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ABSTRACT 

Childcare services are related to positive outcomes for children's development, female labour 
participation, and gender equality. This chapter presents an overview of access to early childhood 
education and care (ECEC) systems up to three years old in 31 European countries (all EU countries 
-except Malta - plus Iceland, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom, and the Republic of Serbia) 
using data from the EU-SILC between 2010 and 2022. The chapter aims to answer questions related 
to 1) the evolution of access rates by age in recent years, considering the coherence between 2030 
EU targets for ECEC enrolment and employment, 2) the different levels of access rates and intensity 
(weekly hours per child) prevalent in each country and 3) the bias related to the socioeconomic 
characteristics of the children who access (and do not access) to the ECEC system in the different 
countries.  

Using the 2022 revision of the Barcelona targets, countries have been classified according to their 
achievement concerning access and intensity in four groups. An access bias by social origin has 
been identified in all countries (except for Denmark, and relatively reduced in Iceland, Luxembourg, 
Sweden and Greece). The access bias more intense are for children with mothers with low 
educational achievement, followed by those with fathers in the same situation (which are actually 
the same in most countries, due to homogamous matching patterns). In general, the higher the 
ECEC participation and use intensity, the lower the access bias for children with disadvantaged 
conditions. European policies that boost intense use and universal access to ECEC and coordination 
with parental leave systems (based on gender-equal participation in care at home) are essential to 
guarantee children's wellbeing and gender equality. This would widen childcare options for all 
types of families, especially for the less privileged ones.  

 per cent per cent 

KEYWORDS: Early childhood care and education; EU-SILC; Equal Opportunities; Gender equality; 
Parental Leave; Care Economy. 

 

Introduction  

The three first years in the life of individuals are the most intense in terms of emotional, physical 

and cognitive development, but also in care needs, only comparable with high dependence 

situations in adulthood and older age. Thus, investing in high-quality early childhood care and 

education (ECEC) is a social investment tool that can      foster equality of opportunities through 

investing in future human capital and mothers' employment rates (Esping-Andersen, 2009). If it 

fulfils minimum quality standards, ECEC tends to provide  an equalizing effect for the same reasons 
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as other educational levels: there is more room for children from disadvantaged backgrounds to 

be enriched by a proper learning environment than for children from families with higher economic 

and cultural capital. Moreover, benefits of ECEC participation do not limit to cognitive abilities but 

include non-cognitive and social abilities too. Socialization with their peers is potentially positive 

for children irrespective of their social background.  

Families, and particularly women so far, are the main providers of this needed childcare. In 

uncertain times with frequent economic crisis, precarious labour market, and reduced couple 

stability, one protection strategy for families is to try to ensure that all family adults participate in 

the labour market and are actively involved in care. In the event of any redundancy or break-up, it 

is more likely to keep financial resources and bonding relations, reducing the risk of poverty for all 

family members. 

According to the European Pillars of Social Rights (European Commission, 2021), children in Europe 

'have the right to affordable early childhood education and care of good quality' (principle 11. a). 

According to European and different national authorities, the ECEC provision has various objectives 

simultaneously. It covers the issues of education, equal opportunities, family support, 

employment, and social policy (Castellanos-Serrano & Perondi, 2018).  

The European Union (EU) has been trying to foster the achievement of ECEC enrolment thresholds 

for decades, establishing in 2002 the so-called 'Barcelona targets,' which sought to 'provide 

childcare by 2010 to at least 90 per cent of children between three years old and the mandatory 

school age and at least 33 per cent of children under three years of age' (European Commission, 

2002, p.4). Revising these standards in 2022 set little more ambitious targets by 2030: access rates 

should achieve 96 per cent and 45 per cent respectively by the decade's end (Council of the EU, 

2022). While universal attendance for children aged three to six is expected (and achieved in many 

countries), not even half of children from zero to three are expected to attend ECEC systems. This 

inequality in access, which has significant negative consequences for gender equality and children's 

equal opportunities, is not expected to be substantially overcome in coming years. This situation is 

especially worrying, given the gap between the ECEC enrolment rate for children aged below three 

from at risk of poverty or social exclusion (AROPE) households (22 per cent) and those from non-

AROPE households (37 per cent) (Flisi et al., 2022). Also, as we will see in this chapter, there is a 

considerable cross-country variation in ECEC enrolment rates across the 31 European countries 

analysed, reflecting the significant heterogeneity in the national (and sub-national) systems. With 

respect to intensity of use, the Council Recommendation on the Barcelona targets for 2030 

recommends ‘that Member States take steps to make ECEC services available in a way which allows 

children to participate at least 25 hours per week’ (Council of the EU, 2022, p.8).        



3 
 

This chapter aims to provide an overview of the access to ECEC up to the age of three across the 

31 European countries analysed with a focus on the social class bias in the access in the different 

countries, based on the recognition that the social benefits of ECEC are maximized when it reaches 

all strata of society, and especially those in more need. Thirty-one European countries (those 

belonging to the EU -except Malta, due to a lack of data- plus Iceland, Norway, Switzerland, United 

Kingdom, and the Republic of Serbia) have been analysed. For that purpose, data from several 

(cross-sectional) editions of the EU Survey on Living Conditions (EU-SILC) (from 2010 to 2022) will 

be used, as this survey is acknowledged to be ‘the best available option for measuring ECEC 

participation of socially disadvantaged children across Europe’ (Flisi & Blasko, 2019, p.3) and ‘the 

only data source that currently allows investigating further options for a closer monitoring of 

ECEC’s role in supporting maternal employment in Europe’ (Flisi et al, 2022, p.28). By using these 

data, we aim at providing up to date information on how European countries stand regarding 

renewed Barcelona targets, as well as other indicators considered relevant to evaluate to what 

extent ECEC can contribute to gender equality through women's employment (intensity of 

participation) and equality of opportunities (access bias by social origin). The chapter is structured 

as follows. The following section will present an overview of the childcare framework within the 

feminist approach. Section 3 present the methods and data used. Section 4 and section 5 provide 

the results of the analyses (an overview of access rates and intensity of use by age, and an analysis 

of the access bias by social origin at age two, respectively) and the discussion related.  The final 

section focuses on the conclusions and policy implications.  

 

Early childhood care and education participation: is it a possible strategy for all families?  

Enrolment rates in ECEC vary cross-nationally depending on different factors, which respond to 

three structural dimensions: configuration of parental leave systems, supply barriers, and demand 

(cultural) barriers, all related to welfare regimes. In principle, the longer parents are offered well-

paid parental leaves, the lower enrolment rates would be during the first months of life. In most 

Western countries, mothers cover the whole period of paid parental leave, or most of the time, as 

they have longer parental leaves than fathers (Blum et al., 2023). Even when fathers legally have 

equally paid parental leave than mothers, mothers use the longer time when parental leave is 

either transferable or paid under 80 per cent of previous monthly income (Blum et al., 2023; Castro-

García & Pazos-Moran, 2016; Recio et al., 2024). Spain is the first and so far, the only country in 

Europe, where fathers use more paid days of parental leave than mothers at the national level 

because paid parental leave is equal for men and women, non-transferable, and fully paid 

(Castellanos-Serrano et al., 2024; Recio Alcaide et al., 2024). In Spain, from 2021 on, fathers have 
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16 weeks, as mothers already had. However, most fathers use their whole parental leave 

simultaneously as mothers, so most babies are not cared for at home for a longer period than 

before the reform (Recio Alcaide et al., 2024). Thus, this characteristic (simultaneous or 

consecutive use of paid parental leave) must be included in data gathering and analysis of ECEC 

use (Castellanos-Serrano et al., 2024; Recio Alcaide et al., 2024). Ideally, parental leave schemes 

and ECEC supply should be coherent so that a place of affordable, high-quality ECEC should be 

guaranteed once parents have consumed all their well-paid parental leave (Blum et al., 2023). 

However, this is not the case in many countries, and a ‘care gap’ appears (Blum et al., 2023), which 

can be covered by unpaid parental leaves (usually also taken by mothers), grandparents’ help, paid 

informal care, or women leaving the labour market.  

Supply barriers appear when there are no sufficient places for all families in demand of childcare, 

or they are not affordable, and families must look for alternative care configurations. In the case 

of insufficient places, systems to assign them are critical to promote or hinder the equalizing effect 

of ECEC. Sometimes, random systems (raffles) are used to assign places, which, in theory, would 

leave out families from lower and higher socioeconomic backgrounds in a similar way. However, 

most of the time, family characteristics are considered when establishing scales of access. Families 

with both parents working are often prioritized, which 'may be pushing out of the system the 

neediest households' (Save the Children, 2019, p. 49). In such cases, unemployed mothers, or those 

considered “inactive," may be trapped in a vicious circle of lack of time to look for a job.  

Demand barriers usually refer to prevailing cultural norms on motherhood in a particular society, 

so even if ECEC places are offered, some families would prefer to care for the children at home 

rather than to take them to preschool or daycare centres, if they consider it more beneficial for 

children. Both dimensions, offer and demand, and the parental leave system design may contribute 

to a ‘Matthew Effect', as seen in the following pages. The term 'Mathew effect' (‘ME’) refers to 

cumulative advantage processes (Walberg, 1983), that we identify here with an access bias by 

social origin. ECEC is used in a higher proportion by families with higher economic and educational 

resources (Pavolini and Van Lancker, 2018) 

Attendance rates for children below one year are nearly zero in most European countries, except 

for the Netherlands, Belgium, Spain, Portugal, and Denmark. In some countries, care at home over 

the first year is considered the child's best interest option, while, in others, participation in ECEC is 

considered to be a chance for  equal opportunity and cohesion policy (Gislason & Eydal, 2011). 

Quality childcare at home or ECEC services seems to be the key to guaranteeing children's 

wellbeing. More evidence for children aged zero is needed as empirical findings are mixed, while 

there is consensus about educational development and social and economic benefits for those 
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below three receiving good quality ECEC services (Castellanos-Serrano, 2020; Flisi et al., 2022). 

Therefore, larger samples of children aged zero, one and two are needed to properly analyse 

different ages, needs and childcare strategies (Flisi et al., 2022; Esping-Andersen, 2009). New 

variables related to parental leave would also be needed to analyse childcare configuration during 

the first years of life (Castellanos et al, 2024). 

Many studies on ECEC analyse children of different ages together (Narazani et al., 2022; Pavolini & 

van Lacker, 2018; OECD, 2018; OECD & EC, 2023). However, if the attendance of children under 

one-year-old diverges, mainly because of the parental leave system and ECEC offer, the situation 

is also different between children aged one and two. Parental leave systems still impact when 

children are one year old (Blum et al., 2023; Flisi et al., 2022, p.20), and data shows quite different 

attendance levels by age. ECEC demand grows as children age because families end their parental 

leaves, and children are increasingly perceived as 'ready' to be cared for outside the family 

(Gislason & Eydal, 2011). Especially for age zero, but also for age one, the longer the well-paid 

parental leave, the lower the ECEC participation (Flisi et al., 2022). 

There is plenty of evidence of a ME affecting ECEC access in (almost) all European countries 

(Pavolini & Van Lancker, 2018; Van Lancker & Pavolini, 2022; Wood et al., 2023). Socioeconomic 

research on this effect has proved that caeteris paribus, children with the following family 

backgrounds attend ECEC institutions in a lower proportion than other children:  

1. Unemployed mothers or mothers with low employment potential (Pavolini & Van Lancker, 

2018; Wood et al., 2023). 

2. Fathers with lower occupational status (Pavolini & Van Lancker, 2018). 

3. Low-educated parents (Flisi & Blasko, 2019; Wood et al., 2023). 

4. Migrant parents (with significant regional variability) (Van Lancker & Pavolini, 2022). 

5. Conservative attitudes towards employment and family (Van Lancker & Pavolini, 2022).  

6. Lower-income families (Van Lancker, 2018; Flisi et al., 2022; León, 2023). 

As mentioned above, demand and offer barriers may combine to cause this ME, although some 

evidence points that offer barriers matter most in the European context (Pavolini & Van Lancker, 

2018). 

In the EU, on average, considering participating in formal childcare for one hour or more a week, 

about 40 per cent of children under three from non-AROPE households participate, while about 20 

per cent of AROPE households do in 2022 (Social Protection Committee, 2024). Most European 

countries presented this kind of gap (in twelve countries the gap was higher than ten percentage 

points) Only six other countries presented better outcomes for children from AROPE households 

in 2022 (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Austria, Slovakia and Denmark). There are currently 
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knowledge gaps in ECEC use by children´s age and different family background, especially after 

COVID-19.  

 

Methods and data 

The definition of ECEC does not come without ambiguity, mainly due to the heterogeneity of 

systems and approaches to childcare and education during the first years of life. The Council 

Recommendation on High-Quality ECEC defines ECEC as ' any regulated arrangement that provides 

education and care for children from birth to the compulsory primary school age — regardless of 

the setting, funding, opening hours or program content — and includes centre and family daycare; 

privately and publicly funded provision; preschool and pre-primary provision' (Council of the EU, 

2019, p.7). The EU-SILC, on its side, distinguishes between several kinds of services that could fall 

under that definition: education at preschool, childcare at centre-based services out of school 

hours, childcare at a daycare centre, and childcare by a professional childminder. In the definition 

of ECEC used in this chapter, all the items mentioned above have been included except for childcare 

by a professional childminder1. Access rates and intensity (hours) of use in a usual week will be 

analysed for two samples: children born in the year before the survey ('aged one') and children 

born two years before the survey ('aged two')2. Using descriptive data for the second sample3, we 

will analyse to what extent there is an access bias (or a ME) affecting children from immigrant, low-

educated, lone parent or low-income families in different countries and go beyond the AROPE vs 

non-AROPE households analysed for 2016 (Flisi et al., 2022). Although quality of ECEC is a crucial 

factor in understanding its social impacts, this is a complex aspect that falls out of the scope of this 

chapter (EU-SILC does not provide any indicator of the quality of ECEC).  Tables A1, A2, and A3 in 

Appendix A show complete subsamples by country, age, and survey year.  

Children aged zero (born in the year of the survey) have been left out due to the highly diverse 

parental leave systems across Europe. The duration of leave, entitlement, and payment level vary 

 
1 The latter would include any person who takes care of children on a paid basis, without the intermediation of 
any formal structure, and irrespective of the place where the childcare takes place, or the qualification 
required ('babysitters' or 'au-pairs' will be included in this category). We do not consider that this type of 
childcare meets the minimum of formal requirements that ECEC systems should have, even acknowledging 
that regulation of the services may not be circumscribed to the care controlled by formal structures in some 
countries.  
2 For the exact age to be known, the birth month should not be missing, which is not the case for many cases 
in the survey. Therefore, to maximize subsample sizes and avoid selection biases, the classification of children 
is based solely on the year of birth, which is the criterion used for schooling in some countries, such as Spain. 
This criterion may explain some differences in indicators in comparison to other studies. From now on, ‘aged 1’ 
and ‘aged 2’ correspond to this definition.  
3 EU-SILC does not offer a sufficient sample size of children in the subgroup of disadvantaged children for many 
countries and classifications, so we do not present if differences are statistically significant or not, as would be 
preferred (Flisi et al.,2022). 
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hugely across countries. Mothers usually cover this first year, while fathers only care for their 

babies for some weeks in most countries (Blum et al., 2023). This relevant question should be 

considered for further analysis and set up policy objectives, as the first year of life is especially 

relevant for children's wellbeing and the establishment of gender roles within the babies' psyche, 

family dynamics, and the labour market. However, information from EU-SILC does not allow this 

analysis.  

Different data sets from 2010 to 2022 have been used. Pooled data are used when disaggregation 

by subgroups is needed, due to sample size limitations of EU-SILC (Flisi et al., 2022). We have used 

a 2018-2022 pooled dataset for country classification (in the following section) and a 2016-2022 

pool of country-level data in the ME section to overcome some of the limitations to evaluate 

different aspects of ECEC attendance for vulnerable children (Flisi & Blasko, 2019; Flisi et al., 2022). 

 

Access to ECEC and intensity of use for children aged one and two  

The ECEC attendance rate evolution has a clear positive trend in the whole EU and most countries 

analysed from 2010 to 2019, both for children aged one and two (See Tables A4 and A5). After 

general reductions in ECEC attendance in 2020 and 2021 in many countries due to consequences 

of COVID-19, such as total and partial lockdowns and closing of ECEC centres, as well as 

recommendations or prohibitions of not grouping and social fear of contagion, the growing trend 

seems to have been recovered in 2022. However, 2019 levels have not yet been achieved in several 

countries (Figure 1).   

Figure 1 shows this positive evolution, the diverse degree of coverage, and the increase in ECEC 

access rates, depending on age and country. The Nordic countries -except Finland-, Luxembourg, 

and the Netherlands are the best performers for children aged two (born two years before the 

survey) with a coverage rate of over 70 per cent in 2022. There is a second group with rates over 

45 per cent and under 70 per cent, which includes France, Spain, Portugal, Belgium and Finland. 

Among those with attendance rates lower than 20 per cent, we found several Eastern countries: 

Lithuania, Bulgaria, Hungary, Czechia, Romania and Slovakia. The other countries, including 

Germany, Italy and Poland, present attendance rates between 20 and 45 per cent.  
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Figure 1. Evolution of ECEC participation rate at age one and age two (2010, 2019 and 2022). 

Notes: Country order from higher to lower ECEC participation rate for age 2 (three-year average). Subsamples under n=20 
have been excluded. Data for *2010-2019-2021, **2010-2019-2020, *** 2013-2019-2021, **** 2010-2018  (1) Subsamples 
under 50 at least for some years (see table A1).Remarked horizontal lines are at 45% and 70% participation rates. 

Source: Authors´ calculations based on EU-SILC microdata from Eurostat (2010-2022).  

 

The image is quite different from that for those aged one, with much lower attendance rates, even 

in the previous best performers. It shows the relevance of analysing the situation for this age, as 

they differ substantially. Rates for Sweden show a sharp drop from 2010 to 2019 and 2022. 

However, some methodological issues may explain this, as high participation rates for one year-old 

children are well-stablished in Sweden: 62% in 2019 (Flisi et al., 2022 p.18). Children in Sweden in 

the subsamples from 2018 onwards tend to be younger because, from 2018 onwards, the Swedish 

survey for EU-SILC was done before July, especially in the first quarter. This means that in the later 

editions of the survey, the percentage of children “aged one” who are already one year old will be 

about half as high as in previous years. The Swedish parental leave covers part of the first half of 

the first year of the baby. This can explain the drop from 2018 onwards. The high increases in the 

participation rate in Germany (for years 2015, 2016, 2018, and 2019) and the following drops do 

not seem related to sample size, time for the survey, or law reforms. OECD & EC (2023) also 

presents wide breaks for Germany. Further research on this would be helpful. 

Figure 2 shows how countries stand concerning two primary indicators of ECEC use for children 

aged one and two: enrolment rates and intensity of use (hours they attend ECEC on a usual week) 

using a 2018-2022 pooled dataset. The two graphs are divided into four quadrants according to the 

thresholds concerning enrolment rates (45 per cent) and intensity of use (25 hours) established by 

the EU in 2022 (see Introduction section) as objectives for 2030 so that countries can be classified 
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in four groups depending on their achieving either one of the two thresholds, both, or none of 

them, as presented in Table 1.  

  
High attendance rate 

(+45 per cent) 
 

 
Low attendance rate 

 
High intensity of use  
(+25 weekly hours) 

 
HH group: high attendance, high 
intensity. 
Iceland (IS), Denmark (DK), Norway 
(NO), Luxembourg (LU), Sweden (SE), 
Slovenia (SI), Portugal (PT), and France 
(FR). Belgium (BE), Finland (FI), and 
Spain (ES). 
 

 
LH group: low attendance, high 
intensity. 
Estonia (EE), Croatia (HR), 
Lithuania (LT), Cyprus (CY), 
Germany (DE), Hungary (HU), 
Poland (PL), Bulgaria (BU), 
Latvia (LV), and Republic of 
Serbia (RS). 

 
Low intensity of use 
 

 
HL group: high attendance, low 
intensity. 
Netherlands (NL) 
 

 
LL group: low attendance, low 
intensity. 
Czech Republic (CZ), Romania 
(RO), Austria (AT), Switzerland 
(CH), United Kingdom (UK). 

Table 1. Classification of countries according to ECEC access rates and intensity of use.  

Source: Authors´ elaboration. 

 

2A. Children aged one 
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2B. Children aged two 

Figure 2. ECEC participation rate and use intensity (weekly hours) (2018-2022 pooled data) 

for children aged one (above, 2A) and aged two (below, 2B). 

Notes: Red (solid) circles for countries with Mathew effect over European average in their category (HH, HL, LH or LL). 
Remarked solid lines set at 2030 EU ECEC objectives (renewed Barcelona target 0-2) and remarked dotted lines are set at 
ECEC objectives compatible with 2030 EU employment objectives. Green (dotted) circles for countries with Mathew effect 
under European average in their category. See more detail in next section. 

Source: Authors´ calculations based on EU-SILC microdata from Eurostat (pool of 2018-2022 samples). 

 

The classification in Figure 2A for those aged one presents most countries as low performers either 

in attendance or both criteria. In contrast, Figure 2B (children aged two) shows a growth in the 

number of countries that reach both thresholds (with Iceland and Denmark leading in both 

indicators). The latter is the case of the Nordic countries analysed except for Finland, plus some 

central European countries (Belgium, France), Portugal, and Spain (although in Spain, the intensity 

of use is relatively low). 

Nonetheless, most countries stand in the upper left quadrant, performing well in intensity while 

not achieving the minimum enrolment. This means that relatively few children in these countries 

attend ECEC, but they do so for more than 25 hours a week. In some Eastern countries (Hungary, 

Bulgaria, or Lithuania), less than 15 per cent of children aged two attend ECEC, but they do so for 

more than 30 hours a week. ECEC enrolment rates tend to correlate with women's participation in 

employment (OECD, 2018), so in general, these countries are those with the lowest participation 

of women in the labour market and with high rates of female part-time, along with the United 
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Kingdom, Austria, Romania, Czech Republic, and Switzerland, where both attendance and intensity 

of use is low. The lower the usual number of hours per week in formal childcare, the higher the 

proportion of part-time employment among women (OECD, 2018). In this sense, the Netherlands 

is the only country that combines high attendance with low intensity, which is coherent with its 

high rates of female part-time employment.  

The EU ECEC thresholds are lower than those needed for most parents to work full time (about 35-

40 hours a week) and to allow women to achieve the EU labour market objective of at least 78 per 

cent of the population aged 20 to 64 by 2030, as stated in the 2021 European Pillar of Social Rights 

Action Plan. Therefore, women remain the primary caregivers and those making job adaptations 

to care in Europe (Martinez-Pastor et al., 2024). If thresholds were 30 hours a week -as proposed 

by Eurydice to improve work-life challenges (Flisi et al., 2022) or as the criteria used by Eurostat 

web to present information on ECEC use intensity- and 60  per cent of attendance (compatible with 

close to universal access for those aged one and two and considering an attendance close to zero 

for those under one year old), the classification would change (See Figure 2, striped lines).   

      

Who is being left out? The Mathew effect  

 

The ECEC access by characteristics of the family allows analysing the bias access or ME. The analysis 

is focused on children aged two from a 2016-2022 pool of country-level data. We focus on this age 

as the access rates should not be affected by the provision of paid parental leave, and therefore, 

the demand for ECEC should be more intense and similar in different countries. 

The nature and magnitude of the gaps for the different countries will be summarized concerning 

the following family characteristics:  

1. Children living with immigrant parent(s). 

2. Children of unemployed women (they are actively looking for a job).  

3. Children of mothers with educational levels up to lower secondary education. 

4. Children of fathers with educational levels up to lower secondary education. 

5. Children who live only with a lone parent.  

6. Children in a household in the bottom (equivalized individual) earning quartile for the 

subgroup (see Appendix B for the construction of income quartiles) 

 



12 
 

Figure 3 (panels 3A to 3F) compare access rates for each of the previous sub-samples with total 

access rates for children aged two4. We use descriptive statistics so the relationship among 

independent variables will not be disentangled: in many countries, these groups are to some extent 

the same, but not in all, as results for the different variables suggest. Where subsamples were 

under 20, countries have been excluded, so the figures show slightly different combinations of 

countries. For each figure, the light (yellow) bar being longer than the dark (blue) represents an 

access bias which would affect that sub-group. Countries are grouped according to the four 

subgroups previously identified for age two, with the EU ECEC thresholds (25 hours and 45 per cent 

of attendance): HH, HL, LH and LL, respectively (see Table 1). A rough look at the graphs shows that 

the access bias is generalized for all sub-groups, showing strong evidence for the ME. This is 

especially pronounced for children whose mothers have achieved up to lower secondary 

education. Flisi and Blasko (2019) did not find mothers' education to be a relevant categorization 

for vulnerable children when they set the threshold for tertiary education. This difference in criteria 

may be helpful for further analysis and sensibility checks. In our case, it must be noted that the bias 

in the case of lower educated mothers is higher than that of unemployed mothers. In many cases, 

lower-educated mothers are not registered as 'unemployed' but rather as 'inactive', as they do not 

actively search for a job.  

However, we can find several exceptions, i.e., countries where the ME is not found for the analysed 

subgroups5, i.e. access rates for the subgroup are not lower than the total ones):  

1. Children living with immigrant parent(s) do not suffer from a bias in Denmark, Portugal, 

Luxembourg, Lithuania, Croatia, Czech Republic and Cyprus.  

2. Children of unemployed women do not suffer from a bias in Denmark, Sweden, Estonia, Italy, 

Iceland, Slovakia, Bulgaria, Hungary, Lithuania, Czech Republic and Austria.  

3. Children of mothers with educational level up to lower secondary education, in Luxembourg, 

Sweden, Greece, and Romania.  

4. Children of fathers with educational levels up to lower secondary education in Greece and 

Lithuania. 

5. Children who live with a lone mother in Belgium, Denmark, Iceland, Luxembourg, Estonia, 

Croatia, Ireland, Austria, Czech Republic, Romania, Switzerland and the United Kingdom. 

6. Children in a household in the bottom earning quartile in Greece. 

 
4 Excepting for the subsamples 2 (mother is unemployed) and 5 (lone parent), which also include children born 
three years before the survey due to the limited number of cases. This means that in a minority of cases, 
children would already be in the second preschool cycle (age 3-6). For example, in Spain, as the survey was 
conducted from September to October (and children start school in September the year they turn three).  
5 Some countries (e.g. Denmark, according to the literature) may have a positive gap, but they do not have a 
large enough sample size.  
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In general, the best performer countries, those where the ME is lower, are those with the highest 

attendance rates (higher than 70%) and an intense use, more than 25 hours a week. Close to 

universal access to the ECEC services provided for an intense use is a good strategy to eliminate 

the ME. In these countries, families from diverse backgrounds can have access to ECEC. If most 

children participate in ECEC, the most vulnerable are not left behind. Greece is the only exception 

to this general national pattern, although is a country very close to be considered as a HH country. 

Where participation or use intensity is low, more vulnerable children are left behind, even in higher 

proportion than the rest of children.  

Source: Authors´ calculations based on EU-SILC microdata from Eurostat (pool of 2018-2022 samples). 

Figure 3. Participation rate in ECEC (2016-2022 pooled data) of children aged two by 

socioeconomic characteristics of family 

members   
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Notes: Samples under n=20 have been excluded. * Samples between 20 and 49 are flagged following Eurostat guidelines.  
Age 2-3 for the subgroups ‘unemployed mothers’ and ‘lone mothers’, due to sample limitations. Remarked horizontal lines 
are at 45% and 70% (dotted line) participation rates. Dotted vertical lines classified countries by attendance and intensity 
as in Table 1. The light (yellow) bar stands for the total access rate and the dark (blue) one for each corresponding group 
access rate.  

Source: Authors´ calculations based on EU-SILC microdata from Eurostat (pool of 2016-2022 samples). 

Table 2 shows a summary of these biases. A ME index has been calculated for each subgroup, and 

it represents the difference between the total access rate for the age (2 or 2-3 depending on the 

subgroup, as indicated in footnote 4) and the access rate for that subgroup as a proportion of the 

former. For example, in France, 24 per cent of children of lower-educated mothers attend ECEC, 

while the general access rate for age 2 is 60 per cent. In that case, the ME index is 0,59 [(0,6 – 

0,24)/0,6)]. Shaded cells show indexes between 0,2 and 0,4 (in light yellow) or higher than 0,4 (in 

dark yellow), while cells in bold (zero o negative values of the index) indicate no bias against each 

group. The European ME index average is 0,22 for the 31 countries analysed.  
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Table 2. Mathew effect Index. Access bias index for subgroup of socioeconomic characteristics.  

Note: The index is the difference between total access rate for the age and the access rate for that subgroup, as a percentage 
of the former. Reference group is the group of children in age 2 excep�ng for unemployed mother and lone mother where 
the reference age is 2-3 years. Shaded cells show indexes between 0,2 and 0,4 (light yellow) or higher than 0,4 percent (dark 
yellow), while cells in bold indicate no Mathew effect has been found. * Some subsamples between 20 and 49 children. 

Source: Authors´ calculations based on EU-SILC microdata from Eurostat (pool of 2016-2022 samples) 

According to this ME index (Table 2), countries can be classified as those where:  

● No bias (or a very slight one) has been detected, at least in the subgroups with enough cases 

to be included in the analyses (Denmark). 

● A bias under 0,2 is found in up to two (usually one) categories (Iceland, Luxembourg, Sweden 

and Greece).  

● There is a bias over 0,2 for all categories (France and Poland).  

● The bias is over 0,2 at least for one subgroup (rest of countries).  

The average index confirms that having a mother with a lower educational level is the most 

unfavourable condition for children to access ECEC, followed by having a father in the same 

condition. In contrast, living with only one parent is the condition with a bias present in fewer 

countries than those analysed.  

Subgroup 
(attendance, 

intensity)

Both parents 
immigrants

Unemployed 
mother

Mother up to 
lower 

secondary 
education

Father up to 
lower 

secondary 
education

Lone mother
Bottom 
income 
quartile

Average

DK* HH -0,03 -0,05 0,07 0,01 -0,06 0,04 0,00
SE HH 0,02 -0,02 -0,03 0,03 0,12 0,05 0,03
LU HH -0,03 0,14 0,00 0,09 -0,05 0,12 0,04
IS* HH -0,02 0,08 0,17 -0,01 0,01 0,05
PT HH -0,03 0,24 0,25 0,21 0,02 0,25 0,16
NO HH 0,31 0,16 0,26 0,10 0,12 0,23 0,20
ES HH 0,35 0,10 0,29 0,20 0,04 0,32 0,22
FI* HH 0,28 0,21 0,36 0,46 0,16 0,35 0,30
BE HH 0,33 0,22 0,55 0,46 -0,01 0,48 0,34
SI HH 0,18 0,70 0,42 0,23 0,38
FR HH 0,55 0,21 0,59 0,48 0,26 0,60 0,45
NL HL 0,26 0,20 0,46 0,15 0,36 0,29
LT* LH -0,44 -0,47 1,00 -0,72 0,23 0,58 0,03
EL LH 0,11 0,14 0,00 -0,05 0,05 0,00 0,04
HU* LH -0,46 0,29 0,06 0,23 0,19 0,06
IE* LH 0,13 0,30 0,17 0,55 -0,38 0,50 0,21
IT LH 0,32 -0,03 0,40 0,21 0,07 0,32 0,21
EE LH -0,04 0,60 0,46 -0,03 0,11 0,22
SK* LH -1,53 1,00 1,00 0,18 0,58 0,25
DE* LH 0,56 0,13 0,34 0,19 0,19 0,28
CY* LH -0,20 0,46 0,69 0,25 0,13 0,49 0,31
LV LH 0,23 0,47 0,44 0,16 0,30 0,32
BG* LH 1,00 -0,11 0,39 0,42 0,15 0,32 0,36
HR* LH -0,06 0,46 0,84 0,70 -0,04 0,62 0,42
RS LH 0,29 0,90 0,87 0,09 0,70 0,57
PL LH 0,30 0,82 0,81 0,27 0,69 0,58
RO* LL -0,29 0,38 -0,14 0,28 0,06
CZ* LL -0,09 -1,26 1,00 1,00 -0,12 0,06 0,10
AT* LL 0,18 -0,35 0,37 0,82 -0,29 0,09 0,14
UK LL 0,26 0,19 0,14 0,08 -0,13 0,44 0,16
CH* LL 0,01 0,26 0,77 0,31 -0,28 0,56 0,27
Average 0,17 0,00 0,43 0,34 0,03 0,32 0,22
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Combining the ME index and the classification by level of attendance and use intensity (see Figure 

2), the more universal access with more intense use, the lower the ME for most types of families. 

In contrast, countries with intense use and low attendance are more likely to have a ME higher 

than the European average.   

 

 

Conclusions  

This chapter offers an overview of the access of children under three to ECEC across Europe with 

the most recent cross-sectional EU-SILC data available (up to 2022). The 2022 revision of the 

Barcelona targets (Council of the EU, 2022) established targets of a 45 per cent access rate and a 

minimum of 25 hours a week of use for each child. Following these recommendations, we have 

focused our analyses on the following dimensions: general access rate, intensity of use (hours per 

week) and access bias (‘Mathew effect’, ME) affecting children from disadvantaged backgrounds 

(immigrant families, unemployed or lone mother, parents with low educational attainment and 

low-income families). 

Using the 2022 revision of the Barcelona targets, countries have been classified according to their 

achievement concerning access and intensity for a subgroup of children around two years old with 

a 2018-2022 pooled sample in countries with high attendance/high intensity (Iceland, Denmark, 

Norway, Luxembourg, Sweden, Spain, Slovenia, Portugal, France, Belgium, Finland), high 

attendance/low intensity (Netherlands), low attendance/high intensity (Estonia, Croatia, Greece, 

Lithuania, Cyprus, Germany, Italy, Hungary, Ireland, Poland, Bulgaria, Republic of Serbia, Slovakia, 

Latvia) and low intensity/ low attendance (Czech Republic, Romania, Austria, Switzerland, United 

Kingdom). A ME has been identified in all countries (except for Denmark, and a relatively reduced 

one in Iceland, Luxembourg, Sweden and Greece), with the access bias more intense regarding 

mothers with low educational achievement, followed by families where the father is in the same 

situation (which are primarily actually the same in most countries, due to homogamous matching 

patterns). Our results confirm that educational attainment for parents is critical in understanding 

childcare patterns inside families, but this factor can be overcome if appropriate structural ECEC 

conditions are in place. Different mechanisms may be operating in the relationship between 

educational attainment and access to ECEC, one of the most important being the 'employability' of 

those women. Other studies confirm the link between the employability of mothers and ECEC use 

(Wood et al., 2023). Access bias for children from lone mother families are the lowest among all 

groups analysed. More research on causality direction would be useful to learn if some policy 

mechanisms are working well to foster this participation and may be replicable for other groups 
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too, or if this result does not come from specific policy design but from family strategies to combine 

labour market participation and childcare.  

Generally, the best performers in access and intensity, especially considering the highest 

thresholds compatible with EU employment objectives, have the lowest ME index and almost no 

ME for children with different socioeconomic conditions. This supports the idea that an education 

policy that guarantees universal access (70% participation rate) with a minimum of 30 hours a week 

is the best to guarantee that the most children access ECEC including the most vulnerable ones, 

obtaining the positive impacts of education, gender equality and poverty-risk reduction, as more 

parents could work in the labour market. In this context, ECEC use as family strategy seems possible 

for most families regardless their background. In the other context, this strategy may be only valid 

for the most privileged families. Greece is the only exception, with almost no ME for most families, 

beyond the HH countries, although this country is very close to be classified within the HH 

countries. A deeper analysis of this case may help to improve the understanding of which additional 

mechanisms may help to reduce the ME.  

Considering the three dimensions together (access, intensity and ME), Iceland, Denmark, Sweden 

and Luxembourg are the countries with the highest and most equitable access according to our 

analyses. Countries with intense use and low attendance, or low intensity and high attendance, 

usually present access bias higher than the European average. Thus, both participation rate and 

intensity are key to not leave behind children from different backgrounds. These results are 

coherent with gender equality rankings. When the ECEC system guarantees universal access and 

intensity to be compatible with full-time jobs, socioeconomic bias is almost eliminated, and female 

labour market participation is fostered. Investing in ECEC 0-3 services is profitable for the economy 

and society, especially for those more in need (Castellanos-Serrano, 2020).  

This study aimed to offer a panoramic view of the access to ECEC across Europe, and one of its 

limitations is, therefore, its generality. Due to space limitations, we cannot include country specific 

analysis of the institutional context that may explain the differences in ECEC use and ME by type 

of children´s background and, thus, learn from different policy mechanisms or structural factors. 

Using descriptive statistics, we cannot disentangle the isolated effect of variables. Independent 

variables may correlate differently in different countries depending on their social structure. A 

higher sample size for children aged zero, one and two is needed for deeper analysis and to 

overcome this limitation. A proper policy evaluation would help to set ECEC objectives for 

participation and use intensity with more certainty and coherence with EU employment objectives.  

The main objective of the chapter was to provide a general map of where countries stand with 
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respect to the Barcelona objectives and to emphasize the great inequality between countries in 

terms of indicators that should be a priority on the European agenda. 

As no country has implemented a system where men are equal caregivers (Martinez-Pastor et al., 

2024), women remain the primary caregivers across Europe. Moreover, parental leave systems 

across Europe keep reinforcing these gender roles (Blum et al., 2023; Castellanos-Serrano et al., 

2024; Recio Alcaide et al., 2024), so the universality of ECEC services is a fundamental policy 

decision to boost gender equality while guaranteeing children's wellbeing. Evidence presented 

here shows that EU targets (and actions) are not adequately designed to be compatible with 

children's right to education and gender equality in the labour market participation and in family 

so far. The low ambition in the renewed Barcelona targets may reduce options for the most 

vulnerable children to ECEC attendance, keeping or increasing the ME currently existing in Europe. 

On the contrary, as women have proved that they will care for even if that supposes to reduce or 

abandon the labour market, the current ECEC targets are related to women and their families to 

live with higher poverty risks, as education targets are not compatible with general female 

participation in the labour market and in the public sphere in most countries.  

Thus, as policy recommendations, to improve children's wellbeing and guarantee equal 

opportunity for their education and a positive gender impact, more efforts must be made in order 

to achieve the more ambitious ECEC targets, i.e. 30-week hours of attendance and 70 per cent as 

participation rate. Moreover, a more profound reform on parental leave systems is also needed. 

The ILO Conventions and the 2019 EU Directive on Work-Life Balance reinforce gender roles with 

longer leaves for mothers than for fathers. Parental leave system and ECEC attendance are highly 

related, and the investment in each policy affects the needs of the other and the impact on 

education and employment (Castellanos-Serrano & Perondi, 2022). The first years of life are 

essential in the babies' development, so gender equality-designed parental leave systems which 

encourage more men caring at home and eliminating the care gap through parental leave and ECEC 

policy coordination seems necessary conditions for all families to be able to choose strategies 

compatible with children´s wellbeing and gender equality. The EU can speed up the ECEC access, 

use intensity and access bias reduction, improving the positive impacts of ECEC participation, 

especially for the most vulnerable children, setting higher Barcelona targets and supporting its 

implementation with different EU policy instruments, including funding and proper monitoring. 

The sooner and higher investment in children through ECEC, the higher the positive impacts for 

families, economy and society.    
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Appendix A. Samples.  

 

Table A1. EU-SILC Sample by country and year. Age 1.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 Total
AT 128 138 101 133 116 125 121 140 117 111 113 97 102 1.542
BE 176 196 170 167 169 154 145 154 133 138 168 142 146 2.058
BG 76 77 56 52 58 55 81 78 78 78 66 63 62 880
CH 139 168 150 158 146 168 162 188 126 136 139 143 1.823
CY 73 89 122 136 109 103 105 102 75 62 71 63 51 1.161
CZ 194 182 149 156 123 144 155 151 145 141 90 50 19 1.699
DE 194 182 163 171 144 137 182 157 167 145 348 488 577 3.055
DK 130 117 92 111 92 91 112 89 97 84 105 131 62 1.313
EE 152 119 146 162 142 146 164 131 127 128 154 149 119 1.839
EL 165 103 91 129 112 213 272 256 260 150 118 87 64 2.020
ES 328 261 219 266 222 240 253 239 216 254 259 312 390 3.459
FI 282 245 252 293 294 285 232 211 202 203 149 156 173 2.977
FR 283 294 272 258 257 275 235 208 208 230 204 236 290 3.250
HR 65 105 80 71 74 105 120 108 115 96 73 58 1 1.071
HU 176 179 158 149 154 151 121 112 110 73 88 116 88 1.675
IE 155 149 189 169 189 156 139 133 115 115 77 86 81 1.753
IS 135 120 113 108 99 97 82 95 98 947
IT 363 399 314 317 303 233 348 252 174 95 91 107 156 3.152
LT 70 55 54 48 41 46 46 50 53 52 56 48 64 683
LU 201 192 171 122 111 96 109 117 124 121 72 96 76 1.608
LV 136 133 108 103 123 124 117 115 102 105 112 111 103 1.492
NL 295 275 257 230 207 193 219 215 182 192 174 181 100 2.720
NO 143 140 150 157 171 144 154 163 131 148 140 1.641
PL 375 358 319 320 286 311 299 314 390 493 300 283 114 4.162
PT 68 90 94 100 100 137 172 173 201 186 115 95 105 1.636
RO 41 34 30 27 24 26 31 25 23 32 32 16 18 359
RS 170 155 144 145 142 140 113 97 109 1.215
SE 222 230 164 162 135 145 166 158 169 141 119 198 187 2.196
SI 292 268 230 212 217 202 199 229 204 175 173 134 132 2.667
SK 109 59 85 113 116 103 112 100 107 96 88 87 63 1.238
UK 230 234 326 296 300 282 297 301 403 2.669
Total 5.396 5.191 4.825 5.066 4.789 4.831 5.095 4.906 4.792 4.093 3.791 3.842 3.343 59.960
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Table A2. EU-SILC Sample by country and year. Age 2. 

 

  

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 Total
AT 141 121 162 115 124 129 129 115 154 120 107 127 107 1.651
BE 202 171 188 187 167 185 142 156 145 162 145 176 144 2.170
BG 89 101 78 59 60 62 107 100 90 90 84 85 77 1.082
CH 194 157 158 151 162 168 170 195 170 143 171 148 1.987
CY 68 74 136 117 125 99 96 116 92 77 75 79 69 1.223
CZ 214 211 185 150 144 117 172 198 168 160 100 56 25 1.900
DE 228 200 189 159 158 152 179 185 163 164 378 517 547 3.219
DK 133 130 115 89 108 91 95 108 74 93 105 114 86 1.341
EE 129 164 154 144 177 143 144 164 143 143 152 166 102 1.925
EL 157 140 105 125 150 221 304 366 313 190 156 113 98 2.438
ES 333 299 279 250 287 247 301 275 252 298 277 353 379 3.830
FI 323 262 299 308 318 306 310 225 231 201 200 180 173 3.336
FR 316 309 321 255 281 250 271 236 203 215 234 278 296 3.465
HR 61 88 105 79 86 121 123 116 124 92 87 69 1.151
HU 233 260 216 180 149 156 156 152 128 109 92 133 110 2.074
IE 194 180 198 218 190 186 162 132 124 124 104 82 88 1.982
IS 124 128 114 118 99 90 96 88 88 945
IT 425 404 383 318 356 285 346 338 262 134 152 137 184 3.724
LT 71 75 69 50 55 49 63 73 69 64 73 72 62 845
LU 212 218 202 114 128 81 108 123 114 106 82 108 63 1.659
LV 149 148 131 101 126 146 139 126 113 122 133 120 130 1.684
NL 299 311 285 251 250 198 241 211 197 187 184 206 124 2.944
NO 149 136 189 185 181 151 160 157 144 153 152 1.757
PL 395 387 400 341 336 294 314 332 381 518 362 322 128 4.510
PT 83 80 123 114 119 129 164 174 196 206 129 104 120 1.741
RO 58 66 50 50 44 39 33 42 43 38 39 41 30 573
RS 165 154 145 149 145 138 137 102 108 1.243
SE 191 203 214 151 154 157 158 182 158 150 141 230 222 2.311
SI 295 281 290 235 235 212 212 216 258 215 200 116 173 2.938
SK 107 104 78 124 126 126 108 126 124 113 111 99 93 1.439
UK 211 226 309 343 305 308 301 334 417 2.754
Total 5.784 5.634 5.725 5.246 5.354 5.043 5.453 5.506 5.276 4.524 4.327 4.339 3.630 65.841
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Table A3. EU-SILC Sample by country and year. Age 3. 

 

  

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 Total
AT 131 134 128 143 111 128 142 125 131 160 113 124 139 1.709
BE 211 203 163 176 187 177 160 134 176 166 159 169 156 2.237
BG 109 101 97 89 63 74 108 112 101 98 79 98 87 1.216
CH 181 191 166 153 137 191 171 172 155 165 145 174 2.001
CY 87 92 112 141 119 120 88 110 116 89 74 78 82 1.308
CZ 230 221 213 185 155 142 147 186 232 182 107 69 27 2.096
DE 236 263 203 181 174 150 163 172 194 158 371 604 555 3.424
DK 153 124 128 94 100 97 105 89 76 74 118 126 68 1.352
EE 155 123 169 152 147 171 164 139 163 144 156 160 96 1.939
EL 145 119 133 142 165 253 308 372 393 238 170 170 117 2.725
ES 362 334 307 299 271 318 299 308 279 340 339 409 430 4.295
FI 305 290 277 349 313 318 311 293 227 210 218 212 182 3.505
FR 272 333 327 276 247 287 260 253 230 241 214 290 346 3.576
HR 59 104 81 98 87 113 128 144 124 107 77 90 1 1.213
HU 235 266 279 213 177 125 172 140 124 114 110 133 114 2.202
IE 172 201 231 209 219 193 168 152 131 123 122 97 90 2.108
IS 121 116 140 111 108 104 84 116 86 986
IT 433 390 380 376 375 347 368 331 343 199 161 214 210 4.127
LT 84 78 85 66 82 61 76 80 88 88 74 87 89 1.038
LU 233 229 233 123 121 100 105 120 133 122 78 124 80 1.801
LV 174 164 132 128 101 134 143 141 123 110 136 142 109 1.737
NL 301 314 313 282 248 229 243 241 198 201 192 222 131 3.115
NO 156 138 167 187 205 155 194 150 142 159 140 1.793
PL 370 389 403 387 360 329 318 343 401 493 394 394 178 4.759
PT 79 96 110 147 124 153 158 196 184 204 148 112 131 1.842
RO 78 72 81 64 63 59 51 50 53 56 45 47 48 767
RS 181 149 144 148 132 159 139 138 101 1.291
SE 255 193 200 191 152 166 158 171 162 152 159 219 201 2.379
SI 272 287 278 271 260 242 221 231 219 233 214 153 153 3.034
SK 110 90 112 123 147 141 129 120 126 131 108 119 98 1.554
UK 226 218 357 377 306 320 277 350 478 2.909
Total 5.935 5.873 6.005 5.914 5.473 5.541 5.567 5.673 5.747 4.896 4.559 4.937 3.918 70.038
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Table A4. ECEC Participation rate by year, age 1. (2010-2022) 

Notes: Subsamples under n=20 have been excluded. (1) Subsamples between 20 and 49 at least for some years 
(see table A1).  

Source: Authors´ calculations based on EU-SILC microdata from Eurostat  

  

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
AT 0% 1% 2% 1% 1% 0% 3% 6% 3% 4% 3% 2% 3%
BE 26% 32% 41% 40% 40% 42% 42% 46% 48% 56% 49% 44% 45%
BG 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 3% 0% 2% 6%
CH 13% 11% 18% 23% 26% 0% 0% 14% 29% 25% 27% 21%
CY 11% 11% 9% 12% 9% 9% 13% 11% 20% 15% 7% 6% 20%
CZ(1) 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0%
DE 9% 9% 9% 8% 16% 53% 60% 4% 25% 39% 4% 14% 6%
DK 43% 43% 35% 41% 39% 47% 50% 45% 34% 33% 34% 32% 45%
EE 1% 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 24% 1%
EL 3% 6% 4% 5% 7% 6% 7% 8% 9% 5% 13% 22% 19%
ES 18% 16% 17% 17% 16% 20% 22% 36% 44% 51% 43% 47% 33%
FI 2% 1% 5% 4% 2% 2% 5% 6% 5% 3% 5% 3% 10%
FR 42% 45% 38% 38% 39% 39% 54% 47% 47% 40% 42% 44% 46%
HR 0% 7% 0% 0% 1% 2% 3% 4% 5% 3% 5% 10%
HU 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0%
IE 13% 3% 13% 15% 15% 21% 20% 12% 18% 17% 8% 8% 10%
IS 1% 4% 4% 1% 3% 2% 16% 18% 14%
IT 9% 17% 13% 15% 10% 21% 26% 13% 10% 18% 0% 31% 17%
LT(1) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
LU 27% 31% 35% 32% 43% 52% 43% 50% 49% 40% 56% 60% 59%
LV 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 2% 1% 0% 1%
NL 48% 53% 44% 41% 44% 44% 52% 57% 48% 61% 65% 64% 70%
NO 10% 9% 8% 8% 7% 5% 5% 9% 11% 6% 6%
PL 1% 0% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 10% 17% 8%
PT 21% 13% 26% 25% 34% 31% 31% 36% 31% 35% 31% 46% 46%
RO(1) 0% 0% 7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% 0% 3%
RS 1% 0% 1% 3% 2% 1% 4% 12% 0%
SE 37% 21% 21% 23% 28% 21% 21% 23% 4% 1% 8% 9% 6%
SI 4% 4% 3% 3% 1% 4% 4% 7% 7% 3% 9% 17% 14%
SK 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
UK 19% 26% 19% 22% 20% 21% 21% 12% 14%
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Table A5. ECEC Participation rate by year, age 2. (2010-2022). 

Notes:  Subsamples under n=20 have been excluded. (1) Subsamples between 20 and 49 at least for some years 
(see table A2).  

Source: Authors´ calculations based on EU-SILC microdata from Eurostat  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B. Construction of the variable “bottom income quartile”.  

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
AT 11% 12% 14% 19% 22% 29% 20% 21% 29% 28% 31% 33% 30%
BE 27% 36% 48% 52% 50% 55% 58% 52% 57% 62% 58% 55% 56%
BG 6% 9% 8% 12% 13% 8% 10% 6% 13% 24% 11% 13% 10%
CH 30% 26% 35% 34% 36% 0% 0% 33% 39% 39% 39% 40%
CY 28% 27% 29% 26% 19% 19% 28% 26% 33% 35% 27% 25% 32%
CZ(1) 0% 2% 0% 1% 3% 1% 4% 4% 3% 2% 5% 2% 4%
DE 28% 39% 34% 39% 33% 54% 65% 79% 22% 38% 25% 43% 39%
DK 95% 93% 93% 94% 92% 97% 98% 92% 86% 89% 90% 88% 86%
EE 19% 14% 15% 14% 19% 21% 32% 24% 27% 29% 25% 77% 29%
EL 10% 26% 20% 23% 13% 14% 10% 19% 65% 43% 22% 25% 33%
ES 44% 46% 43% 48% 41% 52% 51% 67% 67% 76% 61% 73% 63%
FI 31% 29% 34% 32% 39% 36% 35% 40% 43% 44% 45% 46% 49%
FR 47% 50% 51% 47% 48% 50% 50% 62% 58% 53% 64% 64% 65%
HR 15% 20% 14% 13% 20% 14% 10% 22% 15% 23% 25% 43%
HU 7% 6% 7% 11% 11% 10% 15% 14% 9% 8% 7% 10% 10%
IE 22% 17% 26% 25% 25% 32% 24% 29% 33% 34% 17% 26% 33%
IS 48% 38% 33% 39% 37% 47% 88% 45% 84%
IT 22% 41% 34% 34% 28% 44% 48% 41% 38% 32% 0% 47% 35%
LT(1) 6% 8% 9% 2% 9% 8% 10% 14% 3% 11% 21% 10% 13%
LU 38% 44% 61% 61% 66% 74% 78% 67% 79% 75% 77% 77% 81%
LV 15% 16% 24% 29% 20% 20% 27% 21% 32% 25% 29% 38% 38%
NL 64% 61% 68% 57% 61% 58% 66% 68% 58% 73% 71% 75% 79%
NO 68% 68% 68% 68% 74% 80% 77% 69% 74% 73% 74%
PL 3% 4% 4% 6% 6% 7% 11% 14% 13% 14% 22% 32% 24%
PT 42% 40% 41% 37% 45% 53% 54% 49% 62% 57% 59% 60% 62%
RO(1) 5% 3% 8% 6% 0% 5% 9% 14% 9% 8% 3% 12% 3%
RS 15% 16% 12% 19% 14% 9% 19% 17% 21%
SE 80% 73% 74% 78% 73% 86% 85% 76% 72% 81% 72% 82% 76%
SI 51% 49% 49% 51% 47% 49% 51% 56% 59% 64% 58% 69% 78%
SK 4% 3% 0% 1% 5% 2% 1% 0% 3% 3% 1% 0% 0%
UK 54% 41% 31% 37% 37% 39% 38% 23% 33%
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The variable "bottom income quartile" represents the bottom 25 per cent of households in the 

sample for each subgroup, being a subgroup of the 2016-2022 pooled subsample of families for 

the age 2-3 for each country. Therefore, all children aged 2-3 for each country for 2016-2022 are 

the reference subgroup for constructing quartiles.  

As for the income variable, following Mack, Lange and Ponomarenko (2020), we have used the 

variable HY020 (total disposable household income), which is the sum for all household members 

of gross personal and household income components, including:  

● Gross employee cash or near cash income 

● Company car 

● Gross cash benefits or losses from self-employment (including royalties)  

● Pensions received from individual private plans (other than those covered under ESSPROS) 

● Unemployment benefits  

● Old-age benefits  

● Survivor' benefits  

● Sickness benefits  

● Disability benefits  

● Education-related allowances  

● Income from the rental of a property or land 

● Family/children-related allowances  

● Social exclusion not elsewhere classified  

● Housing allowances 

● Regular inter-household cash transfers received 

● Interests, dividends, profit from capital investments in unincorporated business  

● Income received by people aged under 16  

Minus: 

● Regular taxes on wealth  

● Regular inter-household cash transfers paid  

● Tax on income and social insurance contributions (which includes the income taxes paid 

during the income reference period, the tax adjustments-repayment/receipt received or paid 

during the income reference period, and the social insurance contributions paid during the income 

reference period). 

 

The OECD-modified equivalence scale has been used to obtain the equivalent individual income to 

compare households of different sizes. In this scale, each additional adult household member (age 
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14 or older) is assigned a value of 0,5, and each child (age 13 or younger) is assigned a value of 0,3 

(Mack et al., 2020). 
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