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Glossary 

Assistants Assistants are ELC and SAC staff whose role is to provide support 
to teachers or core practitioners. Assistants usually have lower 
qualification requirements than teachers or core practitioners. 
Also called teachers’ aides. 

Centre-based 
provision 

Publicly regulated ELC and SAC provided outside the home. 

Childcare Broadly used to mean ELC and/or SAC. 

Childminders See home-based provision. 

Community 
Childcare 
Subvention (CCS) 

A programme in Ireland providing supply-side subsidies for ELC 
and SAC. CCS-related programmes include CCS, CCSP and CCSR/T 
(see Pobal 2019). 

Core practitioners Any ELC or SAC staff required to have a higher qualification level 
than others working with the same group. All team members 
required to have the same qualification level are called core 
practitioners, while all others are assistants. Also called teachers. 

Delivery cost Amounts paid by providers for the resources they need to deliver 
ELC or SAC such as staff salaries, rent and costs of materials. 

Demand-side 
subsidies 

Public subsidies paid directly to parents to reimburse them for 
childcare expenses. Includes refundable tax credits and tax 
deductions. 

Early Childhood Care 
and Education 
(ECCE) 

Programme in Ireland providing free hours of ELC for children aged 
between 2 years, 8 months and 5 years, 6 months. 

Early Childhood 
Education and Care 
(ECEC)  
 

All regulated arrangements to provide care and education for 
children under compulsory school age, regardless of setting, 
funding, opening hours or programme content. Includes ISCED 0 
and ECEC services without a defined educational component. Also 
called Early Learning and Childcare (ELC).  

Early Learning and 
Childcare (ELC) 

All regulated arrangements to provide care and education for 
children under compulsory school age, regardless of setting, 
funding, opening hours or programme content. Includes ISCED 0 
and ECEC services without a defined educational component. Also 
called Early Childhood Education and Care (ECEC). 

Experience Time that an individual has been working in the ELC and SAC 
sector. 



  
 

6 
 
 

Family-based 
provision 

See home-based provision. 

Fees See provider fees. 

Formal childcare Centre-based ELC and SAC. May or may not include home-based 
provision. 

Free hours or places Use of ELC or SAC service free of charge for parents. The resulting 
costs for free access are typically covered by (government) 
subsidies. 

Gross annual 
salaries 

Annual earnings before taxes and deductions for employee social 
security contributions and pension scheme contributions, but after 
deduction of employers’ premium for social security and pension. 

Gross costs for 
parents 

Out-of-pocket costs paid by parents for ELC and SAC. 

Gross domestic 
product (GDP) 

Total value of goods and services produced in an economy during 
a particular period (quarterly or yearly). 

Gross national 
product (GNP) 

Total value of goods and services produced in an economy (GDP) 
minus the profits of foreign-owned firms and plus the profits 
earned by the foreign operations.  

Gross national 
income (GNI) 

Total value of goods and services produced in an economy (GDP) 
minus the profits of foreign-owned firms and plus the profits 
earned by the foreign operations (GNP) with an adjustment for 
taxes paid to and subsidies received from the European Union. 

Home-based 
provision 

Arrangements to provide education or childcare within the home. 
Also called family-based provision, family childcare or 
childminders. 

Hourly pay Gross earnings per hour, usually derived as total earnings divided 
by the number of hours of work covered by the earnings period. 

ISCED 0 Any type of childcare with an educational component before the 
start of primary education. ISCED 0 is sub-classified into ISCED 01 
and ISCED 02. Also called Early Childhood Education (ECE).  

ISCED 01 Provision aimed at very young children aged 0 to 2, with a focus on 
self-expression and active play. Also called Early Childhood 
Educational Development (ECED). 
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ISCED 02 Provision aimed at children in the years immediately prior to 
starting compulsory schooling, typically aged 3 to 5. Focus on 
language and social skills, logical and reasoning skills, and 
alphabetical and mathematical concepts. Also called Pre-Primary 
Education (PPE). 

Net costs paid by 
parents 

Final amounts paid by parents after any co-payments or 
reimbursements from public funding. 

Parent-paid fees Fees paid by parents to providers of ELC and SAC. Also called 
provider fees. 

Part-time work Usually defined as working 30 hours or fewer each week. 

Pre-Primary 
Education (PPE)  

See ISCED 02. Sometimes used to refer to all of ISCED 0 for teacher 
statistics. 

Private provision Provision administered or owned directly or indirectly by a non-
governmental organisation or private individuals. Private settings 
may or may not be publicly subsidised.  

Provider fees Prices charged by providers for ELC and SAC. Also called parent-
paid fees. 

Public expenditure 
on ELC 

Includes expenditure on ELC by all levels of government 
(e.g. national, regional, local) both education-specific authorities 
as well as other government agencies. 

Public provision Provision managed by a public education authority, government 
agency or municipality. 

Purchasing power 
parity (PPP) 
 

Rates of currency conversion that equalise the purchasing power 
of different currencies by eliminating the differences in price levels 
between countries. 

Purchasing parity 
standards (PPS) 

An artificial common reference currency unit used to eliminate 
price level differences between countries. The PPS values are 
obtained by dividing the national currency units by the respective 
purchasing power parity (PPP).  

Quality Characteristics of ELC and SAC which have effects on children’s 
development, learning and wellbeing. Includes process quality (the 
nature of the daily experiences of children) and structural quality 
(distal factors that are typically regulated, such as children-to-staff 
ratio, group size and staff training/education, and create the 
framework for the experiences of children). 
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School-Age 
Childcare (SAC) 

Arrangements to provide childcare outside of normal school hours 
for school-going children, whether provided in formal or home-
based settings. This includes before school, after school and school 
holidays, but excludes weekends. 

Subsidies Public funding paid directly to providers in return for provision 
delivered to eligible children. Also called supply-side subsidies. 

Supply-side 
subsidies 

See subsidies. 

Teachers (in ELC) Teachers are contact staff with the most responsibility for a group 
of children in ELC. They may also be called pedagogues, educators, 
childcare practitioners, core practitioners or pedagogical staff. 

Teachers’ aides See assistants. 

Training and 
Employment 
Childcare (TEC) 

A programme in Ireland providing supply-side subsidies for ELC 
and SAC for parents/guardians on eligible training and education 
courses and for some parents/guardians returning to work. TEC-
related programmes include TEC, CETS and CEC (see Pobal 2019). 
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Executive Summary  

Introduction 

As part of the First 5 Strategy to improve outcomes for children in Ireland from birth to age 

five, a commitment has been made by the Irish Government to at least double public 

spending on Early Learning and Childcare (ELC) and School-Age Childcare (SAC) in Ireland by 

2028. An Expert Group was tasked to deliver a report containing proposals for a new 

funding model which will help ensure that this additional funding can be used in the best 

way to deliver safe, high quality, affordable and accessible ELC and SAC. This report is the 

first in a series of working papers delivered by Frontier Economics in the role of Research 

Partnership to provide research support to the Expert Group. 

Delivery of ELC and SAC in Ireland is often characterised as having high fees, low wages and 

low levels of public investment. In order to assess the validity of these perceptions, this 

report reviews the international evidence on fees, workforce wages and public spending.  

Methodology and scope 

Relevant evidence covering English-language international data sources for European and 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) countries was identified 

and critically reviewed. Country-specific evidence was occasionally used to supplement the 

international data. International evidence was also collated on contextual factors that could 

be related to the variation in fees, wages and public spending. Evidence from 49 European 

and OECD countries is reported although not all countries are covered for every measure. 

Although the remit for the work included SAC, no relevant evidence on SAC was identified 

and this report focuses exclusively on ELC.1 

 

                                                        

1 The term ECEC (Early Childhood Education and Care) is widely used in the international literature, but the 
term ELC (Early Learning and Care) is used here in place of ECEC in the original sources. Where the term ELC is 
used alone, it does not include SAC. The terms “childcare” or “child care” are widely used in the international 
literature to mean ELC and SAC and the use of the term “childcare” is maintained from original sources in 
order to avoid any confusion with the meaning. 



  
 

10 
 
 

Robustness of the evidence sources  

Most of the evidence used in this report is dependent upon data which is derived, either 

directly or indirectly, from OECD sources. The methodology for collecting this data is not 

entirely reliable as it is based upon the completion of OECD questionnaires by country 

representatives or drawn from other sources by OECD staff if questionnaires are not 

returned. This information is not peer-reviewed and is not always consistent with country-

specific sources. Specific caveats and flaws are acknowledged and corrected where possible 

in this report, but the overall reliability of the data is questionable and the international 

comparisons should be regarded with a degree of caution throughout.  

Fees and costs for parents 

In considering the evidence on fees, distinctions were drawn between delivery costs, 

provider fees, gross costs paid by parents and net costs paid by parents. Public (supply-side) 

funding can reduce the gross (out-of-pocket) amounts paid by parents relative to delivery 

costs and provider fees, while public (demand-side) funding can reduce the final net 

amounts paid by parents relative to the gross expenses. No evidence containing direct 

international comparisons of delivery costs or provider fees was identified. Evidence on 

gross and net costs paid by parents was identified in two independent reports, but these 

reports may have common original sources and contain similar biases due to the unclear 

manner in which country experts compiled the information.  

The findings from the review of fees and costs suggest that: 

 Parents in Ireland pay some of the highest gross and net costs for ELC relative to the 

average national wage across a broad range of European and OECD countries.  

 The patterns in the gross costs across countries indicate that this may be linked to 

the absence of fee regulations in Ireland while any effects of free hours appear 

limited. 

 The absence of comparative statistics for delivery costs means that it is not possible 

to precisely determine the extent to which higher costs for parents in Ireland are 
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driven by higher delivery costs or by lower levels of public support in the form of fee 

regulation and supply-side subsidies. 

Workforce wages 

No direct evidence on international comparisons of hourly pay for the ELC workforce was 

identified. But robust international data for average annual salaries for teachers (meaning 

all core practitioners in ELC in the OECD data) in public institutions, which could be 

compared with country-specific data for the workforce delivering private provision in 

Ireland, was identified.  

The findings from the review of workforce wages suggested that: 

 In terms of absolute levels, average earnings for the ELC workforce in Ireland are at 

the lower end of the international distribution but are not among the very lowest.  

 In terms of earnings relative to the national average, Ireland has the lowest relative 

pay of all the countries considered.  

Public spending on ELC 

Evidence on public spending on ELC was identified, but it is not possible to draw any 

conclusion on whether public funding on ELC is low in Ireland relative to other countries. 

This is due to a combination of potential biases in the spending estimates which cannot be 

calibrated and the fact that Ireland’s relative position on ELC public spending is not so clear 

cut that these biases could not affect the conclusions.  

Links with contextual factors 

The review of contextual factors suggests that: 

 The young child age profile and private provision in Ireland may be linked to higher 

delivery costs, potentially driving up fees and driving down wages. 

 The high proportion of female workers, the high proportion of part-time workers and 

the relatively lower qualified and less experienced workforce in Ireland could be 

linked to the lower earnings. 
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 The low child-to-staff ratios in Ireland could be linked to lower earnings and higher 

fees, while the relatively lenient educational guidance and evaluation (creating lower 

demands for staff qualifications and experience) could be linked to the lower 

earnings. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1  Background and objectives 

As part of the First 5 Strategy to improve outcomes for children in Ireland from birth to age 

five, a commitment has been made by the Irish Government to at least double public 

spending on Early Learning and Childcare (ELC) and School-Age Childcare (SAC) in Ireland by 

2028. A new funding model is required to help ensure that this additional funding is used in 

the best way to deliver safe, high quality, affordable and accessible ELC and SAC which 

meets families’ diverse needs. An Expert Group was tasked to deliver a report containing 

proposals for a new funding model which includes the costs, risks and implementation plans 

for different options.2 

Frontier Economics was appointed as the Research Partnership for this Expert Group to 

provide research support and advice to the group. This report is the first in a series of 

working papers summarising the evidence in several key areas.  

Delivery of ELC and SAC in Ireland is often characterised as having high fees, low wages and 

low levels of public investment. These characteristics have ramifications for the principles 

and design of the new funding model: 

 If fees are “high”, the new model may seek to reduce fees in order to improve 

affordability for parents. 

 If wages are “low”, the new model may seek to raise wages in order to improve 

workforce training, motivation and retention and thereby improve the quality of 

provision experienced by children. 

 If public spending is “low”, in the sense that a higher budget would have net positive 

returns for society, the new model may seek to increase the amount of public 

funding to reap those benefits. 

                                                        
2 The terms of reference for the Expert Group are available at https://first5fundingmodel.gov.ie/wp-
content/uploads/2020/01/Terms-of-Reference-1.pdf  
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In order to assess the validity of these perceptions, this report reviews the international 

evidence to consider whether ELC and SAC fees are high and workforce wages and public 

spending low in Ireland relative to international standards. 

1.2  Methodology and scope 

Evidence sources indicating high fees, low wages and low public spending in Ireland were 

identified and critically reviewed for comparability and robustness. A search and assessment 

was also undertaken for additional evidence, covering English-language international data 

sources for European and Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

(OECD) countries (including Eurostat, OECD.stat, and the International Labour Organisation, 

United Nations and World Bank databases). This did not involve any collation of evidence 

from national sources, but country-specific evidence was occasionally used to supplement 

the international data.  

International evidence was also collated on contextual data that could be related to the 

variation in fees, wages and public spending. Evidence on contextual factors which relate 

only to one of these is presented within the specific sections for each outcome. Evidence 

with more broad-ranging links to all three (including provision structure and policy, 

workforce characteristics and other quality measures) is presented in a final chapter on 

contextual factors.  

Evidence from 49 European and OECD countries is reported although not all countries are 

covered for every measure. 

For the presentation of the evidence: 

 European and OECD countries are included wherever suitably comparable data is 

available. As the intention is to provide a broad-brush picture of the relative position 

for Ireland, country-specific data notes from the original sources are only included if 

of substantial consequence to the overall picture. 

 ELC is defined in the same way as ECEC (Early Childhood Education and Care), 

meaning any regulated childcare or education provision prior to primary education 

(including compulsory pre-primary education in some countries). The term ECEC is 

widely used in the international literature, but the term ELC is used here in place of 
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ECEC in the original sources. Where the term ELC is used alone, it does not include 

SAC. The terms “childcare” or “child care” are also widely used in the international 

literature to mean ELC and SAC, and the use of the term “childcare” is maintained 

from original sources in order to avoid any confusion with the meaning. 

Although the remit for the work included SAC (School-Age Childcare), no relevant evidence 

for SAC was identified. Specifically, no information on costs, fees, workforce wages or public 

spending was identified, and OECD database and Eurostat sources only contained 

information on enrolment rates and average weekly hours in centre-based out-of-school 

care and the proportions and average weekly hours in informal care for school-age children. 

The report therefore focuses exclusively on ELC. 

1.3  Robustness of the evidence sources  

Most of the evidence used in this report is dependent upon data which is derived, either 

directly or indirectly, from OECD sources. The methodology for collecting this data is not 

entirely reliable as it is based upon the completion of OECD questionnaires by country 

representatives or drawn from other sources by OECD staff if questionnaires are not 

returned. This information is not peer-reviewed and is not always consistent with country-

specific sources. Specific caveats and flaws are acknowledged and corrected where possible 

in this report, but the overall reliability of the data is questionable and the international 

comparisons should be regarded with a degree of caution throughout.  

There are also several key considerations about the structure of ELC in Ireland which have a 

bearing on the international comparisons: 

1. Ireland has a young child age profile for ELC. The starting age for primary school in 

Ireland is five years (although children can start from age four3), while it is six or seven in 

almost all of the comparator countries. Consequently, it is estimated that 19% of the 

children in ELC in Ireland are under age three, while 45% are aged three and 36% are 

aged four. As shown in Figure 17 in the Annex, this is a substantially different profile 

than in most other countries: most countries have substantial proportions of children in 

                                                        
3 The OECD data underlying the age profiles in Figure 17 in the Annex has 73% of four-year-olds in Ireland in 
ISCED 0 and 28% in ISCED 1 (primary school), which implies that 27% of four-year-olds are in school (in 2018). 
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ELC that are aged five (and aged six in many countries) with correspondingly smaller 

proportions under age three.4 These differences in the child age profile can have 

implications for the cost of provision and nature of the workforce. 

2. ISCED 0 statistics for children under age three may not be representative for Ireland. 

Data collected to assess education outcomes often only covers provision officially 

designated as ISCED 0, that is, provision which meets set educational content standards. 

For children under age three, 8% of children in Ireland are in ISCED 0 provision and 30% 

are in some other registered ELC. As shown in Figure 18 in the Annex, only five other 

countries have higher proportions in other registered provision and correspondingly low 

proportions in ISCED 0 for this age group, while ISCED 0 provision is the most common 

form in most countries.5 For children aged three and over, Ireland is typical of most 

countries, with all children in registered ELC reported to be in ISCED 0 provision. This 

implies that statistics based on ISCED 0 provision only are less likely to be representative 

of the experience in Ireland for children under age three than in other countries, but 

there is no corresponding caveat on ISCED 0 statistics for children aged three and over. 

3. ELC statistics do not include childminders for Ireland. As shown in Figure 18 in the 

Annex, a relatively small number of countries have a significant proportion (defined as 

10% or more) of places for children under age three with registered childminders (also 

called home-based or family-based care). Ireland is officially listed as having a “minor” 

proportion (meaning less than 10%), but Ireland is unique in being the only European 

country with a large, unregulated childminding sector.6 Because almost all childminding 

is unregistered in Ireland, it is not included in ELC statistics. There is no precise 

information on the size of this childminding sector in Ireland,7 but this means that the 

                                                        

4 Only Australia, Malta, New Zealand and the UK have a primary school starting age of five, resulting in similar 
child age profiles for ECEC. 
5 These are Belgium, France, Greece, Netherlands and Switzerland. 
6 See pages 22-23 in European Commission (2019). No evidence on whether this is unique across all OECD 
countries was identified. The proportion of children with registered childminders under age three is reported 
as minor for Ireland in Figure 18 because of the very small number of registered childminders. 
7 Department of Children and Youth Affairs (2019) suggests that there could be around 19,000 childminders in 
Ireland caring for around 80,000 children, based on data sources from 2009, 2012 and 2015. 



  
 

17 
 
 

international statistics based only on registered ELC may not be as representative for 

Ireland as other countries and may be biased due to the omission of childminders.  

4. Almost all ELC provision is privately delivered in Ireland. Ireland is also unusual in 

having almost all (99%) of ISCED 0 provision for children aged three plus (ISCED 02) 

delivered by private institutions (as shown in Figure 19 in the Annex). This implies that 

most ELC provision is privately delivered because children aged three and over 

constitute 81% of all children in ELC. Only four other countries have more than 75% of 

ISCED 02 places delivered by private institutions.8 This means that statistics based only 

on public provision will be unrepresentative for Ireland (and even absent) and that 

almost exclusive private delivery may have implications for the cost of provision and 

nature of the workforce. 

Finally, it should be noted that the research for this report was undertaken prior to and 

during the COVID-19 pandemic and that some information may have subsequently changed 

as a result. 

1.4  Report structure 

The remainder of the report is organised as follows. Chapter 2 considers the international 

evidence on ELC fees and costs. Chapter 3 explores workforce wages and Chapter 4 

examines public spending on ELC. Chapter 5 presents the evidence on contextual factors 

and the extent to which they are related to ELC costs and workforce wages in Ireland. 

                                                        
8 These four countries are Australia, Japan, Korea and New Zealand. It should be noted that figures for the UK 
in the Annex tables (and elsewhere) may differ from national estimates because of the inclusion of reception 
classes in some ELC international statistics, while reception classes are not typically included as ELC provision 
in the UK. 
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2. Fees and costs for parents 

This chapter explores international comparisons of ELC fees and costs paid by parents. The 

first section describes different measures of costs and fees, while the following sections 

present the evidence on delivery costs, provider fee rates, gross costs and net costs. The 

final section concludes on the relative position of Ireland.  

2.1  Measuring costs and fees 

Discussion of the affordability of ELC is typically complicated by different layers of types of 

costs. It is therefore helpful to precisely define these before reviewing the evidence: 

 Delivery costs are the amounts paid by providers for the resources they need to 

deliver ELC. These costs are influenced by input prices (such as staff wages and 

premises rents), the quality and characteristics of provision (such as staff 

qualification levels and flexibility of care) and the efficiency of delivery. 

 Provider fees (or prices) are the amounts charged by providers. These are the 

delivery costs plus a surplus (or, in some cases, minus a deficit). A surplus may be 

required to cover investment costs or pay a profit to investors and the amount will 

be influenced by the degree of market competition, the levels of demand for private 

provision and any policy regulating fees. 

 Gross costs paid by parents are the out-of-pocket costs paid by parents. These are 

influenced by provider fees minus the proportion of the fees that are paid for by any 

public funding (“supply-side funding”). In the case of free places or free hours, the 

public funding covers the entire delivery cost for publicly provided provision or may 

aim to cover the provider fee for private-provided provision.  

 Net costs paid by parents are the final amounts paid by parents after any co-

payments or reimbursements from public funding (“demand-side funding”). It should 

be noted that total net costs paid by parents are also critically influenced by parental 

choices over the amount and type of ELC that they use.  



  
 

19 
 
 

Public subsidies mainly influence gross and net costs paid by parents rather than delivery 

costs or provider fees.9 But delivery costs, provider fees and any public subsidies all 

influence whether ELC may be more or less affordable in Ireland than in other countries. 

2.2  Delivery costs and provider fees 

No evidence containing direct international comparisons of delivery costs was identified and 

only a small number of country-specific studies have sought to collect and analyse data on 

delivery costs.10 A comparison of the estimated delivery cost per hour per child from the 

most recent studies for Ireland and England indicates very similar levels of delivery cost. This 

might be expected given the similar age profile for ELC in the two countries and that 

England has a high level of private provision as in Ireland. No direct evidence on 

international comparisons of provider fees was identified and it appears that there are only 

a small number of country-specific studies presenting evidence on provider fees.11   

This lack of evidence may be explained by two factors. First, obtaining comparable data on 

delivery costs is challenging due to the need to quantify outputs in terms of numbers of 

child hours, typically for different ages of children. Second, in countries where ELC provision 

is almost entirely publicly provided and/or heavily subsidised, there may be less interest in 

collecting data on what providers charge for additional hours or might charge in a private 

market.  

 

 

 

                                                        
9 Other policies such as training subsidies or staff qualification regulations may affect delivery costs. 
10 These include studies for Ireland (Early Childhood Ireland 2016b; Crowe 2020), England (Department for 
Education 2015; Blainey and Paull 2017; Paull and Xu 2019; Cattoretti et al. 2019), Scotland (Martin et al. 2016) 
and New Zealand (Arnold 2015). Crowe (2020) and Blainey and Paull (2017) include reviews of earlier country-
specific studies but do not draw comparisons across countries. 
11 These include studies for Ireland (Pobal 2019), England (Department for Education 2019; Coleman et al. 
2020), Canada (MacDonald and Friendly 2017; Ontario Ministry of Education 2019) and New Zealand (Arnold 
2015). Russell et al. (2018) also report on average and weekly childcare costs for Ireland, but the data is from 
2011 and 2013. It should be noted that a comprehensive search was not undertaken and there may be other 
studies in this area.    
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2.3  Gross costs paid by parents 

The perception that ELC fees are high in Ireland relative to other countries could be driven 

by the international evidence on the gross and net costs paid by parents.12 These 

international comparisons come from Eurydice data (as presented in European Commission 

(2019, Figure B5) and from OECD data (as presented for 2015 in OECD (2017) and available 

for 2019 data from the OECD database13).  

Both sources present measures of gross childcare costs, that is, the amount paid by parents 

after any supply-side subsidies (including any free hours) but before any public co-payments 

or reimbursements (demand-side subsidies). However, the precise metrics differ and both 

have serious caveats: 

 The Eurydice measure is gross monthly fees for children aged under three. The 

report states: “The analysis is based on national statistics, national surveys and 

expert evaluations. As this is not survey data, but a summary of records from various 

sources and a range of reference years, the fees are not directly comparable. Figure 

B5 should be seen as an indication only”.14  

 The OECD measure is annual gross childcare fees for two children (aged two and 

three) attending full time (at least 40 hours per week) in a typical centre, using the 

maximum fee when prices depend upon family circumstances. The data is collected 

using a questionnaire for country experts15 and comes with the caveats that the 

intensity and duration of childcare use varies around the reported levels and that the 

data is only for particular regions or municipalities for some countries.16 

                                                        
12 It should be noted that costs may be deemed as high without reference to international comparisons, but 
simply in terms of affordability relative to earnings and income. 
13 From OECD.stat – Social Protection and Wellbeing – Benefits, Taxes and Wages – Net childcare costs for 
parents using childcare. The estimates are available for years 2004, 2008, 2012, 2015, 2018 and 2019, and 
estimates of a similar nature were originally reported for 2001 data in Immervoll and Barber (2005). 
14 European Commission (2019, page 57). 
15 Further information on data collection and the caveats can be found in OECD (2019c) and Browne and 
Neumann (2017). 
16 OECD (2017, page 4). 



  
 

21 
 
 

It should be noted that while these are two independent sources, it is quite possible that the 

information for both is completed in the same way and from the same original national 

sources. Moreover, there is scope for interpretation in the data collected and similar biases 

in these interpretations, or underlying data could be present in both sources and in a 

common manner across particular types of ELC system and policy. Overall conclusions on 

the robustness of the data cannot be drawn without an extensive review of each national 

source. 

Figure 1 presents the average monthly gross childcare cost for children under age three 

while Figure 2 presents the average gross cost for a two-year-old and a three-year-old as a 

proportion of the national average earnings. Differences in the patterns between the figures 

could arise if the variation in costs for three-year-olds across countries differs substantially 

from that for two-year-olds. Or it could arise due to variation in national average earnings 

across countries. The relative positions of many countries are similar in both figures, but the 

magnitude of some of the discrepancies (for example, for Luxembourg and Slovenia) suggest 

some inconsistencies in the data collection. 

Both sources indicate that Ireland, Netherlands, Switzerland and the UK have notably higher 

gross childcare costs than other countries. The OECD data also indicates that Greece and 

Italy have higher gross costs among European countries and that Australia, Canada and 

Japan have higher costs among the OECD countries outside of Europe. There is a distinct gap 

in the net cost between the higher outliers and the remainder: more than half of the 

countries in the OECD data have gross childcare costs at around 15% or less of average 

earnings, while the highest 11 countries have gross childcare costs at around 40% or more 

of average earnings. While Ireland has the third highest costs among the 29 countries in the 

EU report, the greater range of countries in the OECD data places Ireland as the 10th highest 

among 37 countries. In other words, broadening the range of European countries and 

comparing beyond Europe suggests that Ireland is less of an outlier but remains in the top 

third for gross costs. 
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Figure 1: Average monthly fees for children under age three in PPS

 

Sources: European Commission (2019, Figure B5).  

Notes: Figures are reported for 2018/19. PPS (purchasing parity standard) is an artificial common reference 
currency obtained by dividing the national currency units by the respective purchasing power parity (PPP). The 
report has a range of fees for Austria, Cyprus, Finland, France, Hungary, Montenegro, Norway, Serbia, Spain, 
Sweden and Switzerland, and the midpoints are reported in this figure.  
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Figure 2: Gross childcare costs as a percentage of average earnings 

 

Sources: OECD.stat – Social Protection and Wellbeing – Benefits, Taxes and Wages – Net childcare costs for parents using 
childcare for 2019. 

As noted above, the information on gross costs is derived from country expert reports with 

potentially substantial variation in how the costs are measured. The OECD number for 
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roughly matches the average annual fee for a two-year-old and a three-year-old reported in 

Pobal (2019).17 But it appears to make no allowance for the free 15 hours for 38 weeks that 

the three-year-old could receive under the Early Childhood Care and Education (ECCE) pre-

school programme or other supply-side support that could be received under the 

Community Childcare Subvention (CCS) and related programmes and the Training and 

Employment Childcare (TEC) and related programmes. The inclusion of the ECCE free hours 

could reduce the average gross cost by around one-sixth (roughly 17%). This would reduce 

the estimate of the net cost from 39% of the average wage to 32%, but Ireland would only 

move from the 10th highest to the 12th highest among the 37 countries with this adjustment. 

An important factor driving differences in the gross cost could be government provision of 

free hours and any regulation of fees. Figure 3 presents the number of guaranteed free 

hours for three-year-olds and whether there is any fee regulation for European countries, 

ordered from highest to lowest gross cost (as a proportion of the average wage) from 

Figure 2.  

The ECCE pre-school programme in Ireland offers 15 free ELC hours from the age of two 

years and eight months, but there are no fee regulations. Half of the countries in the table 

have no free ELC hours for three-year-olds but most have lower gross costs than Ireland. 

Indeed, the offer of free hours does not appear to be closely related to relative gross ELC 

costs across the countries. One-third of the countries (10 countries) have no fee regulations 

and these tend to be clustered towards the top, higher cost end of the table,18 together with 

Ireland. This indicates that lower gross costs are more closely associated with fee 

regulations than free ELC hours. However, it could also reflect that the gross costs are 

estimated for full-time hours and will overstate the importance of fee regulation relative to 

free hours if parents only use part-time free hours. 

                                                        
17 On page 104, the average weekly full-time childcare fee is €186.01 for a two-year-old and €184.39 for a 
three-year-old, which amounts to €19,260.80 for the pair for the year. 
18 Two countries without fee regulations further down the table (Latvia and Malta) have a high number of free 
hours, reducing the need for fee regulations, but the absence of either free hours or fee regulation for the 
Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic suggests either that delivery costs in these countries are very low or 
possible errors in the data. 
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Figure 3: Gross cost, number of free hours for three-year-olds and fee regulation 

 Gross cost as % of 
average earnings 

Number of free hours 
for three-year-olds Fee regulation 

Switzerland     64%   yes 

Netherlands 63%     

United Kingdom / 
England *  61% 15   

Slovenia     55%   yes 

Greece 45%     

Luxembourg     45% 20 yes 

*** Ireland ****    39% 15   

Italy     36% 25 yes 

Cyprus 27%     

Portugal 24% 25   

France     21% 24 yes 

Belgium (Fl)     19% 23 yes 

Belgium (Fr)     19% 23 yes 

Poland     18% 25 yes 

Hungary     17% 40 yes 

Finland     15%   yes 

Malta     15% 30   

Croatia     14%   yes 

Denmark     13%   yes 

Bulgaria     11%   yes 

Norway     11%   yes 

Romania 11% 40 yes 

Slovak Republic     11%     

Czech Republic     10%     

Lithuania     10% 20 yes 

Estonia 9%   yes 

Spain     9% 25 yes 

Latvia 8% 50   

Sweden 7%   yes 

Iceland     6%   yes 

Austria     3%   yes 

Sources: ELC policy is from European Commission (2019, Figures B4 and B5). Gross childcare costs are from OECD.stat – 
Social Protection and Wellbeing – Benefits, Taxes and Wages – Net childcare costs for parents using childcare for 2019. 

Notes: ECCE policy is for 2018/19. * Gross cost is for United Kingdom and number of free hours is for England. Blank cells 
mean no free hours for three-year-olds and no fee regulation. 
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2.4  Net costs paid by parents 

The OECD data also contains estimates of the net childcare costs, derived by subtracting 

estimated childcare benefits from the gross costs for selected example families. These 

childcare benefits include childcare allowances, tax concessions, fee rebates and increases 

in other benefit entitlements. Two types of example families are considered: a couple 

earning 100% and 67% of average full-time earnings and a single parent earning 67% of 

average full-time earnings. 

Figures 4 and 5 presents the estimated net childcare costs as a proportion of the average 

wage for the two example families. In almost all countries, net costs are a lower proportion 

for single parent families than couple families (even though they pay the same gross cost) 

because the benefits and tax systems cover more of the childcare costs for single parents 

with lower earnings than couples with higher earnings. These estimates suggest that 

childcare benefits in Ireland reduce the average gross childcare cost from 39% of the 

average wage to 28% for the example couple family and to 20% for the example single 

parent family. However, Ireland has the joint third highest net cost for both types of 

example families across the countries presented.  

The main issue with this analysis of net cost is that it is based on estimates from a tax-and-

benefit model for two hypothetical cases rather than the actual average net costs. Hence, 

the estimate that net childcare costs constitute 28% and 20% of average wage for couples 

and for single parents in Ireland respectively should not be regarded as a robust measure of 

the absolute levels of ELC costs in Ireland. The value of this evidence is that it suggests that 

childcare benefits paid to parents to reimburse their out-of-pocket costs do not change the 

conclusion that Ireland is one of the countries with the highest average ELC costs relative to 

average national earnings. 
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Figure 4: Net childcare costs as a percentage of average earnings for a couple 

 

Sources: OECD.stat – Social Protection and Wellbeing – Benefits, Taxes and Wages – Net childcare costs for parents using 
childcare for 2019. 
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Figure 5: Net childcare costs as a percentage of average earnings for single parents 

 

Sources: OECD.stat – Social Protection and Wellbeing – Benefits, Taxes and Wages – Net childcare costs for parents using 
childcare for 2019. 
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absence of comparative statistics for delivery costs means that it is not possible to precisely 

determine the extent to which higher costs for parents in Ireland are driven by higher 

delivery costs or by lower levels of public support in the form of fee regulation and supply-

side subsidies. 

Evidence on gross and net costs paid by parents was identified in two independent reports, 

but these reports may have common original sources and contain similar biases due to the 

uncertain manner in which country experts compiled the information. A comparison of the 

data for Ireland with national evidence suggests that the information used for Ireland, 

although with one potential omission, is reasonably robust. 
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3. Workforce wages 

This chapter presents international comparisons of ELC workforce wages. The first section 

considers hourly pay, while the following two sections review the evidence for annual 

earnings in absolute levels and relative to national average earnings. The final section 

concludes on the relative position of Ireland.  

3.1  Hourly pay 

No direct evidence on international comparisons of hourly pay for the ELC workforce was 

identified. Information on average ELC wages in Ireland is available in several studies, 

including Pobal (2019), SIPTU (2019) and Early Childhood Ireland (2016a, 2016b). Sources for 

other countries include those for Canada (Government of Canada 2020a; Ontario Ministry of 

Education 2019), England (Cattoretti et al. 2019) and New Zealand (NZEI Te Rui Roa 2018). 

Other sources report on pay scales rather than average pay.19 

These country-specific sources on hourly pay for eight selected countries are examined in 

depth in working paper 3, but the evidence on hourly pay was insufficient to provide a 

broad international review in this report.  

3.2  Annual earnings 

Annual earnings differ from hourly pay in that they combine the hourly rate with the 

number of hours worked each year, capturing a combination of relative earning power in 

the hourly wage and relative work participation in the hours. To some extent, this bundle 

provides a better benchmark for the position for ELC workers as it is the total earnings 

which determine living standards and, arguably, social position. 

International comparisons are available for the average annual salaries for teachers in public 

institutions for ISCED 0 (OECD 2019a, Table D3.4). The source of this data is the Joint 

Eurydice-OECD/INES Survey on Salaries of Teachers and School Heads, which collected data 

on annual gross salaries (including additions and bonuses) in 2017. There appears to be no 

                                                        
19 Studies reporting pay scales include Emploi-Collectivites (2019) for France, Oeffentlichen Dienst (2020) for 
Germany and NZEI Te Rui Roa (2018) for New Zealand. 
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reason to believe that this source is not robust. However, there are several issues around 

the scope of the data collection: 

 The OECD term “teacher” is used to mean all practitioners who have the most 

responsibility for a group of children at the class or playroom level, while teachers’ 

aides are those who support the teacher in a group of children or class.20 However, 

it appears reasonable to use this data for teachers as being representative of 

practitioners more broadly, particularly for the purpose of international 

comparisons. 

 The restriction to ISCED 0 provision (that meeting specified educational content 

standards) means that substantial proportions of provision which are not in ISECD 0 

for children under age three may not captured, including for Ireland (see Figure 18 

in the Annex).  

 The restriction to public institutions means that there is no data for Ireland because 

almost all provision is delivered in private institutions in Ireland (see Figure 19 in 

the Annex).  

For these reasons, the OECD data was supplemented with country-specific data for Ireland 

and three other countries (Canada, England and New Zealand21).22 23 In addition, six 

                                                        
20 These terms correspond to “core practitioners” and “assistants” used in Eurydice. It should be noted that 
there is some flexibility in these definitions as whether a specific individual is a teacher or an assistant will 
depend upon which other staff are in the room. 
21 Data was supplemented for these three countries in addition to Ireland because country-specific information 
for these countries was analysed for working paper 3.   
22 The OECD data had no data for Ireland and New Zealand because almost all provision (99%) is delivered in 
private institutions in these countries. Although most provision is delivered in public institutions in Canada, the 
OECD had no data for Canada for any level of education. The OECD data did contain data for England, but this 
was replaced with the country-specific source because only 51% of provision at ISCED 02 and 19% of provision 
at ISCED 01 are delivered in public institutions.  
23 The earnings data was supplemented from country-specific sources in the following ways. For Ireland, hourly 
pay from Pobal (2019, Figure 7.16) was multiplied by mean weekly hours from the same source (Figure 7.3) 
and then by 52 weeks (presumed annual weeks). For Canada, the median hourly wage from Government of 
Canada (2020) was adjusted to the mean using the ratio of the mean to median wages for the Educational 
Services sector in Ontario (Statistics Canada 2019) and multiplied by the OECD mean annual working hours for 
ISCED 0 (1,613 hours). For New Zealand, mean hourly earnings form NZEI Te Rui Roa (2018) were multiplied by 
the same OECD mean annual hours. For UK (England), the mean staff hourly pay from Cattoretti et al. (2019) 
was multiplied by mean weekly hours (33) derived directly from SCEYP data for 2019 and then by 52 weeks 
(presumed annual weeks). All amounts were adjusted to USD 2017 using OECD PPP exchange rates. 
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countries with around half or more of ISCED 02 provision in private institutions are flagged 

as having potentially unrepresentative earnings data. However, the level of public sector 

earnings may influence earnings in the private sector in these countries; for example, in 

Norway, centralised negotiations on wages mean that there is little variation between the 

public and private sectors. 

Figure 6: Average annual salaries in USD 2017 

 

Sources: OECD (2019a, Table D3.4) except for figures for Canada, Ireland, New Zealand and England, which are derived as 
described in footnote 22. 

Notes: Pattern fills indicate countries with around half or more of provision at ISCED 02 in private institutions and annual 
earnings may not be representative of the entire workforce. 

Figure 6 presents the mean annual salaries for 28 countries. Only five countries have lower 
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“supplemented” data have a range of annual earnings above Ireland, suggesting that it is 

not the use of supplemented data that drives the position of Ireland. Overall, this suggests 

that ELC workforce salaries in Ireland are at the lower end of the international distribution 

but are not among the very lowest. 

Figure 7 examines the relationships between the mean ELC annual earnings with three 

potential explanatory factors: the proportion of ELC workers who are part time; the 

proportion of ELC workers who are female; and the level of the minimum wage. The figure 

presents information on these factors ordered from the countries with the highest annual 

earnings to those with the lowest. 

As mentioned above, annual earnings may reflect differences in annual hours of work, 

particularly if a high proportion of the workforce is employed part time. The data on the 

proportion working part time is mainly drawn from UOE data24 for teachers working in 

ISCED 0 and has been supplemented by estimates from country-specific sources for Ireland 

and the UK (England). The fact that Ireland has one of the highest proportions (54%) could 

partly explain why annual earnings are at the low end of the distribution. However, the 

definition of part-time in terms of number of hours varies internationally and the sparseness 

of the data means it is difficult to draw firm conclusions on this. 

As shown in Figure 7, almost the entire ELC workforce is female in most countries and there 

is little variation across countries. There is some tendency for countries with lower 

proportions of female workers to be towards the higher end of the table for countries with 

higher average annual earnings. This suggests that the high proportion (99%) of female 

workers in the ELC workforce in Ireland could be a factor in the relatively low annual 

earnings. 

 

  

                                                        
24 UOE data collection is the joint collection of education data by the UNESCO Institute of Statistics (UIS), the 
OECD and Eurostat. 
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Figure 7: Annual salaries, part-time working, gender proportion and minimum wages 

 Average annual 
salaries in USD 

2017 

Proportion 
working part 

time 

Proportion of 
workforce which 

is female 

Annual minimum 
wages in USD 

2018 

Australia $55,283     $23,976 

Netherlands $54,598 70% 88% $23,521 

Belgium (Fl)  $53,304 38% 97% $21,654 

United States $52,239   94% $15,080 

Belgium (Fr) $51,530 38% 97% $21,654 

Portugal $49,070   99% $12,004 

Denmark $45,882   88% $0 

Norway $43,534 30% 92% $0 

France $40,457 14% 89% $20,903 

Sweden $39,265 34% 95% $0 

Iceland $37,873 32% 95% $0 

Israel $37,734   99% $15,104 

Italy $35,647 13% 99% $0 

Finland $34,560   97% $0 

Chile $32,837   99% $7,320 

Slovenia $31,701 4% 97% $15,270 

New Zealand $30,826   97% $20,932 

Poland $27,064 20% 98% $13,215 

Canada $26,494     $19,811 

Greece $26,453   99% $12,128 

England / UK * $25,375 28% 96% $20,053 

Turkey $24,187   94% $12,616 

Hungary $23,850 3% 100% $10,669 

*** Ireland *** $22,697 54% 99% $20,009 

Czech Republic $22,021   99% $10,342 

Lithuania $21,264 25% 99% $9,365 

Slovak Republic $19,053 0% 99% $10,518 

Estonia $17,686 13% 99% $9,609 

Latvia $17,638 56% 100% $8,970 

Sources: Gross annual salaries are from OECD (2019a, Table D3.4) except for figures for Canada, Ireland, New Zealand and 
England, which are derived as described in footnote 22. The proportion working part time is from Eurostat 
(educ_uoe_perd05) except for Ireland, which is from Pobal (2019, Figure 7.3), and for UK (England), which is from Cattoretti 
et al. (2019, Table 50). The percentage of workers who are female is from OECD (2019a, Table D5.2). The annual minimum 
wage is from the OECD Employment Database.  
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Notes: Italics indicate countries with around half or more of provision at ISCED 02 in private institutions and annual 
earnings may not be representative of the entire workforce. Figures for part time are for all teachers in ISCED 0 except for 
the entire workforce for Ireland and UK(England). The percentage female is for teachers in public and private institutions 
based on head counts. * Average salary and proportion part time is for England and proportion female and annual 
minimum wage are for United Kingdom.  

Finally, Figure 7 presents the annual minimum wage for each country, including zero values 

for countries without a minimum wage. As might be expected, there appears to be some 

link with average ELC salaries, with a cluster of minimum wages of less than €11,000 near 

the bottom of the table and a cluster in excess of €20,000 nearer the top. Countries without 

any minimum are also towards the top of the table, but this could reflect that these 

countries tend to have bargaining agreements to protect against low pay in place of 

minimum wage policies. However, Ireland has a reasonably high minimum wage relative to 

the other countries, which suggests that lower ELC earnings are not related to the minimum 

wage policy.  

3.3  Annual earnings relative to national average 

A more informative measure for understanding the ELC workforce in Ireland is not the 

absolute level of earnings relative to other countries, but the level of ELC earnings relative 

to the national average. This captures the extent to which the ELC workforce is “low paid” 

with respect to other opportunities within the country. Indeed, countries where ELC 

workers are better paid relative to the national average are more likely to command a 

selection of workers from a broader pool, potentially leading to a higher quality workforce.25  

Figure 8 presents two measures of average earnings relative to the national average. The 

first measure (relative to mean annual earnings) captures the simple average regardless of 

differences in hours of work or qualification levels between the ELC workforce and the 

national average, while the second measure (relative to the mean for full-time full-year 

similarly educated workers) approximately strips out the differences due to work hours and 

qualifications. Unfortunately, only the first measure is available for Ireland because this was 

derived directly from the absolute salary levels using the supplemented salary data, while 

                                                        

25 This is not to imply that ECEC workers choose their profession on the basis of salary alone, but that higher 
earnings may enable more workers to choose the profession without compromising living standards. 



  
 

36 
 
 

the second measure is reproduced from the OECD report based on the data without the 

supplement for Ireland.26 

 Figure 8: Annual salaries relative to mean national earnings 

 

Sources: Proportions for relative to mean annual earnings are calculated from gross annual salaries and are from OECD 
(2019a, Table D3.4) except for figures for Canada, Ireland, New Zealand and England, which are derived as described in 
footnote 22 and from mean annual wages in USD 2018 from OECD Employment Database. Proportions for relative to mean 
annual earnings for full-time full-year similarly educated workers are from OECD (2019a, Table D3.2). 

Notes: Pattern fills indicate countries with around half or more of provision at ISCED 02 in private institutions and annual 
earnings which may not be representative of the entire workforce. *Average annual earnings for ELC workforce are for 
England and mean annual wages are for United Kingdom.  

                                                        
26 The mean relative to full-time full-year similarly qualified workers was presented in European Commission 
(2019, Table D3.2). It was not possible to replicate the calculations for this for Ireland due to a lack of 
published data on qualification profiles and mean salaries by qualification level. 
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Relative to the national mean annual earnings, Ireland has the lowest ELC annual earnings. 

Indeed, the mean value for the ELC workforce is only 47% of the mean for the national 

workforce. This precise number should be treated with some caution as it is based on a 

different data source than for the other countries and is derived from data on hourly pay 

scaled up to the annual level using average weekly hours. Nevertheless, this evidence 

indicates that ELC workers are particularly “low paid” relative to the national average than 

ELC workers in other countries. 

Interestingly, there is only one country (Netherlands) which does not use flagged data 

where the mean annual earnings for the ELC workforce exceeds the national average, 

although the ELC mean is around 90% or more of the national average in a handful of other 

countries. The second measure which controls for difference in hours and qualification 

levels suggests that workers are even more poorly paid relative to the national average in 

most countries.27 

3.4  Are wages low in Ireland? 

In terms of absolute levels, the evidence suggests that average earnings for ELC workforce 

salaries in Ireland are at the lower end of the international distribution but are not among 

the very lowest. In terms of the level of earnings relative to the national average, the 

evidence indicates that Ireland has the lowest relative pay of all the countries considered. 

There are some indications that this may be related to the higher proportion of part-time 

workers and female workers in the ELC workforce in Ireland relative to other countries. 

  

                                                        
27 Although this measure is not available for Ireland, section 5 explores how international differences in the 
mean ECCE annual earnings may be related to differences in qualification levels in the ECEC workforce.  
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4. Public spending on ELC 

This chapter presents international comparisons for public spending on ELC. The first section 

considers total spending, while the second explores spending per child. The penultimate 

section discusses some specific issues with the data for Ireland, while the final section 

concludes on the relative position of Ireland. 

4.1  Total spending and spending per child  

The most recent international data on public spending on ELC that was identified was from 

the OECD Social Expenditure Database for 2015 and from UOE data extracted from Eurostat 

for 2016. These sources differ in two key respects: 

 The OECD data covers a broader range of programmes of care outside of ISCED 0, 

while the Eurostat data only covers ISCED 0 provision. This suggests that the OECD 

data captures a better measure of total spending.  

 The OECD data is presented as a proportion of gross domestic product (GDP), while 

the Eurostat data is available as a proportion of gross national income (GNI). Given 

that the GDP measure overstates the level of income accruing to residents within 

Ireland to a substantially greater degree than in other countries (Department of 

Finance (Ireland) 2018), the Eurostat data uses a better measure of national income.  

The OECD data on public expenditure on ELC as a percentage of GDP is presented in Figure 

9. It should be noted that the data has been adjusted for cross-national differences in the 

compulsory age of entry into primary education.28 Of the 37 countries in the figure, Ireland 

has the second lowest level of spending relative to GDP. Even with an adjustment to 

estimate spending as a proportion of GNI rather than GDP,29 the proportion for Ireland 

would be 0.4% and Ireland would still be the sixth lowest in Figure 9. 

                                                        
28 See page 1 in OECD (2019d). 
29 According to calculations using Eurostat data presented in the Department of Finance (Ireland) (2018, Figure 
2), Ireland’s level of GNI is around one-fifth lower than the level of GDP. For all other EU member states (with 
the exception of Luxembourg), the difference is fairly minor and would not affect Figure 8 to any substantial 
degree. See https://www.cso.ie/en/releasesandpublications/in/nie/in-mgnicp/ for further information on 
GNI* in Ireland. 
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Figure 9: Public expenditure on ELC as a percentage of GDP

 

Sources: OECD (2019d, Chart PF3.1.A). 

Notes: Data is for 2015. 

The Eurostat data which presents public spending on ISCED 0 as a proportion of GNI places 

Ireland as having the lowest spending of 26 EU countries at only 0.1% of GNI (Figure 10). 

This suggests that the narrower measure of public spending reduces the measure of Irish 

spending to a greater extent than using GNI, as the measure of national income increases it. 
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Figure 10: Public expenditure on ELC as a percentage of GNI

 

Sources: Eurostat (educ_uoe_fine08) 

Notes: Data is for 2016. 

Figure 11 circumvents both the issues of the narrower measure of spending and the issue of 

the measure of national income by presenting OECD data on the public expenditure on ELC 
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Figure 11: Public expenditure on ELC per child aged 0-5 in USD PPP

 

Sources: OECD (2019d, Chart PF3.1.B). 

Notes: Data is for 2015. 
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“Ireland: The expenditure on early childhood educational institutions figure (Table 

C2.3) does not include spending on integrated care and education, which accounts 

for a significant portion of public spending and a larger proportion of private 

spending. In Ireland only spending on the free pre-school ECEC programme is 

classified as ISCED 02. Other public spending is not classified as ISCED 0 as it supports 

both care and education, though it often has a similar educational focus to the ECCE 

programme.” (page 72 of the technical annex for OECD 2019a) 

Although this caveat is made with reference to pre-primary education (ISECD 02), the 

disaggregated categories underlying the ELC expenditure figures contain a single category 

called “Child care (pre-primary education)” suggesting that the omission may apply to the 

expenditure reported for ELC.30 A similar point is made in European Commission (2019, page 

65) that in countries where family or social welfare authorities, rather than education 

authorities, are responsible for ELC services for children under age three (such as in Ireland), 

the services for these children are not considered to be educational and are not included in 

education statistics, which are the main data source for international comparisons for ELC. 

Second, the adjustments for different primary school starting ages in the OECD data creates 

several issues: 

 It would be challenging to adequately adjust for the different hours and quality levels 

across child age. If ELC for older children has more hours and more qualified (and 

higher cost) staff, the relatively young age profile for ELC in Ireland could explain 

much of the lower public spending, both as a proportion of GDP and on a per pupil 

basis. 

 The adjustments make it difficult to cross-check the data against country-specific 

sources. For example, the OECD figure for ELC spending in Ireland for 2015 was €844 

                                                        
30 OECD Social Expenditure Database - detailed data - PUBLIC - FAMILY - BENEFITS IN KIND – Early childhood 
education and care (ECEC). The single category for Ireland stands in stark contrast to the broad range of 
programmes included for some other countries. 
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million,31 which, although designated as “pre-primary”,32 is substantially higher than 

the spending of €265 million on childcare and pre-school programmes and delivery 

supports reported in Irish Government statistics (Department of Public Expenditure 

and Reform 2014, page 188).  

 The need for the adjustments indicates that the figures are not comparing the same 

types of policies across countries. The objectives of spending on ELC may differ 

substantially across different ages of children (for example, spending for a six-year-

old has different benefits than for a three-year-old). Even if the adjustments for 

hours and quality were perfect, public spending on ELC which includes that for 

children over the age of four in one country should not be compared with that for 

children only under the age of four in another country.  

Third, even allowing for the adjustments, inconsistencies between the OECD figures and 

country-specific sources have previously been noted for the UK (Moss and Lloyd 2013; Paull 

2015).  

Finally, the figures are based on data for 2015. Public expenditure on ELC in Ireland has risen 

substantially since 2015: public expenditure on childcare and pre-school programmes and 

delivery supports increased by 141% between 2015 and 202033 (in other words, is two-and-

a-half times larger in 2020 than in 2015). If spending has not increased to anything like the 

same degree in other countries, this factor alone could mean that Ireland is now notably 

more highly ranked in Figures 9 and 11. 

4.3 Is public spending low in Ireland? 

The international evidence is insufficient to draw a conclusion on whether public funding on 

ELC is low in Ireland relative to other countries. This is primarily due to a combination of two 

                                                        
31 From OECD Social Expenditure Database - detailed data - PUBLIC - FAMILY - BENEFITS IN KIND – Early 
childhood education and care (ECEC). 

32 Cross-checking is complicated by the possibility that the amount is mislabelled in the OECD data and could 
include spending on primary education for children under age six. 

33 Spending was €265 million in 2015 (summation of lines B2, B3 and B4 on page 188 in Department of Public 
Expenditure and Reform (2014)) and was €638 million on 2020 (summation of lines B2, B3 and B4 on page 213 
in Department of Public Expenditure and Reform (2019)). 
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factors. First, there are notable sources of potential biases in the estimates (particularly for 

some countries including Ireland) but significant challenges to check and calibrate these 

potential biases. Second, Ireland’s relative position on ELC public spending is not so clear cut 

that these biases could not affect the conclusion. In addition, it should be noted that neither 

of the international measures (the OECD combined ELC and primary school up to age six or 

the Eurostat ISCED 0 spending) fully capture ELC spending in Ireland.  
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5. Contextual factors 

The international evidence presented in the previous chapters has suggested that ELC in 

Ireland may have relatively high fees and relatively low wages compared to other European 

and OECD countries. This chapter explores whether and how ELC may differ in Ireland in 

ways that could potentially be linked to the relative high costs and low wages. 

5.1  Provision structure 

As noted in the introduction and documented in the Annex tables, the structure of provision 

in Ireland has some distinctive features and these could be related to fees, wages and public 

spending in several ways.  

First, Ireland’s relatively young child age profile could be an important factor in shaping ELC 

fees in Ireland. Delivery costs tend to be higher for younger children and fees can be 

correspondingly higher. The evidence on fees suggested a higher cost in Ireland for two- and 

three-year-olds, but this could reflect some cross-subsidisation in fees to help pay for an 

overall younger mix of children. 

Second, Ireland’s large and unregistered childminding sector means that most statistics for 

ELC exclude virtually all home-based provision. It is not known what impact inclusion of 

childminders would have on the ELC statistics for Ireland. Russell et al. (2018) cite evidence 

from the 2016 CSO Quarterly National Household Survey and from 2011 from Growing Up in 

Ireland that childminders are the most expensive form of care (in terms of costs paid by 

parents), but these numbers appear to include both childminders working in their own 

homes and nannies and au pairs working in the child’s home. Moreover, it is not clear 

whether the estimates for gross childcare costs presented in Chapter 2 for Ireland include 

childminders or not. 

Finally, the fact that almost all ELC provision is privately delivered in Ireland could be an 

important factor for two reasons. First, private provision requires a surplus to invest in 

provision (or pay back previous investments), while public provision can finance such 

investments through government grants. In order to achieve a surplus, private providers 

require a wedge between costs and income which can be achieved by paying lower wages 

and/or charging higher fees. Second, public provision may cost less due to economies of 
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scale from being part of a larger organisation (such as a school) or through the provision of 

free resources of staff support from other public organisations.34  

In order to explore this further, Figure 12 plots the statistics for gross costs (from Figure 2) 

against the proportion of ISCED 02 places in private institutions for children aged three plus 

(from Figure 19), while Figure 13 presents the plots for average annual salaries (from figure 

6) against the same proportion in private institutions. In both figures, Ireland is highlighted 

as the emboldened marker in red. 

The two figures indicate a positive relationship between the proportion of provision, which 

is private and both gross costs and annual salaries. This suggests that if private provision has 

higher delivery costs due to the need for an investment surplus or absence of access to 

cheaper or free resources, it may drive up costs for parents rather than drive down wages. 

Indeed, while Ireland lies exactly on the trend line for gross costs and the proportion of 

provision that is private (Figure 12), indicating that a large element of the higher cost may 

be explained by the private provision, Ireland lies below the plot line for annual salaries 

(Figure 13), indicating that average salaries are well below what might be expected given 

the proportion of provision that is private.  

  

                                                        
34 On the other hand, it could be argued that private provision may be delivered more efficiently with lower 
costs than public provision due to greater competitive pressures in a private market. 
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Figure 12: Gross childcare costs and proportion of private provision 

 

Sources: OECD.stat – Social Protection and Wellbeing – Benefits, Taxes and Wages – Net childcare costs for parents using 
childcare for 2019 and OECD (2019a, Table B2.2) and UNESCO UIS Education Statistics. 

Figure 13: Annual salaries in USD 2017 and proportion of private provision 

 

Sources: OECD (2019a, Table D3.4) except figures for Canada, Ireland, New Zealand and England, which are derived as 
described in footnote 22 and OECD (2019a, Table B2.2) and UNESCO UIS Education Statistics. 
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5.2  Workforce qualifications and age  

Staff costs are a major part of provision costs, and more qualified and experienced staff 

tend to command higher wages, which leads to higher parent fees. Figures 14 and 15 

present profiles of the ELC workforce qualification levels and age (as a proxy for experience) 

to explore whether these may be related to the higher fees or lower wages in Ireland. 

The first three columns of Figure 14 present the statutory minimum qualifications for staff 

working with different ages of children in ELC centres and for registered childminders. Of 

the 40 countries with reported minimum qualifications for centre-based ELC, only 10 have 

minimums for children under age three that are lower than for Ireland and only five have 

minimums for children aged three and over that are lower than Ireland. The third column 

with statutory minimums for registered childminders shows that these are generally higher 

than for Ireland, where almost all childminders are unregistered.35 The final column shows 

that Ireland (and England) have substantially lower proportions of the workforce qualified to 

at least level ISCED 6 (graduate level) than all the other countries for which there is data.36 

These low levels of qualifications in the ELC workforce in Ireland could explain the relatively 

low wages. 

  

                                                        

35 The level 4 minimum for Ireland only applies to the very small number of registered childminders in the 
country. 
36 This does not result from the figures for Ireland and England being drawn from country-specific sources for 
the entire ECEC workforce rather than just pre-primary teachers because pre-primary teachers (as defined by 
the OECD) constitute the bulk of the workforce in most other countries.   
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Figure 14: Statutory and average qualification levels 

 Minimum qualification levels for 
core practitioners in ELC centres 

Minimum 
qualification 

levels for 
registered 

childminders 

Proportion of 
pre-primary 
teachers / 

workforce with 
ISCED level 6 

or higher 

Children under 
age 3 Children age 3+ 

Albania none 6 n/a   

Austria     5 5 specific training   

Belgium   3 6 specific training 100% 

Bosnia and Herzegovina     6 6 n/a   

Bulgaria     6 6 n/a   

Canada 4 4 4   

Chile           99% 

Croatia     6 6 specific training   

Cyprus 6 6     

Czech Republic     3 3 n/a 25% 

Denmark     none none none   

England  3 3 none 19% 

Estonia 6 6 4 69% 

Finland     6 6 3 74% 

France     6 7 specific training  

Germany     6 6 specific training 67% 

Greece 6 6 n/a 100% 

Hungary     4 6 4 94% 

Iceland     7 7 specific training 94% 

*** Ireland  *** 4 4 4 25% 

Israel       94% 

Italy     none 7 none   

Latvia 5 5 specific training 81% 

Liechtenstein 3 6     

Lithuania     6 6 n/a   

Luxembourg     4 6 specific training   

Malta     4 4 4   

Mexico           97% 

Montenegro     6 6 n/a   
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 Minimum qualification levels for 
core practitioners in ELC centres 

Minimum 
qualification 

levels for 
registered 

childminders 

Proportion of 
pre-primary 
teachers / 

workforce with 
ISCED level 6 

or higher 

Children under 
age 3 Children age 3+ 

Netherlands 3 6 3 100% 

New Zealand     5 5 5   

North Macedonia     none 6 none   

Norway     6 6 none 51% 

Poland     3 6 specific training 98% 

Portugal 7 7 specific training 100% 

Romania 3 3 n/a   

Serbia 3 6 n/a   

Slovak Republic     3 3 3   

Slovenia     6 6 3 76% 

Spain     5 6 none 100% 

Sweden none none none 58% 

Switzerland     3 6 specific training   

Turkey     3 6 none   

United States       98% 

Sources: Minimum levels are from European Commission (2019, Figure C1 and page 150) for core practitioners and from 
European Commission (2019, Figure C5) for childminders for all countries except Canada, which is from Ontario Ministry of 
Education (2019, pages 26-27), New Zealand, which is from New Zealand Government (2020, pages 28-30 and Schedule 1) 
and UK (England), which is from Department for Education (2017, Sections 2.23-2.26). Proportion of pre-primary school 
teachers with ISCED level 6 or higher are from OECD (2019a, Table X2.11a) except for Germany and Norway, which are from 
OECD (2019b, Figure 3.3), Ireland, which is from Pobal (2019, Figure 7.12) and UK (England), which is from Cattoretti et al. 
(2019, Table 50).  

Notes: Minimum qualifications are for 2018/19 and proportions with ISCED 6 are for 2018. Minimum qualifications only 
apply to a set proportion of the workforce for Canada, New Zealand and UK (England). Qualification requirements for UK 
(England) reported in the European Commission (2019) and average proportions with ISCED level 6 in OECD (2019a) were 
not used because they apply to reception classes. Figures for France from OECD (2019a) were not used because they are for 
pre-primary and primary combined. For Ireland, the maximum number of children per staff member is 11 for two- and 
three-year-olds in the ECCE programme. 

Figure 15 presents the age profile of the ELC workforce across a broad range of countries. 

Ireland lies within a group of roughly half of the countries which have a slightly younger 

workforce, suggesting that wages may be lower than some of the other countries because 

of the relative inexperience of the workforce. 
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Figure 15: Age profile of the ELC workforce

 

Sources: OECD Education Database: Share of teachers by age range for ISCED 0 (Early childhood education) except for 
Ireland, which is derived from Pobal (2019, Figure 7.8). 

Notes: Data is for 2017 (except 2019 for Ireland). 
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5.3  Other quality measures 

Several other provision characteristics broadly related to the “quality” of provision may also 

have an influence on staff pay and fee levels.37 Child-to-staff ratios are one of the most 

important of these characteristics: higher numbers of children per staff member mean 

fewer staff resources are needed for each child, permitting higher levels of pay and/or lower 

fees for parents. Low ratios could explain how staff pay is relatively low while fees are 

relatively high.  

Figure 16 presents the statutory maximum child-to-staff ratios for children aged two and 

three (broadly representative of patterns for ISCED 01 and ISCED 02) and actual average 

ratios for ISCED 01 and ISCED 02 provision. For the statutory maximums, Ireland lies roughly 

in the middle of the range for two-year-olds but has a lower maximum for three-year-olds 

than most other countries (and often a substantially lower maximum). Although based on 

quite a small number of countries, average ratios in Ireland are lower than in most other 

countries for both ISCED 01 and ISCED 02, the most notable exceptions being the UK and 

Norway. This suggests that the relatively low staff pay and relatively high fees in Ireland 

could be related to the relatively low child-to-staff ratios. 

The final two columns of Figure 16 present the statutory maximum group sizes for children 

aged two and three (again, indicative of ISCED 01 and ISCED 02). Ireland has no statutory 

maximum for children aged two and a maximum broadly in line with most other countries 

for children aged three. This indicates that limits on group sizes are not a factor that 

increases costs in Ireland. 

 

  

                                                        
37 It should be noted that there may be local variations within countries for the measures and regulations 
discussed in this section.  
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Figure 16: Statutory and average child-to-staff ratios 

 Maximum number of 
children in centre-
based ELC per staff 

member 

Average ratio of 
children to contract 

staff 

Maximum number of 
children in centre-

based ELC per group 

Age 2 Age 3 ISCED 01 ISCED 02 Age 2 Age 3 

Albania * 25     * 25 

Austria     4 10 6 9 8 20 

Belgium (Fl)     9 *   15 18 * 

Belgium (Fr)     7 20   15 * * 

Bosnia and Herzegovina     8 11     15 21 

Bulgaria     9 23     18 23 

Canada     5 8     15 24 

Chile         6 10     

Colombia       33     

Croatia     14 18     14 18 

Cyprus 16 25     16 25 

Czech Republic     12 24   12 24 24 

Denmark     3.3 7.2     * * 

England  4 8 2 4 * 26 

Estonia 8 12     16 24 

Finland     4 8     12 24 

France     8 *   16 * * 

Germany     4 9 5 9 8 15 

Greece 4 13   10 12 25 

Hungary     4 8 11 12 12 25 

Iceland     * * 3 5 * * 

*** Ireland ***     6 8 5 7 * 22 

Israel       9     

Italy     * 26   12 * 26 

Japan           13     

Korea         5 13     

Latvia * *     * * 

Liechtenstein 5 5     12 12 

Lithuania     15 20 7 7 15 20 
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 Maximum number of 
children in centre-
based ELC per staff 

member 

Average ratio of 
children to contract 

staff 

Maximum number of 
children in centre-

based ELC per group 

Age 2 Age 3 ISCED 01 ISCED 02 Age 2 Age 3 

Luxembourg     8 10   12 16 20 

Malta     6 14     * 14 

Mexico         5 25     

Montenegro     3 14     12 14 

Netherlands 8 8   14 16 16 

New Zealand     6 6         

North Macedonia     8 9     15 18 

Norway     3 6 3 6 * * 

Poland     8 25     * 25 

Portugal 9 13     18 25 

Romania 6 20     9 20 

Serbia 16 20     16 20 

Slovak Republic     5 20   12 12 20 

Slovenia     6 9 6 9 12 17 

Spain     18 25     18 25 

Sweden * *     * * 

Switzerland     4 22     12 22 

Turkey     5 10     10 20 

United States       11     

Sources: Statutory maximum ratios and group sizes are from European Commission (2019, Figure C8 and pages 154-155) 
except for Canada, which is from Ontario Ministry of Education (2019, Table 6), Denmark, which is from OECD (2006), New 
Zealand, which is from New Zealand Government (2020, schedule 2), and UK (England), which is from Department for 
Education (2017, paragraphs 3.33 and 3.44). Average ratios are from OECD (2019a, Table B2.3) except for Korea, 
Luxembourg and the Netherlands, which are from OECD (2018), Ireland, which is from Pobal (2019, Table 7.10) and UK 
(England), which is from Paull and Popov (2019, Table 6). 

Notes: * indicates where Figure C8 reported “varies” or ”no top level regulation” and pages 154-155 reported “no 
regulations”. Data is for 2018/19 for European Commission (2019) and current (2020) regulations for country-specific 
sources. Statutory maximum ratios for the UK in European Commission (2019) were not used because they are for reception 
classes and data for average ratios for the UK in OECD (2019a) was not used because it may have included reception 
classes. For Ireland, the maximum number of children per staff member is 11 for two- and three-year-olds in the ECEC 
programme. 

One final set of quality-related factors that may affect cost and staff pay levels are the 

requirements on settings to comply with educational guidelines or external evaluations. 
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Evidence from Eurydice38 was used to assess whether Ireland has unusually lenient or 

stringent such requirements relative to other European countries. 

Educational guidelines for centre-based care for children under age three and children aged 

three plus were reported as:  

 Binding for both age groups in 23 countries; 

 Non-binding for the younger age group and binding for the older one in five 

countries (including Ireland);  

 Non-existent for the younger age group and binding for the older age group in 11 

countries; and 

 Non-binding for both age groups in one country. 

External evaluations for centre-based care for children under age three and children aged 

three plus were reported to: 

 Have a structural and a process focus for both age groups in 13 countries; 

 Have a structural only focus for younger children and both a structural and a process 

focus for older children in eight countries (including Ireland); 

 Be the responsibility of the setting for both age groups in seven countries; 

 Not exist for both age groups in three countries; and 

 Have other mixes of approach in three countries. 

In both cases, Ireland lies within the second tier in terms of these regulatory requirements. 

The relatively lenient educational guidance and evaluation (placing lower demands on staff 

qualifications and experience) could be linked to lower earnings. 

 

 

                                                        
38 Figures D1b and E1 in European Commission (2019). 
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5.4  Are there links with contextual factors?  

The evidence presented in this chapter and in the preceding chapters indicates that several 

contextual factors may be related to the relatively high fees and relatively low wages in 

Ireland: 

 The young child age profile and private provision may be linked to higher costs, 

potentially driving up fees and driving down wages. 

 The high proportion of female workers, the high proportion of part-time workers, 

and the relatively lower qualified and experienced workforce could be linked to 

lower earnings. 

 The low child-to-staff ratios mean that more staff are needed per child and could 

therefore mean lower hourly earnings for staff and/or higher fees for parents.  

 The relatively lenient educational guidance and evaluation could place lower 

demands on staff qualifications and experience and lead to lower earnings. 

 The absence of fee regulation could be linked to higher fees, although the provision 

of free hours does not appear to have a link to lower fees. 
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Annex: Provision structure 

This annex contains three figures to provide background context on the structure of 

provision in Ireland relative to other European and OECD countries: 

 Figure 17 presents the age profile of children in ELC, where ELC is defined as all 

formal, registered provision up to the start of primary education. 

 Figure 18 presents the proportions of children in different types of ELC for children 

under age three and children aged three to the start of primary school. 

 Figure 19 presents the proportion of ISCED 0 places delivered in private institutions 

for children under age three and for children aged three and older.  
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Figure 17: Age profile of children in ELC

 

Sources: Calculated from OECD (2019a, Table B2.2), Eurostat (ilc_caindformal), and European Commission (2019, Figure 
B3). 

Notes: Data is for 2017. 
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Figure 18: Proportions of pre-school children in different types of ELC 

 Children under age three Children aged three plus 

Proportion 
of children 
in ISCED 0 

Proportion 
of children 

in other 
registered 

ELC 

Proportion 
of places 

with 
registered 

childminders 

Proportion 
of children 
in ISCED 0 

Proportion 
of children 

in other 
registered 

ELC 

Albania - - none - - 

Australia 39% 0% - 76% 1% 

Austria     18% 3% minor 89%  

Belgium (Fl)     18% 36% significant 98% 0% 

Belgium (Fr)     18% 36% minor 98% 0% 

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina     

- - none - - 

Bulgaria     4% 12% none 79% - 

Canada     - - -  - 

Chile     21% 0% - 79% 1% 

Colombia 38% 0% - 58% 0% 

Croatia     21% 0% minor 72% - 

Cyprus 22% 9% minor 86% - 

Czech Republic     6% 3% none 88% 0% 

Denmark     55% 8% significant 97% 0% 

Estonia 26% 3% minor 91% 3% 

Finland     31% 6% significant 84% - 

France     4% 32% significant 100% 0% 

Germany     37% 0% significant 95% - 

Greece 6% 35% none 64% - 

Hungary     5% 11% minor 84% 14% 

Iceland     48% 12% significant 97% 0% 

*** Ireland ***     8% 30% minor 96% 0% 

Israel 56% - - 98% - 

Italy     5% 21% minor 91% 0% 

Japan     2% 27% - 91% 0% 

Korea     56% - - 94% - 

Latvia 29% 0% minor 94% - 

Liechtenstein - - - 51% - 
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 Children under age three Children aged three plus 

Proportion 
of children 
in ISCED 0 

Proportion 
of children 

in other 
registered 

ELC 

Proportion 
of places 

with 
registered 

childminders 

Proportion 
of children 
in ISCED 0 

Proportion 
of children 

in other 
registered 

ELC 

Lithuania     25% 0% none 88% - 

Luxembourg     55% 4% minor 86% - 

Malta     6% 26% minor 93% - 

Mexico     4% - - 71% - 

Montenegro     - - none 64% - 

Netherlands 0% 59% significant 94% 5% 

New Zealand     44% 6% - 93% 5% 

North Macedonia     11% 0% minor 35% - 

Norway     56% 0% minor 97% 0% 

Poland     2% 7% minor 81% 2% 

Portugal 36% 1% minor 92% 0% 

Romania 8% 5% none 83% - 

Serbia 23% 0% none 55% - 

Slovak Republic     5% 0% minor 75% - 

Slovenia     41% 0% minor 90% - 

Spain     36% 15% minor 97% 0% 

Sweden 45% 1% minor 95% 2% 

Switzerland     0% 34% significant 49% - 

Turkey     0% - none 35% - 

United Kingdom / 
England *     18% 21% significant 100% 0% 

United States - - - 64% - 

Sources: Proportions in ISCED 0 and other registered ELC were calculated from OECD (2019a, Table B2.2), Eurostat 
(ilc_caindformal and educ_uoe_enpr07). Proportions of places with registered childminders are from European Commission 
(2019, Figure A3).  

Notes: Data is for 2017. * All proportions are for United Kingdom except proportion with childminders, which is for England. 
Dashes indicate missing information. 
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Figure 19: Proportions of ISCED 0 places in private institutions 

 ISCED 01 (Children under age three) ISCED 02 (Children aged three plus) 

Albania - 9% 

Australia - 84% 

Austria     67% 29% 

Belgium (Fl)     - 53% 

Belgium (Fr)     - 53% 

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina     

33% 29% 

Bulgaria     - 1% 

Canada     - 7% 

Chile     4% 63% 

Colombia - 23% 

Croatia     16% 15% 

Cyprus 95% 49% 

Czech Republic     - 4% 

Denmark     14% 21% 

Estonia - 3% 

Finland     20% 12% 

France     - 13% 

Germany     73% 65% 

Greece 40% 9% 

Hungary     14% 11% 

Iceland     20% 15% 

*** Ireland ***     - 99% 

Israel 100% 36% 

Italy     - 28% 

Japan     - 76% 

Korea     90% 78% 

Latvia 15% 7% 

Liechtenstein - 2% 

Lithuania     11% 5% 

Luxembourg     - 10% 

Malta     - 29% 
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 ISCED 01 (Children under age three) ISCED 02 (Children aged three plus) 

Mexico     64% 14% 

Montenegro     5% 5% 

Netherlands - 30% 

New Zealand     99% 99% 

North Macedonia     1% 2% 

Norway     52% 48% 

Poland     0% 24% 

Portugal 0% 47% 

Romania 4% 4% 

Serbia 14% 6% 

Slovak Republic     - 6% 

Slovenia     6% 4% 

Spain     49% 33% 

Sweden 20% 17% 

Switzerland     - 5% 

Turkey     100% 15% 

United Kingdom     81% 49% 

United States - 41% 

Sources: OECD (2019a, Table B2.2) and UNESCO UIS Education Statistics. 

Notes: Data is for 2017 (or earlier). Dashes indicate missing information. 


