;-4025> B4 7,+=5,0 ; A;/052-4;A)Al:4 +:;55* 5;A?:4 |7 =54-5>57:/2 @6
+3/:.-40#5 ;14 ) > 64;-5* 34 .4:/@4-;24 5;/:/01 ?-,?,54. 34-4 /5 A4;02 2, 405=-4 23,2
B4 3;F4 ; 5=77/+/402 0=A@4- ,7 ?;-4025 ;0. 24;+3-51/01* B/23 +3/:.-40 /0 @,23 ;14 ?4-/,.5
,B4F4-> /2 53,=:.. @4 0,24. 23;2 ;:: /07,-A;025 ;-46H4. 2, ;05B4- 234 <=452/,057,-) 234

' 0. ;14 2?44,

0 4;+3 +,=02-6> ,04 ,- 2B, ;../2/,0;: 5;A?:45 .7 : B /0+,A4 :0.l,- ?;-2/+=:;- 4230/+ +=:2=-:
A/0,-/26 1- =75 B/:: @4 -4+-=/24. 34 +3,/+4 .4?400 +,=02-6 5?4+/7/+ +,05/.4-;2/,05 ,7
-4:4F;0+4 7,- ?,:/+6 /[55=45> ?-4540+4 |7 ?;-2/25525> 42 +424-;
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&A S, =
8) 7) $, A 3% $, "L (8 %)

) < ) I ) ( $

$ , ) , " . ) 8 %)

$$" $ 2% .7 ) < $B" $$

" 8 - )) "

$ $ ) ", , () 3,

4B;02 2, /0+:=.4 +;-41/F4-5124;+34-5>% " )  +3/..-40 7-,A :,B /0+,A4 ,- A/O,-/26
+3/:.-40 ;++,-./01 2, 234 5+34A4 @4:,B 7 ?,55MK04:=.4 ;:5, 24;+34-5)5;6> ,04 23/-.* B3,
234A54:F45 ;-4 7 AI0,-/126 @;+H1-,=0. 41;-./01 22,:/+6 A;H4-5>52-;2/7/+;2/,0 2,
@;+H1-,=0./50,2 -4:4F;02 ,B4F4->/2/5/A?,-2,Q, /0+:=.4 @,23 ?,:/+6A;H4-5 B/23 ;
-45?,05/@/:/26 7,- 234" ;0. ?4-/,.)/ 4 > B340 23/5 /5 -4:4F;02 /0 6,=- +,=02-6* 4
40+,=-;14 2, 7,+=5/0 234 ?4-5,0;: /024-F/4B ,0 P+6A;H4-5 ;2 234 41>
-4?-45402;2/F45 |7 -4:4F;02 A/0/52-/45*

8 + ;A?:/015+34A47,- ?4-5,0;: /024-F/4AB5 B/23 52;Kt485 )0=A@4-5 ;-4 49;+2" :455 /5
0,2;-4;:,72/,01/F40 234 ,*

65244 ,+/;:14230/+ @;+H1-,=C ;-4025 ;-41/F4-5I ,[+6 A;H4A-5
24;+34-5
' ;/052-4;A'1 Al..:4 +:;55 ' 9

,B/0+,A41 A/0,-/26
,B /0+,A4 1 A/O,-/26

:/052-4;A ' 9
,B /0+,A4 | A/O,-/26
,B /0+,A4 | A/O,-/26

20 % %

__152/0+2/,0 ,7 +3/:.-40#5 ;14 ,0:6 B340 /2 /5 -402F
%2&.-$3%#$ *"&)*25

54 6,=- ?4-5,0;: 042B,-H5 ,- 234 042B,-H5 ,7 ,-1;05;2/,05 6,= B,-H B/23 2, /.402/76 ;0.
-4+-=/2 /07,-A;025 ,-49;A?:4>6,= A;6 =54 234;6143,:.4- :/52 7,- 4;+3 +,=02-6 .,+=A4024.
/10234 7,.4-)4:/F4-,@:4 *;2234 ,1:4 -l[F4 4:-40,252-/F/01 7,- 52;2/52/+;:
-4?-45402;2/F40455 ,7 234 5;A?:4> @=2 7,- 5;AZA40t02 F;-/;2/,0 /0 5,+/;: ;0. +=:2=-;:
@;+H1-,=0. 5 A402/,04.:@,F4>7,-234 ?,:/+6 A;HB4 ?-,2,54 2, :/AI2 234 5;A?:4 2, 234
0;2/,0;: :4F4:

52;0.;-. 4A;/:1:14224- |5 ?-,F/.4. B/23 ; @-/47 49:;0;2/,0,7 234  ?-,U4+2 B3/+3 ?;-204-5
+,0 =54 2, ;??-,,+3 -4:4F;02 ,-1,0/5;2/,05 ;0. 042B,-H5 0;../2/,0>; 5;A?:4 @-,+3=-47,-
?;-4025 ;0. 24;+34-5;@,=2 234  ?-,U4+2 ;0. 574/7/+;::6 234 52;H43,:.4- 52=.6 /5 ?-,F/.4.>
B3/+3 +;0 @4 1/F40 2, ?;-4025 ;0. 24;,+34-5 ,=B710. 23454 .,+=A4025/0234 7,.4-/0
., 1:4 -IF4)544 54+2/,0 % /0 23/5 .,+=A402*
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&)2%1.8% 'Yo&(J#*+ H#$%&0-%?

1%#%&*+
34 A521.4;:) 4 > 477/+/402* 5/2=;2/,0 /5 BZ3D ?4-5,0;: /024-F/4B +,0 @4 +,0.=+24. ,0;
522,210 ;?:;+4 B34-4 /2 /5 ?,55/@:4 2, +,004+232 /024-042 34 <=452/,00;/-4 7,- 234
?4-5,0;: /024-F/4B B/:: @4 ,0:/04 F;/;;@:4 23-,518H ),04 7,- 4,+3 +,=02-6* B3/+3 B/:: @4
540./0;547;-;24 4 A;/: @6 234 24A

3)&$*#3$B 3/5 :/OH /5 ./774-402 7-,A 234 @4:,B .45+-/@4-0402 @;54. <=452/,00;/-4 3454
2B, :/0OH5 ;-4 0,2 49+3;014;@:4" 2 234 52;-2 ,77288,0;: /024-F/AB 234 /024-F/4B4- 3;5 2,
-45?,0.,0 2B, <=452/,05E ) * 34 0;A4 ,7 234 /024/4B4- ;0. ) * B34234- 234 ;05B4-5 B4-4
4024-4. 10 -4;: 2IA4 .- ;724- 234 /024-F/4B )542:492/,0 @4:,B* ,-4,F4-> 234 <=452/,00;/-4
40.5 B/23 234 ;../2/,0;: ,?40 <=452/,05> B3/+3 ;-8,2 /0+:=.4. /0 234 /024-042 @;54.
<=452/,00;/-4

340 234-4 /5 0, ?,55/@/:/26 2, +,004+2 2, 234-@P2 .=-/01 234 /024-F/4B> ; ?;?4- ;0. 240+/:
F4-5/,0 ,7 234 <=452/,00;/-4 +,0 @4 =54. [-4+284-B;-.5> 234 /024-F/4B4- 4024-5 234 .;2; /0
234 <=452/,00;/-4 ,0:/04 3/AI34-54:7 =5/01 234 :[®F4 2/A4> B4 40+,=-;14 /024-F/4B4-5 2,
26?4 234 ;05B4-5 2, 234 ,?40 <=452/,05 ,0 ; :;?2(@;0 ,77:/04 B,-. 7/:4 .=-/01 234 /024-F/4B
)/0524;. ,7 B-/12/01 234A @6 3;0.*> 5, 2346 +;0 @%64+,76 ?;524. 2, 234 ,0:/04 <=452/,00;/-4
34 4942 2/A4 ;0. ;24,7 234 /024-F/4AB B/:: @%5;/0 234 .;2;@:54

#$%&0-%7 '&)2%/.&%
4:B B4 ?-,F/.4 5,A4 1404-;: 1=/.4:/045 7,- +,0.=+ 2/01 234 ?4-5,0;: /024-F/4B5

&%"*&*$-)#( =%7)&% $5% ($*&$ )7 $5% -#$%&0-%7?

:H4 5=-4 23:2 234 /024-F/4B +:0 @4 +,0.=+24. K=/42 : +:2/,0 B/23 AIO/A;: ./[52=-@;0+4
)4 1 >0, 24:4F/5/,0> -;./,> 42 +424-;*

:H4 5=-4 23;2 6,=- ,B0 73,04 /5 5B/2+34. ,77 3406,=.,23/5/07-,02,7 -45?,0.4025>
23/5 A;6 /0./-4+2:6 A,2/F;24 234A 2, ., 234 5;A4

34+H B34234- 234 :;?2,? :0. /024-042 +,004+2/,0-B15 ;0. A;H4 5=-4 23;2 6,= 3;F4 ;++455
2,234 -/132 <=452/,00;/-4

#$8&).2%)&1 *&$
340 ,0:/04> 234 /024-F/4B4- 52;-25 -41/52-;2/8134- 0;A4 ;0. 23;2 234 /024-F/4B /5
+,0.=+24. /0 -4;: 2/A4

,14234- B/23 234 -457,0.402> -4;. 23-,=13 234 2232 /02-,.=+45 234 52=.6 )-4;. =2 :,=.
- 142 234 -457,0.402 -4;. 7,- 3/AI34-54:7* ;H4 5-4 23;2 234 -45?,0.402 =0.4-52;0.5 234
?=-?,54,7 234 52=.6 [F4 234 -45?,0.402 234 ,?2=0/26 2, ;5H <=452/,05> ;0. +34+H
+2/F4:6 B34234- ;0623/01 /5 =0+:4;-

:H4 +:4;- 23;2 234-4 ;-4 0, -/132 ,- B-,01 ;05B4-52, 234 <=452/,05 4 ;-4 /024-4524. /0
-457,0.4025/.4;5 ;0. ,?/0/,05> ;0. 3,B 23454 A;6 . /774- @42B440 ?4-5,05> @,23 B/23/0 ;0.
@42B440 +,=02-/45 34 /024-F/4B B/:: 2;H4 ;@ ,=2M~=245
5H 7,-A;::6 7,- +,05402 );0. 2/+H 23/5 @,9 /0_3462/,00;/-4*

34 /024-F/4B4-,- -45?,0.402 2/+H5 234 :;01=;1402-6 ;0. 52;H43,:.4- 1-,=7

“&($ )'%# ;. %($-)# *&S$

07,-A 234 -45?,0.402 :@,=2 234 7/-52 ?:-2E ,=#4023;2 234-4 B/: 7/-52 @4 2B, ,?40
<=452/,05) C *:0.23;2 6,= B/:: 26?4 234 ;05B4-5)4/234- /0 234 ,0:/04
<=452/,00;/-4 ,- [0 :0 ,77:/04 B,-. 7/:4*

4;. 234 240 <=452/,05 =2 :,=. ;0. 26?4 234 :05B45 ,7 234 -45?,0.402
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7234 ;,05B4- 1/F40 /50,2 -4:4F;02 ,- 1,,. 40,=13, ;05B4- 234 <=452/,0> ;5H ; 7,::,B =?
<=452/,0 ,=+,=. =54E

x >5=+3;5E ;06,=24:: A45,A423/01 A,-4 .@,=2 2B;06,=
497:;/0 23;22,A4! B., 6,=A4,0! :06,=4:@,- 24,0 23;2!
@* ( >5=+3 ;5E 3;2.,6,=A4;049;+2:6! /H4 B3;2!

340 -45?,0.4025 7/0. /2 .[77/+=:2 2, ;05B4- ; <=2E0> 6,= +;0 34:? 234A @6

1/F/01 49;A?:45 ;0. 23/0H/01 ;:,01 B/23 234A

7-45?,0.4025 ., 0,2 =0.4-52;0. 234 <=452/,0> -4;24234 <=452/,0 5:,B:6 340 2346 52/::
.,0#2 =0.4-52;0. 234 <=452/,0> 6,= +;0 1/F4 ;0 ;.2/,0;: 497:,0;2/,0 ,B4F4->/2/5
IA?,-2;02 2,526 ;5 +:,54 ;5 ?,55/@:4 2, 234 + 0247 234 <=452/,0 2, @4 ;@:4 2, +,A?;-4
<=452/,05 ;+-,55 +,=02-/45

What to do if the respondent asks how to understand the concept of well-being?

Earlier we decided to not give a definition of child well-being in the open questions, because
we are interested in what respondents consider themselves to be well-being. However, we
think that it is plausible that respondents will ask the interviewer how to understand the
concept of well-being. We therefore came up with the following explanation.

“Well-being for example means that a child is feeling well, is enjoying live, is feeling accepted
and belonging to a group, experience competence and is able to cope with daily live”

It is important that the whole sentence is mentioned, so we do not prime respondents to, for
example, an individualistic interpretation of children’s well-being. When you use this
sentence, note this in the text box. This will be useful information for the analysis part.

$&.2$.8%/ *&$

34 /024-F/AB4- 497?::/05 23;2 234 54+,0.> 52-=+2=247 234 /024-F/4AB B/:: 52;-2 34
-45?,0.402 +;0 -4;. 234 <=452/,05 @6 3/A134-54F2 284 /024-F/4B4- +:0 ;:5, -4;. 234
[24A5 =2 :,=. 4+/.47,- 4,+3-45?,0.402 )@;54. ,0 234 -45?,0.4025# +;?;+/2/45 ;0.
?-474-40+45* B3/+3 52-;2416 B/:: ?-,F/.4 234 A;82,6. -4:/;@:4 ;05B4-5

340 -4;./01 234 [24A5 =2 :,=.E 5H 234 <=452/,054+/54:6 ;5 2346 ;-4 7,-A=:;24./0 234
<=452/,00;/-4

340 234 -45?,0.4025 -4;. 234 [24A5 7,- 3/AlI34-54F H4 +:4;- 23,2 6,= ;-4 ;F;[:;@:4 2,
:05B4- <=452/,05 B340 ;0623/01 /5 =0+:4;- 2 +.@4 =547=:2,3;F4; @,,H ,- 5,A423/01
4:54 2, .,B/236,=

0 @,23 +;545E ;H4 5=-4 23;2 -457,0.4025 =0.4-52®4 ;F;/:;;@:4 ;05B4- +;241,-/45
A?,-2:02E ;H4 5=-4 23;2 6,= 3;F4 -4;. 234 [24A5 +,=7?:4 ,7 2/A45> ;0. 23;2 6,=
=0.4-52;0. B3;2 /5 A4;02 B/23 4;+3 [24A 7 0,2>H®R34 +,,-./0;2,- ,7 234 52=.6 /0 6,=-
+,=02-6 7,- +:;-/7/+;2/,0

2 /5/A?,-2;02 2, 49?:;/0 .[77/+=:2 24-A5 B340465+6> 3,B4F4-> 2, @4 ;@:4 2, +,A?;-4 234
:05B4- ,0 234 <=452/,05 ,F4- +,=02-/45 /2 |5 IA22,52:6 ;5 +:,54 ;5 ?55/@:4 2, 234
+,02402 ,7 234 <=452/,05

O7E- 9 ONN - ) N
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%2)#l )'%# ;.%($-)# &S

07,-A 234 -45?,0.402 ;@,=2 234 7/0;: ?;-2E ,= 497 23;2 234-4 B/:: @4 23-44 ;../12/,0;:
,?40 <=452/,05 ;0. 23;2 6,= B/:: ;1;/0 26?4 234 ;®@&-5 )4/234- /0 234 ,0:/04 <=452/,00;/-4 ,-
/0:;0,77:/04 B,-. 7/:4*

44 1=/.4:/045 7-,A 7/-52 ,?40 <=452/,0 ?;-2

%3)4&*'5-2 *&$

97::/0 23;2 B4 044. 23/5/07,-A;2/,0 2, @4 :@:48H4 +,A?;-/5,05 @,23 B/23/0 ;0. ;+-,55
+,=02-/45 3/5/07,-A;2/,0 B/:; 04F4- @4 /.402&14 2, /0./F/.=;: ?4-5,05

340 234 -45?,0.4025 -4;. 234 [24A5 7,- 3/AI34-54F H4 +:4;- 23,2 6,= ;-4 ;F;/;;@:4 2,
:05B4- <=452/,05 B340 ;0623/01 /5 =0+:4;-

%6H#%8*+ H#$%6&0-%7 (,-++(

:F4 ;0,740 ;0. /024-4524. ;22/2=.4 2,B;-.5 234 -45?,0.4025 ,0#2 1/F4 -45?,0.4025 234
744:/01 23;2 2346 ;-4 U=.14. ,0 234/- ;05B4-5 49;A?:4E
,0,2 1/F4 6,=,B0,?/0/,0 ,- +,004+2 ;06 F;:=4 U=.1A402 ,0 234 -47?:/45 ,7 234
-45?,0.4025
, 0,2 =54 + AA4025 53,B/01 ./5;??-,F;:>5=+3 ;533 64;3!]
, 0,2 A;H4 + AA4025 /0 B3/+3 6,= ./52;0+4 6,=-54:77-,A 234 52=6 )4 1> ., 0,2 5;6E a 34
AF4:,?4-5 7 234 <=452/,00;/-4 B,=.. ;:5, :/[H4 2HO,B a,-a ,B./. 2346 +,A4 =? B/23
23/5 3=3'a 54 bB4c B340 6,=;-4 2;:H/01 ;@234 52=.6 )/ 4 > A;H4 6,=-54:7 ;0 b,B04-c
7 234 52=.6*
/5240 :+2/F4:6
41=:;-:6 :,,H ;2 234 -45?,0.4025 B340 ;5H/01 <=485 )@=2 .,0#2 52;-4*
:F4 ; 7-/140.:6 49?-455/,0
,. .=-101 234 /024-F/4B ;5 ; 5/10 23;2 6,= 3;F4 =@-52,,. 234 ;05B4-
F./. .[52-;+2/01 3;@/25> 5=+3 ;5 +34B/01 1=A>Q1?? 7=A@:/01 ;
H46> +,02/0=,=5:6 :,,H ;2 6,=- ?3,04> 42+
(447 234 /024-F/4B ;2 ;0 ;.4<=;24 ?;+4" . 0#2 -=5@=2 ;:5, .,0#2 :/014-
:H4 6,=5=-4 23;26,=;5H 7,- +:;-/7/+;2/,0 B340457?,0.4025 1/F4 /0+,A?:424 ;05B4-5
,0#2 A;H4 ;55=A7?2/,05
0 1404-;:E ;H4 5=-4 23;2 /2 B/:: @4 ; 0/+4 /02B-B3;2 -45?,0.4025 40U,6

5*$ $) /) -7GE

,A4-:01 <=452/0 34-45?,0.402 1/F45 234 <=43D @;+HE b 3;2 ., 6,= 49;+2:6 B;02 2,
HO,Bc! 3/5 +;0 5,A42/A45 @4 ; 5/10,7 ;09/426 );@34-47,-4 .4:,6 ,7 -45?,054* 34 @452
52-;2416 /5 2, -4?4;2);0. 49?:;/0* 234 <=452/,0

[40+4 7::5 2/50,-A;: 23:2 234-4 /5 ;0 ,+#: 5/:40+4 :0. 23;2 ?4,2:4 23/0H 7,- 5,A4

2/A4) ' 54+,0.5/5F4-6 0,-A;:* 7 /2 2;H45 ;22 :,014-> 6,= +,0 5;6 5,A423/01 :/H4 b6,=

+:0 23/0H <=/42:6¢c 7 /2 /552/:: 3;-.> 6,= 240240. | ,- 497::/0 234 <=452/,0 ,- -4?4;2 234

710;: ?;-2 ,7 234 -45?,0.402#5 ;05B4- 5, 7;-

457,0.4025 52;24 23;2 234 <=452/,0 /5 0,2 )+,A2:82:??:/+.@:4 2, 234/- +,=02-6

+H0,B:4.14 23;2 23/5 /5 ?,55/@:41-/132> ;0. 4023;2 234 <=452/,00;/-4 /5 ;.A/0/524-4. |0
0/04 +,=02-/45 B/23 ./774-402 56524A5 :233P4-3;?50,2 ;??:/+;@:4> -457,0.4025

52/:: A;6 3;F4 ;0 ,?2/0/,0 ;@,=2 234 <=452/,0 ;2 3;0

L, A=13.42:/: & .,0#2 /024--=72 234 -45?,0.402 -4:6> @=2 =54 53,-2 @-4;234-5 2, /024--=72
H/0.:6 ;2 ;0 ;??-,7-1;,24 2/A4 ))a /024--=?2 6,= @=®4+,=546,= ;:-4;.6 3;F4 2,.. ;.2 .@,=2
23/5/55=4:;0. B,=:..:/H4 2, ./5+=555A4 23425 7 04+455;-6> B4 +,0 +,A4 @;+H 2, 23/5
2,2/+ ::24-* 0,234-52-;2416 /5 2, 1/F4 ; 5=AA;;6 234 -45?,0.402#5 ;05B4- [F4 234
-45?,0.4025 0,2 234 744:/01 23;2 6,= ;-4 =0/0244452
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34 -45?,0.4025 ;-4 =0+4-2:/0 ,-536 & 4:? 234A %2;-2 2;:H/01 @6 7/-52 2;:H/01 5A;:: 2;:H
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B5 — RECRUITMENT STRATEGIES FOR Pl AND IBS USED BY CARE PARTNERS

The following table provides an overview of thertégnent strategies that partners used for both the
personal interview and the internet based questioaifformulated by themselves):
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