A lost generation

Why social mobility in the early years is set to go backwards

Lucy Powell MP

Social Market
Foundation



A LOST GENERATION

The Social Market Foundation, August 2017
11 Tufton Street, London SW1P 3QB

Copyright © The Social Market Foundation, 2017

The moral right of the author(s) has been asserted. All rights reserved. Without
limiting the rights under copyright reserved above, no part of this publication may
be reproduced, stored or introduced into a retrieval system, or transmitted, in any
form or by any means (electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording, or
otherwise), without the prior written permission of both the copyright owner and
the publisher of this book.

The Foundation’s main activity is to commission and publish original papers by
independent academic and other experts on key topics in the economic and social
fields, with a view to stimulating public discussion on the performance of markets
and the social framework within which they operate. The Foundation is a
registered charity and a company limited by guarantee. It is independent of any
political party or group and is funded predominantly through sponsorship of
research and public policy debates. The views expressed in this publication are
those of the author, and these do not necessarily reflect the views of the sponsors
or the Social Market Foundation.

Lucy Powell is the Labour and Cooperative MP for Manchester Central. Lucy was
the first female Labour MP to represent a Manchester constituency. Lucy was born
and brought up in Manchester, where she attended Parrs Wood High School and
Xaverian Sixth Form College, before going onto study Chemistry at Oxford
University and King’s College London. Lucy has held various front bench positions
including Shadow Minister for Childcare and Early Years, Shadow Minister for the
Cabinet Office, and Shadow Secretary of State for Education. Lucy is currently a
member of the Education Select Committee.



A LOST GENERATION

James Kirkup, Director of the Social Market Foundation

The Social Market Foundation is a cross-party think-tank dedicated to making
markets work fairly. | repeat that here because that is the context for Lucy Powell's
paper. Social mobility is about a market: the market for labour. That market is
probably the most important one of all, since it, more than any other, determines
what we get in life. Poor social mobility is, in effect, a form of market failure
because it indicates that participants in the market for labour are not competing
equally - their outcomes are determined not by their efforts and talents but by
factors over which they have no control. And that is something that I'd argue no-
one in politics, whether they're on the Right, on the Left, or in the sensible centre-
ground in between, can tolerate.

For the Right, it should offend against the idea of free market competition
determining outcomes. For the Left, it should offend against the idea of equality.
And for the centrists, it offends for both those reasons and because it shows the
system simply isn't working as it should.

So Lucy Powell is addressing a problem that everyone in politics should be
committed to resolving, which is just one of the reasons | hope and expect that
this paper will be taken seriously by her parliamentary colleagues of all parties, and
by people well beyond the confines of the Palace of Westminster.

But it is not just her choice of topic that should give this paper wide appeal and
relevance. The way she has approached the subject is something many other
politicians could learn from.

Where others conduct their politics as a form of permanent warfare against
"enemies" in other parties, Lucy Powell remembers here that solving problems of
public policy is always more important than scoring political points. She does not
subscribe to the "my party good, your party bad" simplifications that dominate too
much political conversation today. She is prepared to give credit to Conservative
ministers for what she sees as successes and - almost more important - for good
intentions. She concedes that her own party too has made mistakes.

And this attitude allows her to take a fundamentally sensible approach to her
subject. Because she can accept that the intentions behind government policy
can be good, she can focus on the often-neglected question of how with those
policies are being implemented. Her assessment of the 20 hours a week offer for
two-year-olds from low income households is a case in point. Instead of arguing
over whether the authors of the policy are honourable or wicked, she asks the
question that actually concerns voters: is it working?

That pragmatic, sensible approach, I'd suggest, makes her reasoned criticisms all
the more powerful. It also makes hers an example politicians of all parties should
follow.
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Social mobility — and the lack thereof for the many - is the defining issue of our
time, creating a divided Britain, which is bad for our economy, society and future.

Whether it’s intergenerational inequality and the lack of opportunity for today’s
young people to progress, as the recent election brought to the fore; or the huge
disparity in regional inequality and many communities left behind, which we saw
expressed in the Brexit vote; or the growing divide between rich and poor, and
stubborn wealth inequality — our country’s failings on social mobility are the
national challenge.

Those failings start in the earliest years of a child’s life and for too many children,
the circumstances of birth can never be overcome.

Actions by successive governments to tackle social mobility have been painfully
slow, with a lack of focus and bold joined up thinking costing us dear. While some
policies and programmes have helped progress, others have not and the overall
picture of social mobility remains largely stuck.

To be truly transformational, social mobility should be at the heart of all
government policies, decisions and actions because it’s only through a prolonged,
determined and comprehensive government-wide strategy, alongside society and
business, that we may actually start changing entrenched inequalities for the
many.

Every Budget, every Bill, every policy should be judged against tackling these
inequalities and boosting social mobility for everyone, everywhere, with a single
cross-departmental plan to deliver it. Driven from the centre, empowering
Departments and local communities and politicians at all levels, a truly
transformational plan for social mobility would mean looking at difficult issues like
inheritance tax through to transport spending and social care, alongside taking a
real hard look at our education policies and institutions at all life stages to see if
they are delivering for social mobility.

As the Sutton Trust has recently argued, boosting social mobility would be good
for individuals, and good for the economy too. A modest increase in the UK’s social
mobility, to the average level across western Europe, could be associated with a
boost of £39 billion to the UK economy, an increase in annual GDP of around 2%/.
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We can’t afford not to tackle social mobility. This is important at every life stage,
but by far the most crucial in the early years, the vital foundation upon which
successful lives are built.

Let’s just look at the stark facts which show the yawning gap between
disadvantaged children and their peers:

1 The biggest indicator in how well a child does at GCSE is the progress that
child has made by the age of five2. The gap between the most
disadvantaged children and their peers is equivalent to 2 years of learning
by the time they sit their GCSEs.?

1 By the time children start school, the gap between disadvantaged children
and their peers can be as large as 15 months*.

1 Just 52% of children from disadvantaged backgrounds reach the expected
level of development by the age of 5°

1 Recent data shows that communication and language gaps are already very
evident by the age of two®.

1 While researchers have shown that children from more affluent
backgrounds hear 30 million more words than their poorer peers by the age
of three’.

As the government’s own Social Mobility Commission, alongside many others, has
long argued, conception to age 5 is the real crux area if we want to make real
progress on the attainment and opportunity gaps throughout life yet it gets
virtually no attention. While there has been significant extra resource in the early
years over the last twenty years, the focus on outcomes and child development
has recently been all but lost. Indeed, new analysis for this pamphlet shows in
stark terms how this agenda has shifted under the current government.

Of the extra £9.1billion being spent on the early years over this Parliament, just
£250million, or 2.7%, will reach the most disadvantaged families. This is a truly
shocking finding. What’s equally shocking is that only around a quarter of this new
money will reach the bottom half of families by income. If we are to truly get ahead
of the curve on social mobility and break the cycle, then new funding must target
disadvantage and make a difference at the key points that will help families lift
themselves out of poverty and when any developmental problem is identified.
Rather than becoming a bung for middle class parents who have had their child
benefit taken away, additional early education investment should target those it
will make the biggest difference for.
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In other areas, too, such as family support services, policy focus has gone
backwards with the long-awaited Life Chances strategy disappearing altogether.

Given that in 2012 the OECD found that the UK languished at the bottom of the
table, coming 22" out of 258, for the proportion of expenditure in the early years
focused on narrowing the gap, these new findings should send a major warning to
the government that the UK is likely to stoop even lower once revised. If the
proposed expenditure continues unchecked, we risk creating a lost generation of
children who fall further behind their better off peers with little hope of ever
catching up.

However, it is not just about additional funds, we need public service reform too if
we are to bear down on educational inequality and shape the system to boost
social mobility. There are big questions about how effective our childcare and early
education system is, with quality measures for providers, not seeming to equate
with good outcomes for children. Whilst it is right to congratulate all types of
providers who have improved their practice and Ofsted ratings in the last 20 years,
we should also question why 29% of children are failing to reach a good level of
development, and why this rises to half of low income children.

The starting point has to be clarity about policy objectives. There are two key
reasons for investing in the early years. There is an economic reason and a social
imperative. The affordability, availability and flexibility of childcare can boost
economic productivity and maternal employment by enabling women, because it
still is mainly women, to go back to work after having children or to work more
hours or to maintain a higher paid career. The second, and equally important
reason is to boost child development and tackle disadvantage.

There is a wealth of evidence to show that early education and care for young
children can help boost development and lead to benefits in later life. Crucially,
high quality early education can help to close the developmental gap that exists
pre-school between the most disadvantaged young people and their peers®. The
OECD'™ has underlined this recently showing that every child benefits from high-
quality early education and care, with evidence from PISA 2015 revealing that in
almost all OECD countries, 15-year-olds who had access to early education
outperformed students who had not. They also show that disadvantaged children
benefit the most from early education and care arguing that targeting this group
would generate the highest returns.
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This is backed up by research in the UK from the longitudinal Study of Early
Education and Development, which analyses UK early education and care policies
and outcomes. An evaluation of the disadvantaged two year old offer, published
recently, Study of Early Education and Development (SEED): Impact Study on Early
Education Use and Child Outcomes up to Age Three", has found that early
cognitive and socio-economic developmental benefits are associated with the
use of early education and care between the ages of two and three with these
benefits seen regardless of family disadvantage and regardless of the quality of
the home learning environment.

There is clear evidence that investment in the early years can reap dividends,
particularly for low income children. However, there are currently challenges in
policy which mean that although there has been some progress over the last 20
years, there is still more to do and we are in danger of going backwards.

The myriad of schemes that exist in the early years: funded places for the 40%
most disadvantaged two year olds; universal 15 hours early education for 3 and 4
year olds; childcare tax credit which is soon to be the childcare element of
universal credit; Employer Supported Childcare Vouchers; so-called Tax Free
Childcare; the extra 15 hours for 3 and 4 year olds with parents in work, not to
mention Sure Start, the children’s centre roll out, or the expansion of health
visitors. Each of these schemes is administered in a different way, eligible to
different groups and a result of different policy imperatives or political choices. It’s
no wonder that parents are confused by the options they have open to them.

This dichotomy at the heart of childcare and early education policy, between the
economic and social mobility arguments for early years spending, means that
taxpayers’ money is being poorly spent and in some cases wasted.

Early education and care is a good economic and social investment. However, the
£6 billion that the government will spend by the end of this Parliament on early
education and childcare is not adequately focused on giving taxpayers the best
bang for their buck.

The arms race on childcare at the last general election means that the quality of
childcare, and the social mobility imperative for investment in the early years, is in
danger of being overlooked.
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Ministers should put tackling developmental and education inequalities back at
the heart of government with clear policy objectives. This should sit at the heart
of a cross-government Social Mobility Strategy, with every Budget, every bill,
every policy tested against it to meet a radical shift in outcomes. We need to shift
the argument with parents too so that there is public support for early education
for the most in need. Our ambition must be to ensure every child has the best
foundations for later learning.

HOME LEARNING MATTERS

Any policy programme to improve outcomes for children and analysis of what the
challenges in our current system are, must start with parents and work in
partnership with them.

As well as what happens in formal settings and the services families receive what
happens at home is vitally important. How children are supported to grow and
develop by their parents is of paramount importance, yet very little is done to
support parents who might be unsure of how to get the best for their children.
Whilst more affluent parents might enroll in an NCT class, support for parents who
cannot afford this option is piecemeal™.

Research in the United States has shown that more affluent children hear 30
million more words by the age of 3 than poorer children™. Whilst all parents can be
time-pressured in the current economy evidence shows that lower income
families have less time to spend with their children due to the volatile labour
market. Balancing zero-hours contracts, short hours, shift parenting and more
than one job all mean some low income parents are time poor and unable to spend
as much time at home as they would like. Family policy, and wider government
policy, relating to family income, welfare and benefits, and family friendly working
initiatives, must be fit for purpose if every policy is to pass the social mobility test,
and give lower income and time-poor parents, whatever their incomes, the chance
to spend time with their children.

However, technology can also have an impact on home learning. There is
increasing anecdotal evidence, particularly from early years professionals that
language and communication skills are being impacted by the increasing use of
IPADs and other tablets as digital babysitters across the socio-economic
spectrum. Whereas before parents may have talked to their children on car
journeys, in restaurants, walking through the park in a pushchair or at home,
increasingly children have a tablet in front of them. Whilst technology can be a
great leveller and give disadvantaged children access to the same experiences as

8
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other children, as well as helping parents interact with their children if they play
on an educational app together, more work needs to be done to assess the impact
technology is having on the development of language and communication skills.

That’s why it is important that initiatives such as the two year old offer, and the
universal early education offer for 3 and 4 year olds also engage and support all
parents who ask for support to interact and build a positive home learning
environment.

Policies in the early years must be parent-proof and parent-positive, giving mums,
dads, and grandparents helping with care, the tools to help support good physical,
emotional and language development at home. Practice around development
checks in the early years, often focus on physical interactions between parents
and children, and what children can physically do themselves. It is important too
that we think about the socio-emotional development of children, how they
interact with their parents or other children and whether they can concentrate,
play on their own and understand task-based activities if we’re to ensure that
children are confident and ready to learn.

New funding is not focused on where it will make the most difference: of the extra
£9bn being spent on the early years over the next five years, just £250million will
reach the most disadvantaged.

As can be seen from Table 1, showing the total new expenditure on early years and
childcare policies between 2017-2022, the government’s focus over the next five
years has been driven by a collection of retail, political offers to parents:

1 tax-free childcare which provides 20% pay-back of childcare costs up
to £10,000 per year per child for parents not in receipt of other support
such as Universal Credit. Almost by definition the main beneficiaries of
this policy are better off families and those with the highest childcare
costs (usually even better off families).
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1 The extension of “free hours” of childcare for 3 and 4 year olds of
working parents only from 15 hours per week to 30 hours per week for
38 weeks of the year. Both parents need to be in work for at least 16
hours a week earning the national minimum wage. A report for the
Resolution Foundation showed the distributional impact of this policy.
Due to eligibility and take-up, it skews significantly towards better off
families with just a quarter (23%) of the investment going to the bottom
half of families by income.

1 The uplift of the childcare component of Universal Credit to 85% of costs
was announced following concern that the above policies would
disproportionately benefit better off families. However, as is shown by
Table 1 it costs less than either of the above policies. Moreover,
because of ongoing delays to the roll out of UC in actual fact the amount
reaching qualifying families will be significantly lower than these figures
show (although we have assumed the larger figure).

1 Finally, small increases to Early Years Pupil Premium will come into effect
over this Parliament. This is the only spend that the most disadvantaged
(parents not in work) children qualify for.

10
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2017- 2018- 2019- 2020- 2021- otalforperiod

(this
18 19 20 21 22 Parliament)
Tax Free Childcare cost £(bn)™ 0.6 0.8 0.9 0.9 1 4.2

Extra 15 hr free childcare for 384
year olds with working parents 0.415 0.68 0.7 0.715  0.71 3.22
(€bn) ...."®

... Of which will go to lower
income families (bottom half of 0.104 0.1770 1 0.1775 0.1779 0.1778 0.806

income distribution) (£bn)'®

UC Cost (£bn)” 0185 0.285 032 029 03 198

Early Years Pupil Premium (EYPP)'®  0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.250

Total on new childcare policies 1.25 1.815 1.97 1.955 2.06 | 9.050

Proportion spent on the most
disadvantaged children with

parents who are out of work (EYPP 4 2.75 2.5 2.5 2.43 2.8
only)

Total amount which will benefit

lower income families (bottom 0.339 0.505 0.545 0.519 0.528 2.436
half) (£bn)

Proportion spent on low income

e . 27% | 28% 28% 26% 26% 27%
families inc those in work

Published figures alongside Figure 5 of the Resolution Foundation report Under
New Management show the distributional impact of tax and benefit measures
announced in the last Parliament. The table below shows that only approximately
a quarter (23%) of the average gain by decile of the extension to 30 hours free
childcare for working parents with 3 and 4 year olds goes to families in the lower
half of the income distribution. The table below shows the amount per decile, and
we have used this to work out the proportion of the additional 30 hour investment
being gained by families across the income distribution.

1
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We have not included gains for tax free childcare in this estimate, because families
on universal credit cannot access this scheme, and there are very few families in
the top half of the income distribution who access universal credit based on
additional Resolution Foundation analysis.

Decile Average annual gain (£)
1

7
10
15
18
24
33
48
42
25

SCOOO\IOO'I-bCOI\)—‘

As | have said above, whilst additional investment in the early years is always
welcome, it is shocking that of the additional funding being invested in the early
years, so much is going to retail offers, rather than investment that will help
transform the life chances of children. | will discuss in more detail, the problems
with the 30 hour offer and the flaws in the early years funding formula which
underpin its delivery and the waste of tax free childcare later in this report.
However, when analysing the many challenges facing our early years system, it is
important to remember where current policy focus is from Ministers, and question
why substantial new resources are being spent in the way they are when this
government professes to care about social mobility and tackling the burning
injustices’™ in our society.

| will now turn to some of the wider challenges in our early years system, which
mean that the current investment in early years could be better focused to drive
social mobility improvements through public service reform and better targeting
of resources.

12
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91% of childcare settings are rated good or outstanding yet 3 in 10 children do not
reach a good level of development with half of poorer children not ready for
school.?®

There is a disconnect between the standards and quality of early education and
care measured by Ofsted, and the gains in child development in the early years
measured by the Early Years Foundation Stage (EYFS), a tool to help schools
assess children as they start school.

The early learning goals developed as part of the EYFS check how children are
developing over a range of measures from communication and language, such as
listening, understanding and speaking, physical development, personal social and
emotional development, including self-confidence and awareness, managing
feelings and behaviour and making relationships, alongside literacy, mathematics,
understanding the world and designing and making.

Whilst 91% of childcare providers are rated good or outstanding, 3 in 10 children
start reception class without reaching a good level of development. Ofsted
judgements are not good enough measurements, in and of themselves, of whether
early years settings are delivering a good level of development.

Analysis by the Social Mobility Commission shows that, in the last decade, more
than 2.5 million children in England - including over 580,000 poorer children, did
not reach the government’s definition of a good level of development by the age
of 52'. By the time students receive their GCSE results, around 32% of the variation
in performance can be predicted based on indicators observed at, or before, the
age of 522,

Alongside this, the development gap in the early years between low income
children and their peers, which is currently 17 points?3, is stubborn and stagnant,
barely changing over recent years. This gap is in danger of going backwards on
current policy trajectory, with little or no new investment in measures that will
boost social mobility.

13
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Ofsted shows that the quality of early years settings varies by type. There has been
marked improvements in Ofsted ratings across the board. 95% of private and
voluntary nurseries and pre-schools are good or outstanding compared with 89%
of childminders. In the maintained sector, 100% of maintained nursery schools are
good or outstanding, with 61% outstanding, whilst Ofsted estimates that 94% of
nursery classes in primary schools are high quality?*.

Under this government Ofsted is the sole arbiter of quality in the early years, with
the local authority role stripped back, however, there are concerns from the Family
and Childcare Trust?® and others that Ofsted do not tell the whole story when
inspecting early years settings, their inspections are narrowly defined and do not
focus enough on what a setting is doing to improve child development or close the
developmental gap.

This is not a criticism of hardworking early years providers, particularly PVI settings
and childminders, who can be of lower quality and less likely to be graduate led.
They are clearly working hard to improve provision and give the children they serve
a good start. However, without a clearer more robust assessment of how we want
the early years system to tackle disadvantage and improve development across all
settings, the gains made by providers will not be worth more than the sum of their
parts whilst children still fail to meet the early learning goals and reach a good level
of development.

1in 5 childcare places are in early years settings that are low quality, although
there is welcome evidence in Ofsted’s most recent annual report that provision in
the most deprived areas is closing the gap with the proportion of good and
outstanding nurseries and preschools almost identical in the least deprived areas
compared with the most deprived?®.

However, the development gap is particularly stark when measured against
income. Just 54% of children on free school meals reach a good level of
development compared with 69% of their better off peers. 52% of children on free
school meals achieve at least the expected standards in all early learning goals,
compared with 67% of all other pupils?’. Cognitive, social and emotional outcomes
all vary dramatically based on parent’s socioeconomic group.

14
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For the children that lag behind their peers, the most common areas where
development is weaker include: communication, language and listening skills,
personal development and behaviour. The gaps between disadvantaged children
and their peers are particularly wide in literacy and numeracy with a 14 point gap
in reading, 15 in writing and 13 in numbers. There is also a 9 point gap in the three
communication and language measures. The narrowest gap, and one where the
potential could be used to facilitate the narrowing of gaps in other areas, if used
properly, is in technology?.

Closing the development gap in the early years, and ensuring that all children
regardless of birth or background achieve a good level of development is vital if
we are to champion social mobility.

Children in the poorest areas are less likely to achieve a good level of
development. The proportion of children who reach a good level of development
in the 30% most deprived areas is lower than for those who live in the richest 30%
of areas measured by IDACI.

For children with a disability the figures are terrible. Just 4% of children with a
statement of special educational needs reach a good level of development and the
gap between SEN children and their peers is over 50 points?°.

Analysis of Written Parliamentary Questions | submitted to the Department for
Education shows that nearly 150,000 children are in the lowest 21.5% attaining
group nationally®°. The highest proportion of these children are in London, closely
followed by the North West and West Midlands. There are more children with the
lowest level of development in the poorest areas compared with the richest®'.

The national picture of child development is stark then. Our early years system is
failing to level the playing field so that a child’s development does not depend on
the social class or income group into which they are born. The measures we use
to ascertain the quality of early years care are not sufficiently robust to close the
gap in the early years given the difference in outcomes for children pre-school and
the quality of the provision children are in pre-school.

Steps must be taken to ensure both the measures used to assess development
and pre-school aptitudes and the way in which Ofsted measures quality are robust

and targeted at closing the gap whilst supporting good development for all.

At present there is not enough accountability in the system to ensure value for
money in terms of achieving good outcomes for children.

15
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Alongside this national picture, analysis also shows that there is a postcode lottery
in the outcomes children reach. Whilst there are encouraging signs of progress in
child development across many areas, there are pockets where the gap is
stagnant with very little movement. A lack of national and local focus on
educational inequality in the early years means that where you grow up can have
a big impact on how likely you are to succeed in later life.

House of Commons analysis of EYFS data for the last two years shows that the vast
majority of local authority areas increased the numbers of children in their areas
achieving at least the expected level of development across all early learning
goals. 75 local authorities saw an increase above the average change across
England of 3.2%. 3 local authorities scored the same as the English national
average whilst 69 improved but did so below the national average. In 5 local
authorities the scores worsened with fewer children achieving at least the
expected level of development across all early learning goals.

However, worryingly the gap in development between children eligible for free
school meals and their peers has grown in 44 local authorities in the last two years.
Since 2015 the gap has increased in 58 local authorities, stayed the same in 16
and narrowed in 76.

As the Joseph Rowntree Foundation has shown®, 4 in ten of the local authorities
with the worst overall performance for free school meal children pre-school are in
areas with the lowest levels of child poverty, showing the lack of focus on tackling
disadvantage in affluent areas including Windsor and Maidenhead, Bath and North
East Somerset and Rutland. The areas with the widest development gap are
overwhelmingly the richer parts of the country. 7 of the top 10 areas with the
widest gap are in the least deprived parts of the country. In contrast 4 out of 10 of
the areas with the narrowest attainment gap are in the most deprived areas.
Hackney, which is one of the most deprived boroughs in the country has no
development gap®:.

Whilst numbers of children failing to reach a good level of development are spread
around the country it is clear from further evidence and analysis that
disadvantaged children are losing out on the best early education and care, and
services that support families and children in many places.

16
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Support for families and children in the critical 1001 days from conception should
be at the vanguard of any policy programme to boost development and outcomes
for children and families.

The siloisation of support, split nationally between the Department of Health, the
Department for Education and the Department for Communities and Local
Government and locally between health and local authority leaders and services
means that there is no joined up, strategic overview and driving force behind
support services from conception through to school.

The Coalition government’s expansion of the health visitor programme, whilst a
positive development in the last Parliament, is not fully delivering. As the Social
Mobility Commission has shown, 1in 5 children have not received the 12 month
review by 15 months and 1in 4 children do not receive a 2 to 2 /2 year olds check34.
The Commission highlights particular concerns about London where less than half
of children have had a 12 month review or 2 to 2 V2 year review.

Data sharing is often an issue of concern with health agencies particularly
resistant to sharing information that can assist local areas in joining up work and
targeting families who may need help and outreach.

In Ofsted’s 2016 report on how local authorities and early years providers offer
integrated help to support disadvantaged families, Unknown children - destined
for disadvantage? Ofsted found that many local authorities and health
professionals were not clear on who is accountable for narrowing the gap in
development?®. Not all local areas had shared strategies for improving the health
and education outcomes of these children.

Over the last 20 years support for families and investment in early education and
care has been transformed. Sure Start, family support for families with multiple
problems and free early education and the massive expansion of childcare places
mean that the early years landscape is much-changed.

Labour’s time in office saw a real focus on childcare and the early years with great

leaps forward. The 10 year childcare strategy embedded support for children and
parents at the heart of government policy.
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However, with hindsight we can see that not everything worked. A reliance on the
market to provide new childcare places means that today we have a very
fragmented childcare market with problems of cost, variable quality and
accessibility, particularly for low income families and in deprived areas.

The initial Sure Start local programmes made a real impact in joining up integrated
care but whilst the roll out of children’s centres so there is was one in every
community was delivered successfully, the speed and scale of change meant that
the original core purpose of Sure Start was diluted and the quality of impact and
outcomes reduced. Full integration was successful in some areas but we did not
do enough to truly embed integrated care and bring health and early years
professionals together. A silo approach exists in too many places which means
families are often confused about the help they can get and where they need to
go for it.

Wider economic and public policy changes threaten the foundation of support for
families with children. Measures to tackle the deficit have seen austerity devolved
to local authorities with cuts to the level of provision for families in many areas.

Family support services, through children’s centres, have been pared back as
children’s centre budgets have fallen. As the Institute for Fiscal Studies has
shown, Sure Start funding has fallen by more than 30% since 2010-11%6.

Government data underestimates the impact this reduction in funding has had on
children’s centre numbers.

Detailed analysis of the changes in the number of designated children’s centres
by the Labour Party, whilst contested by government, shows a stark picture. In
response to Freedom of Information requests, local authorities reported that there
are now over 1,240 fewer designated Sure Start children’s centres than 2010, a fall
of around a third¥. Whilst some centres may have merged as services have been
reconfigured as a result of central government budget cuts, undoubtedly the
hollowing out of children’s centres means that many early intervention support
and outreach services are not as effective as they once were. In a government
funded, national evaluation of Sure Start in 2013/14 three-quarters of children’s
centre managers said that service delivery had been affected already by cuts®. In
2015 in response to a survey by the charity 4Children, 60% of children’s centre
managers reported that they were cutting back on services®®.
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Our broken childcare market means that the availability and quality of childcare
and early education is not uniform across the country. Different settings come
under different regulations with no overarching strategic vision for what quality
looks like.

Analysis from Ofsted, the Social Mobility Commission and a wealth of other
organisations shows the disparity between more advantaged children and their
peers when it comes to the quality of the childcare they access, and whether
settings are being led by high quality professionals.

Whilst there has been an overall increase in the quality of early education and care
as judged by Ofsted there is still a gap in provision between the most and least
deprived areas in the proportion of high quality provision. There is an 11 point gap
in the number of childminders judged to be good or outstanding in the most versus
the least deprived areas and a 9 point gap in the quality of primary school
provision“°,

The Social Mobility Commission, in their latest State of the Nation report, shows
that there is less good and outstanding provision accessible to families in the 30%
most deprived areas. There is also a higher proportion of low quality care. One fifth
of settings in the most deprived decile are inadequate or requires improvement
compared with 14% in the middle decile and 11% in the most advantaged®'. Overall
the number of low quality settings falls by one-third from the most deprived to
least deprived areas. Alongside this, access to the most qualified staff is also more
unlikely in deprived areas outside of maintained provision.

A Nuffield Trust study analysing early years providers between 2007 and 2013
found that whilst school based provision in the early years serving deprived
children was of the same or better quality that those serving more advantaged
populations, PVI settings located in deprived areas were clearly falling behind with
the gap most pronounced where PVI settings were not graduate-led*.
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A discussion paper by Sally Morgan and Jodie Reed for the Education Policy
Institute points out that there is a big difference between working and workless
households taking up the free provision based on IPSOS Mori research for the
Department for Education. 78% of free-entitlement eligible children between 2
and 4 living in workless households report accessing the free provision compared
with 95% of families where both parents work*. More must be done to encourage
and support low income families to access the free provision they are entitled to
so their children can reap the benefits.

Worryingly a substantial amount of the early years universal free entitlement and
the funding for disadvantaged 2 year-olds is spent on low quality provision judged
Requires Improvement or Inadequate by Ofsted. This is because there are no
quality conditions attached to the funding.

Analysis by the House of Commons library estimates that government spends
between £175 and £225 million on childcare and early education provision in
England for 3 and 4 year olds which is not good quality as well as an additional £15
to £25 million on poor quality provision for disadvantaged two year olds. This is
unacceptable. Based on the amount of funding the IFS has identified was spent in
2015-16 on funded places spending on low quality places equates to 10% of total
funding*.

There is no level playing field. Settings in deprived areas tend to be of poorer
quality, and analysis of the disadvantaged two year old offer also shows that many
children eligible for this provision are still not accessing it. Access to teacher-led
provision, particularly in the private sector is poor and disadvantaged children may
lose out.
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The introduction of the 15 hours free provision for the 40% most disadvantaged
two year olds is a welcome innovation.

The national evaluation of the two year old offer, the Study of Early Education and
Development* which was recently published, found a significant positive effect
of early education at age two on language and socio-emotional development when
children were assessed at age three. This is good news, and underlines the
importance of this policy to boost development. The benefits of early education
and care were found regardless of the level of disadvantage. Both childminder
settings, and group based settings had a positive effect on development, and the
report shows that even children from richer backgrounds stand to benefit from
early years education and care at two.

Given the positive impact of this policy, the last to truly have social mobility at its
heart, it is therefore worrying that so many children still miss out on the scheme.
There is a danger under the current government that too many two year olds will
continue to miss out as Ministers focus on the delivery of the 30 hour offer for
working parents with 3 and 4 year olds.

Analysis also underlines that 2 year olds in the programme may not achieve the full
benefits in some areas because of a problem accessing quality places with
graduate leaders.

The latest two year old take up statistics from government show that 29%?% of
eligible two year olds are still not accessing the scheme, with over 66,000
children missing out”. New analysis of the statistics when measured against
deprivation rankings shows that children in more deprived areas are more likely to
miss out on a place than their disadvantaged peers in more affluent areas. Twice
as many two year olds in the poorest areas are missing out, with 29,867 two year
olds in these areas missing out compared with 15,451 in more affluent areas?.

Evidence shows that 2 year olds in good and outstanding places - including
nurseries, school nursery classes, and childminders - see real benefits in terms of
their early language skills, and physical, social and emotional development.
However, low quality childcare can have the reverse effect, leading to no
developmental benefits for these children. Government must ensure that two year
olds are not in low performing provision to maximise the impact of this scheme.
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Data also shows that less than half of disadvantaged 2 year olds have direct
access to early years staff with qualified teacher status, early years teacher status
or early years professional qualifications. In some areas this figure is even lower.
Just one in five two year olds accessing a funded place in the PVI sector in
Rochdale are supported directly by a qualified early years professional whilst in
Hull this figure is 14% and just 8% in Westminster®.

It is clear that if the government truly wants to reap the dividends of this policy it
must place extra focus on widening the reach of the scheme to get more eligible
2 year olds in high quality graduate-led settings. With the vast majority of 2 year
olds in PVI provision this means thinking about how we can get more collaboration
in the system to ensure they are in a high quality place or have access to graduate
professionals.

Whilst the arms race in childcare pledges at the last election is a welcome sign of
this issue rising up the political agenda, this too has come with problems,
particularly for those of us championing the social mobility argument for early
education investment with genuine high quality childcare which can narrow the
development gap.

The current focus on 30 hours childcare for working parents with 3 and 4 year olds
will do virtually nothing to narrow the gap and indeed could damage the quality
and social mobility gains that we have made in the last 20 years as there is a
levelling down of funding that risks existing high-quality provision.

What’s more, there are concerns that the 30 hour expansion could damage the
early education and care as it stands, pushing up the price for parents, and
reducing quality. There is increasing evidence that the policy will fail on its own
terms of boosting maternal employment or productivity levels because of the way
the scheme is designed. Recent reports suggest there will be very little gains in
maternal employment activity for recipients®. In and of itself it is no bad thing to
ease the financial burden of childcare costs for middle income families but policy
makers have to be honest that this is their aim rather than trying to assert that this
policy is about boosting our economy.
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As currently designed, the 30 hour offer for working parents (above a certain
income level) policy will not achieve either of the reasons why we invest in
childcare. If Ministers wanted to raise productivity the scheme should be open to
families on the margins of the labour market — women looking to return to work,
access training and support — who are ineligible for the scheme rather than being
a dead-weight cost for parents already using and paying for this amount of
childcare. Decisions about returning to work and careers are often already made
by the time children are three, so in any case, for real productivity gains we should
look at transition points between maternity leave ending and three where most
families get no extra support.

Without a strategic vision of where the government wants to end up on childcare
and early education policy no initiative is worth more than the sum of its parts.

The 30 hour offer is actually in danger of damaging existing provision and quality
because there is no joined up approach or understanding of its impact on the
different types of provision.

As the Education Policy Institute has warned23' the 30 hour offer could widen the
gap between disadvantaged children and their peers. Not only do higher income
parents benefit more from the government’s childcare changes overall, the EPI
warns that the policy will have considerable deadweight costs as additional hours
replace formal and informal childcare funded by parents which will not boost
maternal employment.

Additionally the extension will place a strain on quality and access for lower
income children as evidence from the pilot areas suggests competition for limited
places means providers including school nurseries and maintained nursery
schools will prioritise access for children eligible for the 30 hours by dropping
children getting only 15 hours or the 2 year olds getting the 15 hour provision. This
is particularly concerning given the evidence showing the developmental benefits
of high quality provision for more disadvantaged children.

Alongside the issues with the expansion of the 30 hour offer, the other flagship
childcare policy announced by the government is the so-called Tax Free childcare
subsidy. This is a demand-side subsidy for childcare costs replacing Employer
Supported Childcare Vouchers introduced by the last Labour government to
support middle income parents with childcare costs.
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Ostensibly tax free childcare is to support parents back into work, and to make
childcare more affordable. Notwithstanding the danger of demand-side childcare
subsidies in pushing up the price of childcare, making it more, not less affordable,
there is little evidence that this new scheme will boost employment and
productivity®.

The scheme is open to parents who must earn between £120 per week, equal to
16 hours at the National Minimum or Living Wage and up to those earning
£100,000 each. There is no evidence that such a high threshold will act as a work
incentive for high earners. As the Family and Childcare Trust warned during the
Childcare Payments Bill, the scheme is not targeted to help those families who
most need help with childcare costs.

As a result, this policy is in danger of also failing the government’s objectives
because of the design, acting as a further bung to more affluent parents rather
than helping to drive quality in the childcare market.

Whilst in principle a national funding formula for the early years is welcome, in
practice there are major concerns of levelling down of funding rather than a
levelling up which would boost quality.

Whilst PVI settings are set to benefit most from any increase in the hourly rate for
funded hours maintained settings will see a fall in funding. Even then, there is
widespread concern that the level of funding is not enough for PVIs to deliver
funded early education and care.

The new funding formula will particularly threaten the future viability of maintained
nursery schools, the jewels in the social mobility crown, and nursery classes in
maintained settings. To be fair to Ministers, they recognise this following
extensive lobbying efforts, and as a result the DfE has allocated an extra £55
million per year to 2020 to allow local authorities to fund maintained nursery
schools at the current rate. This is welcome given that my analysis of the new
funding allocations shows that 4 in 10 maintained nursery schools are in areas
which will see a reduction in government funding for the early years entitlements.
Whilst the extra money government has allocated to nursery schools highlights
their importance as system leaders, a question mark about the future viability of
these settings remains.
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There is no such extra funding for nursery classes in primary schools which will
see a fall in funding despite higher costs for staff. This is very concerning
particularly given the role school nurseries play in raising quality in deprived areas
as shown in the Nuffield and EPPE studies.

Analysis | have conducted points to a wider problem when looking at who the
losers are under the new formula and where the highest numbers of children with
the lowest levels of development are. A quarter of the top 20 local authorities with
the largest proportion and numbers of children who are in the lowest attaining
21.5% of children at early years foundation stage will lose money as a result of the
early years funding formula changes, placing further pressure on providers in
these areas®.

The early years workforce plays a vital role in nurturing and supporting families in
the early years. Yet the last five years has seen no real focus on how to improve
the workforce. The Nutbrown Review was largely parked at the beginning of the
last Parliament and as the Family and Childcare Trust show, a number of the
recommendations in that report have been ignored®. Therefore, the Workforce
Strategy published recently by Ministers is a welcome move.

Responses to Written Parliamentary Questions show that less than half (43%) of
funded 2 year olds in PVI provision are in settings with a graduate working directly
with these children. The figure stands at 48% for 3 and 4 year olds*®®.

Save the Children research has shown that children who attend settings with an
Early Years Teacher or equivalent are almost 10% more likely to reach a good level
of development®®.

Save the Children highlight that more than 250,000 3 and 4 year olds accessed
free childcare through a PVI setting without an early years teacher or equivalent
present and working directly with children. Only two in five PVI settings have an
Early Years Teacher or equivalent in place and working directly with children.
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As Ofsted has shown, disadvantaged children need to spend more time interacting
with adults than their more advantaged counterparts to help boost their
development. Some outstanding settings Ofsted visited had funded two year olds
spending all of their time with adults working alongside them and supporting their
early learning®. As evidenced by the Nuffield Foundation®®, more disadvantaged
children benefit the most from a more qualified workforce because they are better
equipped to cater successfully for children at greater risk of language and
behavioural problems.

Ofsted data shows that higher staff qualifications mean better quality of provision
for all children but their data suggests that the effects of staff skills are most
marked in areas of the highest deprivation. In these areas, provision led by a
member of staff qualified to at least Early Years Professional level, and with a high
proportion of staff qualified to at least level 3 are more likely to be good our
outstanding®®. Evidence from the Family and Childcare Trust also suggests that
staff in better quality settings are likely to be paid more than Requires
Improvement or Inadequate settings®®.

Early years professionals have a valuable role to play in boosting social mobility in
the early years. The government must not squander their role. Improving access
to the workforce, increasing skill levels and qualifications and boosting the
number of graduates who enter the profession must be at the heart of any strategy
to improve developmental outcomes for children.

Whilst we have come a long way in early education and care and services for
families the future is looking bleak. A political focus on hours over quality and a
lack of strategy for what early education and care is for, threatens to reduce
quality, with some of the most disadvantaged children at risk of losing out under
the changes.

There are multiple challenges facing our early years support and education system
which need to be addressed if we are to improve social mobility in the early years.
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AN ACHIEVABLE COSTED PLAN TO BOOST SOCIAL MOBILITY IN THE EARLY YEARS

Whilst there is no silver bullet to boost social mobility — we need a strategic plan
across the life-cycle as the Social Mobility Commission has recently argued® - it
is clear from the evidence that concerted, joined up, sustained action and focus
from pregnancy through to primary school has untapped potential to improve
outcomes and tackle disadvantage. Yet analysis of the current situation, and
policy environment, shows that more work is necessary to truly realise this prize.

We need a bigger bolder vision to boost social mobility because without it, all the
piecemeal programmes government invests in will not achieve their aims and
objectives or be more than the sum of their parts. Our starting point should aim to
deliver universal high quality teacher-led early education from baby to school,
with every child being seen, assessed and supported at least eight times from
birth to school to identify problems and tackle them before disadvantage takes
root. We need to shift the argument with parents too so that there is public
support for early education for the most in need. Our ambition must be to ensure
every child has the best foundations for later learning.

THE STRATEGIC SOCIAL MOBILITY STATE

To achieve this ambition we need a strategic plan to boost social mobility in the
early years. Government should develop a 10-year Social Mobility Strategy. A

cross- |
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