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Executive summary
Background to the evaluation

Research has shown that good quality early years education can have a positive effect
on the educational, cognitive, behavioural and social outcomes of children, both in the
short and long term. Successive policies have introduced universal provision, increased
the number of children entitled to funded early years education, increased the number of
hours of funded entitiement and progressively reduced the age at which children become
entitled to funded early years provision.

At present, all three- and four-year-olds in England are entitled to funded early education,
for 570 hours per year (commonly taken as 15 hours per week, for 38 weeks of the year).
More recently the Government has expanded this entitlement to benefit two-year-old
children living in the most disadvantaged households in England. From September 2013,
two-year-old children living in the 20% lower income households became eligible for 15
hours of funded early education per week. This was extended in September 2014, so that
two-year-old children in the 40% lower income households in England became eligible for
15 hours of funded provision.

The Study of Early Education and Development (SEED) is a major study that will help the
Department for Education (DfE) provide evidence on the effectiveness of early years
education and short- and longer-term benefits from this investment. It is being
undertaken by NatCen Social Research, the University of Oxford, 4Children and Frontier
Economics, and it follows thousands of children across England from the age of two,
through to their early years at school.

This report provides descriptive findings from the first wave of the longitudinal survey of
parents. Over 5,600 families (six cohorts of children) took part in the baseline survey over
the period from October 2013 to November 2014. Most children in the study were two
years old at the time of the baseline interview.

The aim of this report is to set the scene for the impact reports which will be available
later in the evaluation. The aims of this report are to:

e Describe the profile of families who are taking part in the longitudinal survey and
how families’ background characteristics vary by their level of disadvantage.

e Map families’ childcare use from birth to two and provide estimates of take-up of
funded places for two-year-olds from lower income families.

e Explore the extent to which the home learning environment and child outcome
measures vary with families’ childcare use and their level of disadvantage.
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Disadvantage groups

To maximise our ability to make comparisons in child outcomes across the spectrum of
eligibility for funded early education for two-year-olds, each cohort of children within
SEED was designed to have three subgroups:

(1) the most disadvantaged (20%)
(2) the moderately disadvantaged (20-40%)
(3) the not disadvantaged (>40%).

Families were put into groups by DWP prior to sampling using the following criteria. (For
full details of eligibility criteria, see Appendix A.)

e The 20% most disadvantaged families had a parent in receipt of one of the
following benefits or tax credits:
e Income-based Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA-IB)
e Income-related Employment Support Allowance (ESA-IR)
e Income Support (IS)

e Guaranteed element of the State Pension Credit (PC with Guarantee
Credit)

e Child Tax Credit only (not in receipt of an accompanying Working Tax
Credit award) with household gross earnings of less than £16,190.

e The moderately disadvantaged group (20-40%) had a parent in receipt of Working
Tax Credits with household gross earnings of less than £16,190.

e The not disadvantaged group (>40%) had parents not in receipt of any of the
qualifying benefits or tax credits.

The sample of families in the SEED study is representative of the population of families
with children aged two in England.

Baseline profile of the study sample by disadvantage group

There were consistent differences between families in the baseline survey by household
disadvantage level. These were with regard to family type (lone versus two parent
families), housing tenure, mothers’ academic qualifications and the economic status of
both the mother and the household as a whole.

11



e The most disadvantaged families had more lone parents (72%) than both the
moderately disadvantaged (21%) and the households which were not
disadvantaged (3%).

e The highest level of academic qualification achieved by the child’s mother differed
significantly by level of disadvantage, with many more mothers achieving degree
level or higher qualifications within the households which were not disadvantaged
(50% compared with 5% in the most disadvantaged families).

e Household economic status also differed considerably by level of disadvantage.
The households which were not disadvantaged were mainly couples where at least
one parent was in work (95%) whereas the most disadvantaged households in the
sample were mainly households in which neither parent was in work (82%).

Childcare use from birth to age two

Children from the 20% most disadvantaged families were least likely to receive formal
childcare before age two. Only 7% of these children received formal childcare before the
age of 12 months and only 15% between one and two years old, compared with 20% and
36% respectively for all children in the study. However, after turning two, over half of
children in all three groups were receiving formal childcare (58% of children in the most
disadvantaged families, and 60% of all children).

Figure i. Use of formal childcare by disadvantage level

64

58
55

25

Not disadvantaged
21 —8—Moderately disadvantaged
—8—Most disadvantaged

First 12 months 1-2 years 2 years

Base: All children Source: SEED Baseline

In all groups, and at all ages, group-based formal provision, such as a day nursery or a
pre-school, was more common than individual provision, such as a childminder.
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However, as take-up of formal childcare increased with the child’s age, so did the breadth
of different types of childcare used by the families. In the first 12 months, day nurseries
and childminders were the most commonly used providers (10% of children attended a
day nursery and 5% attended a childminder). At age two, the most common types of
formal childcare were:

e Day nursery (25% of all children at this age)
e Nursery school (13%)
e Pre-school (13%)

e Childminder (8%).

Age when child started receiving formal childcare

Children from the most disadvantaged families started receiving formal childcare at a
later age on average (22.5 months), compared with children from moderately
disadvantaged families (16.6 months) and children from the not disadvantaged families
(15.3 months). This suggests that many of the most disadvantaged children started
receiving formal childcare when they qualified for the funded provision.

Take-up of funded provision for two-year-olds from lower income families

Almost half of children (48%) from the most disadvantaged families were receiving the
Government funded two-year-old entitlement. About a tenth of children (10%) in these
families were receiving formal childcare but not the funded hours, and about two fifths
(42%) were not receiving any formal childcare at age two.

The largest proportion of those who were receiving the two-year-old entitlement reported
using a day nursery. Forty-six per cent of children in the most disadvantaged families that
were taking up the two-year-old entittement were attending a day nursery at age two,
compared with 23% attending a nursery school and 23% attending a pre-school.

Reasons for not using formal childcare

The proportion of families not using any early years formal provision when their child was
aged two varied by socio-demographic characteristics of the family. In particular, there
was a strong association between mothers’ level of educational attainment and how likely
families were to use formal childcare. In all three groups, mothers who had no or low
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formal qualifications were least likely to use formal childcare, and mothers who had
degrees were most likely to use formal childcare when their child was two.

The most common reason for not using formal childcare as reported by parents was
personal preference (about half of the families mentioned this as their main reason, and
that proportion did not vary much by level of disadvantage, at around 45-51%). However,
another substantial minority of families mentioned cost of childcare as their main reason.
This was mentioned by 17% of those in the most disadvantaged families, 34% of those in
moderately disadvantaged families, and 26% of those in the not disadvantaged families.
Furthermore, limited availability and being on a waiting list were mentioned by 12% of
those in the most disadvantaged families, 5% of those in moderately disadvantaged
families and 3% of those in the not disadvantaged families.

Figure ii. Main reason for not using formal childcare

% mPersonal preference m Cost m Child too young = Availability/ waiting list =~ Parent/carer not working

60
50 51
50 45
40
34
30 26
20 17
11 12
10 6 6
K ST W
0
Most disadvantaged Moderately disadvantaged Not disadvantaged
Base: Families not using formal childcare. Source: SEED Baseline

Taken together, these figures suggest that availability of the two-year-old entitlement and
of affordable childcare more generally is still a substantial barrier to take-up of early years
provision by families with two-year-olds. It is also worth noting that parents in the
moderately disadvantaged families were most likely to report the cost of childcare as their
main reason for not using it (34%). Given the gradual roll-out of the two-year-old
entitlement to families in these circumstances over the course of SEED fieldwork period
(see Appendix A), most children in these families were not eligible for the funded
provision at the time of the baseline survey. This may explain why the percentage of
families in this group reporting cost as their main reason for not using formal childcare
was double that of the most disadvantaged families (34% compared with 17%).
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Home environment, disadvantage and childcare use

Families’ economic circumstances were strongly associated with their home environment.
Parents in disadvantaged families were significantly less likely to engage in home
learning activities than those whose economic circumstances were better. There were
pronounced differences by level of disadvantage in how chaotic (on the CHAQOS score)
family homes were as well.

Within the groups of families who were not disadvantaged or were moderately
disadvantaged, there were further differences by use of childcare. Families where
children were receiving formal childcare before age two were more likely to engage in
home learning and less likely to be chaotic than those families whose children had never
received any formal childcare. However, there were no statistically significant differences
by childcare use on those measures within the group of the most disadvantaged families.

Figure iii. Home learning environment score by disadvantage group and formal childcare use

Score

35

® Formal childcare before aged two  ® Formal childcare from age two only No formal childcare

30

253 250

25 245
233

20

[5)]

Most disadvantaged (20%) Moderately disadvantaged (20%-40%) Not disadvantaged (>40%)

Child outcomes, disadvantage and childcare use

The survey collected a number of child outcome measures as part of the interview with
the parent:

e the Sure Start Language Measure (SSLM), which is a measure of vocabulary
based on a list of 100 words
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e the Adaptive Social Behaviour Inventory (ASBI), which is a measure of children’s
social and behavioural development across five factors: (1) Conformity and
Compliance; (2) Pro-social; (3) Confidence and Independence; (4) Anti-social; and
(5) Anxiety.

On the SSLM measure, there were pronounced differences between the three groups of
families, with children from the most disadvantaged families showing substantially less
developed language skills (SSLM score of 69.8) compared with children from moderately
disadvantaged families (77.5) and children from families that were not disadvantaged
(80.3).

There were clear patterns of association between children’s language skills and receipt of
formal childcare at different age points, but only with regard to families that were not
disadvantaged or were only moderately disadvantaged. For these two groups, children’s
receipt of formal childcare before age two was associated with higher SSLM scores
compared with no formal childcare. However, within the group of the most disadvantaged
families, there was no association between receipt of formal childcare and language
skills.

On social behaviour measures (ASBI), children from the 20% most disadvantaged
families were reported by parents to be showing less positive behaviour (on the scales:
Conformity and Compliance, Pro-social, and Confidence and Independence) and more
negative behaviour (on the scales: Anti-social and Anxiety) compared with children from
families that were not disadvantaged (>40%).

Analysis showed some associations between behaviour measures and children’s receipt
of formal childcare. For example, on the Conformity and Compliance measure, children
who received formal childcare before age two were showing more positive behaviour
than children who had not attended any formal childcare, and this significant association
held within each of the three disadvantage groups. Similar patterns were found for the
Pro-Social and Confidence measures. However, there were no consistent patterns of
association between childcare use and children’s scores on the Anti-social and the
Anxiety measure when analysed within the three disadvantage groups.

Conclusions

The SEED evaluation aims to explore to what extent early years provision, and high
quality early years provision in particular, can improve outcomes for children and
especially outcomes for children from disadvantaged backgrounds. With this in mind, this
report provides detailed descriptive analysis of childcare use by families in the three
disadvantage groups. It also tentatively examines relationships between childcare use,
family environment and child outcomes.
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There were clear differences between the three groups of families in the study: the 20%
most disadvantaged, the moderately disadvantaged (20-40%) and the not disadvantaged
(<40%). Their socio-demographic profile was very different in terms of maternal
qualifications, maternal employment, household working status, family type, housing
tenure and other key socio-demographic parameters. The environment in these family
homes with regard to home learning and how organised or chaotic their home was varied
greatly by level of disadvantage as well. Finally, child outcomes at age two were clearly
different in the three groups, with children in the most disadvantaged group showing the
worst outcomes compared with the other two groups.

Analysis of childcare use by families in the three disadvantage groups at different points
in a child’s life (before 12 months old, between one and two years old, and age two)
shows clear differences in rates of take-up and in types of provision used. To what extent
early years provision matters for child outcomes will be explored later in the evaluation as
part of the impact analysis.

17



1 Introduction

1.1 Background to the evaluation

Research has shown that good quality early years education can have a positive effect
on the educational, cognitive, behavioural and social outcomes of children, both in the
short and long term (e.g. Lloyd and Potter, 2014; Maisey et al., 2013; Melhuish, 2004;
Smith et al., 2009; Sylva et al., 2004; Sylva et al., 2010). It has also been shown to have
greatest impact on children from the most disadvantaged backgrounds, and potentially is
able to make a key contribution to narrowing the gap in development between groups of
children. Attending high quality early years education helps prepare young children to be
‘school ready’ and more able to learn when they start school (Becker, 2011), an
important foundation for a successful educational experience improving their long-term
life outcomes. However, children from disadvantaged families are less likely to attend
early years settings (Speight et al., 2010a), even for provision which is funded by the
Government (Speight et al., 2010b).

Successive policies have introduced universal provision, increased the number of
children entitled to funded early years education, increased the number of hours of
funded entitlement and progressively reduced the age at which children become entitled
to funded early years provision. At present, all three- and four-year-olds in England are
entitled to funded early education, for 570 hours per year (commonly taken as 15 hours
per week, for 38 weeks of the year). More recently the Government has expanded this
entitlement to benefit two-year-old children living in the most disadvantaged households
in England.

From September 2013, two-year-old children living in the 20% lower income households
became eligible for 15 hours of funded early education per week. This was extended in
September 2014, so that two-year-old children in the 40% lower income households in
England were eligible for 15 hours of funded provision. Two-year-old funded places are
available in formal childcare and early education settings such as day nurseries,
childminders, nursery schools and nursery classes (HM Government, 2013).

Early education represents a considerable cost to the Government, and in 2012 the
National Audit Office put an onus on the Department for Education to provide more
robust evidence regarding the longer-term benefits of this investment.
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"The Department for Education needs to do more to put itself in the position to
assess whether the forecast long-term benefits of free education for three- and four-
year olds are being achieved. It also needs to understand how the arrangements for
funding providers of that early education drive its availability, take-up and quality.
Both of these are necessatry if it is to get the best return for children from the £1.9
billion spent each year."

Amyas Morse, Head of the National Audit Office (National Audit Office, 2012)

The Study of Early Education and Development (SEED) is a major study that will help the
Department for Education (DfE) provide this evidence. It is being undertaken by NatCen
Social Research, the University of Oxford, 4Children and Frontier Economics, and it
follows thousands of children across England from the age of two, through to their early
years at school.

1.2 Aims and scope of the report

The aims of SEED are to:
e Provide evidence of the impact of current early years provision on children’s
outcomes

e Provide a basis for longitudinal assessment of the impact of early years provision
on later attainment

¢ Inform policy development to improve children’s readiness for school

e Assess the role and influence of the quality of early education provision on
children’s outcomes

e Assess the overall value for money of early education in England and the relative
value for money associated with different types (e.g. private, voluntary, maintained)
and quality of provision

e Explore how parenting and the home learning environment interacts with early
years education in affecting children’s outcomes.

To address these aims, SEED has several inter-related research elements:

¢ Alongitudinal survey of families with pre-school children

e Studies of early years settings and of childminder provision (quality, characteristics
and process) including an assessment of the Early Years Pupil Premium

e Case studies of good practice in early years settings
e A value for money study

¢ Qualitative studies of childminders and of early education provision for children with
special educational needs and/or disabilities.
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This report provides descriptive findings from the first wave of the longitudinal survey of
parents. The aim is to set the scene for the impact reports which will be available later in
the evaluation. The aims of this report are to:

e Describe the profile of families who are taking part in the longitudinal survey and
how families’ background characteristics vary by their level of disadvantage

o Map families’ childcare use from birth to two and provide estimates of take-up of
funded places for two-year-olds from lower income families

e Explore the extent to which the home learning environment and child outcome
measures vary with families’ childcare use and their level of disadvantage.

1.3 Methodology

This section summarises the methodology of the SEED survey. Full details are provided
in Appendix A.

The longitudinal survey of families collects information at three time points:

e when the families’ child is about two years old (Wave 1)
e when the child is about three years old (Wave 2)
e when the child is about four years old (Wave 3).

This report presents data from Wave 1 of the SEED survey.

To maximise our ability to make comparisons in child outcomes across the spectrum of
eligibility for funded early education for two-year-olds, SEED sample was designed to
have three subgroups:

(1) the 20% most disadvantaged families
(2) the moderately disadvantaged (20-40%)
(3) the not disadvantaged (>40%).

Families were put into groups by DWP prior to sampling using the following criteria. (For
full details of eligibility criteria, see Appendix A.)

e The 20% most disadvantaged families had a parent in receipt of one of the
following benefits or tax credits:

e Income-based Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA-IB)
e Income-related Employment Support Allowance (ESA-IR)
e Income Support (IS)
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e Guaranteed element of the State Pension Credit (PC with Guarantee
Credit)

e Child Tax Credit only (not in receipt of an accompanying Working Tax
Credit award) with household gross earnings of less than £16,190.

e The moderately disadvantaged group (20-40%) had a parent in receipt of Working
Tax Credits with household gross earnings of less than £16,190.

e The not disadvantaged group (>40%) had parents not in receipt of any of the
qualifying benefits or tax credits.

The interview was face-to-face in respondents’ homes. The fieldwork for the baseline
survey was undertaken over the period from October 2013 to November 2014 (as
families with children in different cohorts were surveyed at different points in time).

In total, 5,643 parents took part in the baseline survey (5,641 fully productive and two
partially productive interviews) and the overall response rate was 63%. Response was
lower for the most disadvantaged group (58%) than for the not disadvantaged group
(66%).

Once the data had been collated and cleaned, a weighting scheme was designed for the
study to account for different selection probabilities and non-response bias. Once
weighted, the baseline sample of families taking part in SEED is representative of all
families with two-year-olds in England.

Full details of the SEED survey methodology are provided in Appendix A.

1.4 Report conventions

e All percentages and means are weighted. Both the weighted and unweighted base
sizes are shown in each table.

e Estimates based on unweighted base sizes of less than 50 cases are indicated in
tables by [ ] and should be interpreted with caution. Estimates based on

unweighted base sizes of less than 30 cases have been replaced with “*’ as these
estimate may not be reliable.

e Percentages are rounded up or down to whole numbers and therefore may not
always sum to 100.

e Percentages less than 0.5 (but greater than 0) are shown in tables as ‘+'.

e Throughout the report, whenever the text comments on differences between
subgroups of the sample, these differences have been tested for statistical
significance and found to be significant at the 95% confidence interval or above.
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2 Baseline profile of the study sample by
disadvantage group

Key findings

e The most disadvantaged families had more lone parents (72%) than both moderately
disadvantaged (21%) and households which were not disadvantaged (3%).

e The highest level of academic qualification achieved by the child’s mother differed
significantly by level of disadvantage. Many more mothers achieved degree level or
higher qualifications within households which were not disadvantaged (50%) than in
the most disadvantaged families (5%).

e Household economic status also differed considerably by level of disadvantage.
Households which were not disadvantaged were mainly couples where at least one
parent was in work (95%). The most disadvantaged households in the sample were
mainly households in which neither parent was in work (82%).

e The socio-demographic profile of the SEED sample was broadly similar to that of
families in the Childcare and Early Years Survey of Parents 2012-13.

This chapter presents a brief profile of the baseline sample, focusing on selected socio-
demographic characteristics such as family type, housing tenure, mothers’ academic
qualifications and the economic status of the household. Tables of all socio
demographics collected, split by level of disadvantage, can be found in Appendix B.

Throughout this chapter, where appropriate, the socio-demographic profile of families in
the SEED survey is compared with those from the Childcare and Early Years Survey of
Parents (2012-2013) (Huskinson et al., 2014). This was a survey of a similar population —
families with children under 15 in England - which collected information on use of and
attidues towards childcare and early years education. The chapter also draws
comparisons with the Families and Children Study (FACS) 2008 (which was the latest
survey in that series; Maplethorpe et al., 2010), as this survey allows comparisons
between the most disadvantaged families in SEED and in FACS.

At the SEED baseline interview, 91% of respondents were the child’s biological mother.
Seven per cent were the child’s biological father and the remaining sample were step-
parents, adoptive parents, foster parents, grandparents and other carers with parental
responsibility for the child (table not shown).
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2.1 Age of mothers and children

The age of biological mothers who responded at baseline can be seen in Table 2.1, split
by level of disadvantage:

Table 2.1 Age of child’s biological mother by disadvantage level

Age of child’s biological . Most -Moderately . Not Al
mother disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged
(20%) (20-40%) (>40%)

Under 24 33 15 4 14
25-29 29 29 15 23
30-35 24 34 43 36
36 —39 8 14 24 17
40+ 6 8 14 10
Unweighted bases 1,630 1,779 1,836 5,145
Weighted bases 1,164 1,715 2,222 5,101

Base: Biological mothers of selected child. Table shows column %.

Source: SEED Baseline

The mean age of biological mothers who took part in the baseline survey was 31 years
old.

As explained in Chapter 1, the majority of children were aged two at the time of the
interview (92%), however a small proportion (8%) of children were aged three. As the
interviews took place in the term of their third birthday (before they were eligible to
receive the funded hours of early education for three-year-olds) these children were still
eligible for inclusion in the study.

2.2 Family type

A quarter of all families in the study (25%) were lone parents and a large proportion
(72%) of the most disadvantaged households were lone parents. Within ich just 3% were
lone parents).

Figure 2.1 this is compared with the moderately disadvantaged households (21% of
which were lone parent families) and households which were not disadvantaged (within
which just 3% were lone parents).
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Figure 2.1 Family type by disadvantage level
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Base: All respondents Source: SEED baseline

These findings are consistent with those from the Childcare and Early Years Survey of
Parents 2012-13, where about 25% of families were lone parent families (Huskinson et
al., 2014), and with official statistics for the UK for 2014, which reported that 25% of all
families with dependent children were lone parent families (Office for National Statistics,
2015).

For the most disadvantaged families in the SEED study findings are consistent with those
from the Families and Children Study 2008. Of the FACS families in the lowest income
quintile, 70% were lone parent families (Maplethorpe et al., 2010).

Forty-one per cent of the SEED sample had one child, 37% had two children, 15% had
three children and 8% had four or more children at the time of their baseline interview.
The percentage of large families (families with four or more children) differed significantly
by level of disadvantage. Fourteen per cent of the most disadvantaged households had
four or more children, whereas in households which were not disadvantaged, this figure
was 5% (see Table B.4 in Appendix B).

In the Childcare and Early Years Survey of Parents 2012-13, large families were defined
as those with three or more children. The percentage of large families defined in this way
was slightly higher in SEED (23%) compared with the Childcare and Early Years Survey
of Parents (13%, Huskinson et al. 2014).
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2.3 Housing tenure

In total, 40% of all families in the sample were buying their home with the help of a loan
or mortgage, 28% were renting from a private landlord and 23% were renting their home
from a local authority or housing association. Table 2.2 shows that whilst 65% of
households which were not disadvantaged were buying their home with the help of a loan
or mortgage, within the most disadvantaged households this figure was just 4%. Just
over half (51%) of the most disadvantaged households were renting their home from a
local authority or housing association whilst 38% were renting their home from a private
landlord.

Table 2.2 Housing tenure by disadvantage level

Most Moderately Not All
Housing tenure disadvantaged | disadvantaged (20- disadvantaged

(20%) 40%) (>40%)
Own their home outright 1 3 7 4
Buying their home with the 4 32 65 40
help of a mortgage or loan
Pay part rent and part
mortgage (shared 1 2 1 1
ownership)
Rent their home from a local
authority or housing 51 26 7 23
association
Rgnt their home from a 38 33 19 o8
private landlord
Live in their home rent-free 6 4 3 4
Unweighted bases 1,647 1,972 2,013 5,632
Weighted bases 1,261 1,916 2,455 5,632
Base: All families. Table shows column %. Source: SEED Baseline

When comparing these percentages with those in the Childcare and Early Years survey
of Parents 2012-13, there were more home owners in the Childcare survey (9% of
families owned their home outright and 49% were buying their home with the help of a
mortgage; Huskinson et al. 2014).

2.4 Mothers’ academic qualifications

Respondents were asked about the highest academic qualifications which they and their
partner had obtained.
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In total, 23% of mothers had no, or low academic qualifications, 48% reported that
GCSEs/A levels were the highest qualification they had obtained and 29% of mothers
had an honours degree or higher.

The percentage of mothers who had an honours degree or higher varied significantly by
level of disadvantage. Of mothers in the most disadvantaged households, 5% had an
honours degree or higher compared with 50% of mothers in households which were not
disadvantaged.

Figure 2.2 also shows that 48% of mothers in the most disadvantaged households had
no, or low qualifications compared with 23% in the moderately disadvantaged
households and 10% of mothers in households which were not disadvantaged.

Tables of both mothers’ highest academic and vocational qualifications can be found in
Appendix B.

Figure 2.2 Mothers’ highest academic qualification by disadvantage level
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2.5 Mothers’ economic status

Fifty-four per cent of mothers in the study were working, 35% were looking after the home
or family, and 6% were unemployed. The differences in mothers’ economic status by
level of disadvantage can be seen in Table 2.3. It shows that, as expected, the highest
rate of unemployment was among mothers from the most disadvantaged households
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(18% compared with just 2% in both moderately disadvantaged households and
households which were not disadvantaged).

In terms of the patterns of employment among mothers, 22% were working full time, 26%
were working part time (16-29 hours per week) and 6% were working 1-15 hours per
week. However, of mothers in the most disadvantaged households, just 2% were working
full time, 5% were working part time (16-29 hours) and 3% were working 1-15 hours per
week.

Table 2.3 Economic status of the child’s mother by disadvantage level

Most Moderately Not All
Economic status of mother | disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20-40%) (>40%)
Working full time (30 or more 2 25 30 22
hours per week)
Working part time (16-29 5 34 31 26
hours per week)
Working part time (1-15 3 6 8 6
hours per week)
Unemployed 18 2 2 6
Looking after the home or 61 29 27 35
family
Student or training 8 2 1 3
Other 3 1 1 2
Unweighted bases 1,617 1,967 2,014 5,598
Weighted bases 1,237 1,910 2,455 5,602

Base: All mothers. Table shows column %. Source: SEED Baseline

2.6 Household economic status

Turning to the economic status of households as a whole, as expected, the households
which were not disadvantaged were mainly couples who were both working (65%) and
couples where one parent was working (31%).

The most disadvantaged households in the sample were mainly households in which
neither parent was in work (82%). This consisted of lone parents who were not working
(67%) and couple households where neither parent was working (15%).

In the moderately disadvantaged households, just 4% were households in which neither
parent was in work. Two fifths (40%) of households were couples who were both working,
37% were couples where one parent was working and 19% were working lone parents.
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Figure 2.3 Household economic status by disadvantage level
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Looking at the sample as a whole, the household economic status of families in SEED
and in the Childcare and Early Years survey of Parents 2012-13 was similar. In SEED,
46% of couple households were in work, compared with 43% of couple households in the
Childcare survey, and the percentage of lone parents not in work was 16% in this study
and 11% in the Childcare Survey (Huskinson et al., 2014).
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3 Childcare and early education use from birth to age
two

Key findings

Children from the 20% most disadvantaged families were the least likely to receive
formal childcare before age two. Only 7% of these children received formal
childcare before the age of 12 months and only 15% between one and two years
old, compared with 20% and 36% respectively for all children in the study.
However, after turning two, over half of children in all three groups were receiving
formal childcare (58% of children in the most disadvantaged families, and 60% of
all children).

Children from the most disadvantaged families started receiving formal childcare
at a later age on average (22.5 months), compared with children from moderately
disadvantaged families (16.6 months) and children from the not disadvantaged
families (15.3 months).

Almost half of children (48%) from the most disadvantaged families were receiving
the Government funded two-year-old entitlement. About a tenth of children (10%)
in these families were receiving formal childcare but not the funded hours, and
about two fifths (42%) were not receiving any formal childcare at age two. The
largest proportion of those who were receiving the funded hours of early education
reported using a day nursery.

The most common reason for not using formal childcare as reported by parents
was personal preference. However, a substantial minority of families mentioned
cost of childcare as their main reason. This was mentioned by 17% of those in the
most disadvantaged families, 34% of those in moderately disadvantaged families,
and 26% of those in the not disadvantaged families. Furthermore, limited
availability and being on a waiting list were mentioned by 12% of those in the most
disadvantaged families, 5% of those in moderately disadvantaged families and 3%
of those in the not disadvantaged families.

This chapter maps out the use of childcare and early education in the first years of life,
with a particular focus on formal provision. It also estimates the take-up of the two-year-
old entitlement. The key policy questions that SEED will address through the later impact
analysis relate to the effects of Government-funded pre-school education aimed at
disadvantaged families. For this reason it is important to understand the use of childcare
in the early years among families facing different levels of economic disadvantage.
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3.1 Childcare use from birth to age two

3.1.1 Use of childcare and child’s age

At each wave, SEED collects information from parents about any childcare and early
education received by children in the study. The types of formal childcare asked about
include childminders and nannies and a range of different types of group-based
childcare:

¢ Nursery school

e Nursery class attached to a primary or infant school

e Day nursery

¢ Maintained nursery

e Pre-school’

e Special day school or nursery unit for children with special educational needs.?
In addition, SEED also collects information on informal childcare provided by relatives,
friends or neighbours. Informal childcare does not include babysitting or care provided by
the child’s non-resident parent but means that the child is looked after by a relative, friend
or neighbour on a regular basis without their parent present. This chapter focuses mainly

on the use of formal childcare as reported by the parents. The use of informal childcare is
covered in less detail. Information on both formal and informal childcare is presented in

Appendix C.

At the time of the baseline interview, most children in the study were two years old.>
Information on childcare use was collected for three time points in the child’s life:

e in the first 12 months

e when they were between one and two years old

e from the age of two years old onwards.

This section examines how patterns of childcare use changed as the children in the study
were getting older.

' The term ‘pre-school’ includes settings offering sessional care, which are sometimes referred to as
‘playgroups’.

2 Type of childcare received by children is based on parents’ self-reporting and may include some
misclassification.

3 Ninety-two per cent of children were two years old and 8% were three years old. The three-year-olds had
turned three in the school term in which the interview took place, so they were not yet eligible to receive the
universal early years provision for three and four year olds.
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Use of formal childcare increased among all families in the first three years of the child’'s
life. However, the pattern of increase differed by level of disadvantage. Among the 20%
most disadvantaged children use of formal childcare remained relatively low in the first
two years, at 7% of families in the first 12 months and 15% after the first birthday, but
increased markedly from age two to 58%. By contrast, moderately disadvantaged (20-
40%) and not disadvantaged (>40%) families reported a more steady increase in take-up
of formal childcare year-on-year (Figure 3.1; Appendix Table C3.1).

Figure 3.1 Use of formal childcare by disadvantage level
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Base: All children Source: SEED Baseline

Use of informal childcare, provided by a relative, friend or neighbour, was lowest among
the most disadvantaged families at all of the age points. For example, 11% of the most
disadvantaged children received informal childcare at age two, compared with 28% of
moderately disadvantaged and 33% of not disadvantaged children. Among all families,
and in all three disadvantage groups, the use of informal childcare was most common
when the child was aged between one and two years old (Appendix Table C3.1).

3.1.2 Types of formal childcare used

In all groups, and at all ages, group-based formal childcare, such as nursery school or
day nursery, was more commonly used than individual provision, such as a childminder,
nanny or au pair. In fact, day nurseries were the most commonly used type of formal
childcare at each age point, regardless of level of disadvantage (Table 3.1).
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Table 3.1 Childcare use from birth to age two by disadvantage level

Moderately disadvantaged

Most disadvantaged (20%) (20-40%) Not disadvantaged (>40%) All

:::)sntﬂ:i 1-2 years | 2 years rFr:;sntt:ni 1-2 years | 2 years rl::)s:tlli 1-2 years | 2 years fr::)sntt:ni 1-2 years | 2 years
Childminder 2 2 2 6 10 9 7 11 11 5
Nanny or au pair + + + + + + 1 3 4 1
Nursery school 1 3 13 3 7 13 4 13 3 7 13
nfant school 0 * 3 0 * 2 * * 2 * * 2
Day nursery 3 8 26 11 17 22 12 24 28 10 18 25
Maintained nursery + + + + + + + + + + + +
Pre-school 1 2 14 1 2 12 1 2 13 1 2 13
SEN day schc_)ol, 0 + + + + + 0 + + + + +
nursery or unit
None 93 85 42 79 65 45 75 54 36 81 65 41
Unweighted base 1,647 1,649 1,649 1,975 1,975 1,975 2,018 2,018 2,018 5,640 5,642 5,642
Weighted bases 1,262 1,263 1,263 1,918 1,918 1,918 2,461 2,461 2,461 5,640 5,642 5,642

Base: All Families. Table shows column %. Columns add up to more than 100% as more than one category may apply.

Source: SEED Baseline




However, a more detailed look at the types of formal childcare used at three age points in
the early years shows that as the take-up of formal childcare increased, so did the
breadth of different types of childcare commonly used.

One fifth (20%) of all children received some type of formal childcare in the first 12
months (Appendix Table C3.1), and at this age childcare mainly took the form of a day
nursery (10%) or a childminder (5%) (Table 3.1).

By the age of two, when 60% of children were receiving some type of formal childcare,
day nurseries remained the most commonly used type of childcare but other types of
group-based provision were also relatively widely used. The most commonly used types
of formal childcare at age two (as reported by the parents) were:

e Day nursery (25% of all children at this age)
e Nursery school (13%)

e Pre-school (13%)

e Childminder (8%)

This change in the types of formal childcare used at different age points is related to two
factors: certain types of childcare settings only taking children aged two and older; and
the changing composition of childcare users.

Firstly, Table 3.1 suggests that nursery schools, nurseries attached to a primary school
and pre-schools are not generally available to babies up to the age of 12 months, and
take-up of these types of settings increases greatly from the age of two. While 4% of
families reported using one or more of these types of childcare in the first 12 months and
9% of families when the child was between one and two, 28% of families used these
forms of childcare when the child was two years old.

Secondly, as use of formal childcare became more common with children getting older,
the types of families using formal childcare became more diverse. It is likely that families
with children under two using formal childcare were mainly working families requiring
childcare to cover parents’ working hours. Information from the latest Childcare and Early
Years Survey of Parents shows that the largest proportion (82%) of parents using a day
nursery for their pre-school aged child cite economic reasons such as going out to work,
while the maijority of those using nursery school and nursery class provision cite child-
related reasons such as for the child’s educational or social development (62% and 77%
respectively; Huskinson et al., 2014). By the time the child turned two, 60% of SEED
families were using formal childcare (see Appendix Table C3.1). Childcare users at this
age are likely to be a more varied group of families including both working families and
families using childcare for other reasons such as early educational purposes.



3.1.3 Time spent in formal childcare

Families that reported using childcare at any of the age points were asked how much
time the child spent in each type of childcare at that age. This section examines how time
spent in different types of formal childcare varied by age of the child and by level of
disadvantage.

It is important to bear in mind the substantial increase in take-up of formal childcare
outlined in the previous section when interpreting the change in the time spent in formal
childcare. Reflecting this increase in take-up, the overall average (mean) time spent in
formal childcare for all children (whether or not they received formal childcare at a given
time point) increased with age from just under 4 hours per week on average in the first 12
months to just under 10 hours per week at the age of two (Figure 3.2; Appendix Table
C3.2).

The average (mean) time spent in formal childcare by children who received childcare at
the age of two was shorter (16.5 hours) than the average time spent in formal childcare
by children who received childcare in the first 12 months (20.7 hours) (Figure 3.2;
Appendix Table C3.2). As discussed in section 3.1.2, only a fifth (20%) of children
received formal childcare in the first 12 months of their lives, while at the age of two this
increased to three fifths (60%) of children. Therefore this apparent decline in average
hours among children who received formal childcare at a given age point, reflects the
increased diversity in the types of families using childcare, and probably a greater variety
of reasons for using childcare, rather than individual families reducing the number of
hours used over time.

In fact, among those children who received some type of formal childcare at all three age
points, the average time spent in formal childcare increased by 1 hour and 42 minutes
per week between their first 12 months and the age of two (see Figure 3.2).
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Figure 3.2 Time spent in formal childcare by age point
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Analysis of time spent in different types of formal childcare reveals that children who went
to a childminder in their first 12 months spent on average 21.4 hours per week there. As
the proportion of children going to a childminder increased with the child’s age, the
overall average time spent with a childminder decreased to 18.9 hours per week at the
age of two years old (see Appendix Table C3.3). The time spent per week with a
childminder did not vary significantly by level of disadvantage.

Time spent in day nursery varied significantly by level of disadvantage. Compared with
less disadvantaged children, the most disadvantaged children spent somewhat less time
per week at nursery. This was particularly the case at age two. The most disadvantaged
children who attended a day nursery at age two spent on average 15 hours per week
there, moderately disadvantaged children (20-40%) spent on average 18.7 hours, and
children who were not from disadvantaged families spent on average 19.1 hours per
week at day nursery (see Appendix Table C3.4).

Take-up of day nursery places among the most disadvantaged families increased
substantially by the time their child was two. Over a quarter (26%) of the most
disadvantaged children attended a day nursery at age two, compared with 3% in the first
12 months (see Table 3.1). This at least in part relates to the high level of take-up of
funded childcare among the most disadvantaged families, which is discussed later in this
chapter.

3.1.4 Age when child started receiving childcare

This section examines the average age when children in the study started receiving
childcare. Before presenting the analysis, it is worth noting that different types of formal
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childcare providers cater for children of different ages, depending on the type of setting
and registration. For example, childminders, nannies and some day nurseries may
provide care for children from when they are just a few months old. Some day nurseries
only take children from age two, while nursery schools, pre-schools and nursery classes
attached to primary schools generally provide early education to children under
compulsory schooling age but over the age of two or three years old. Furthermore,
information collected in the study is based on the parents’ report of childcare types used
and as such, there may be some misreporting of some group-based childcare categories.

Overall, the most disadvantaged children started receiving formal childcare at a later age,
at nearly two years of age (22.5 months) on average, compared with between a year and
a year and a half among children from less disadvantaged backgrounds (16.6 months
among moderately disadvantaged children and 15.3 months among not disadvantaged
children; see Appendix Table C3.6). This suggests that many of the most disadvantaged
children probably started receiving formal childcare when they qualified for the funded
provision.

Looking in more detail at the type of formal childcare used, there were significant
differences by level of disadvantage in the age at which children started attending a
nursery school or a day nursery. Among the most disadvantaged children, the average
age of starting these types of childcare providers was nearly two years (23.4 months for
nursery school and 22.4 months for day nursery). In comparison, moderately
disadvantaged children started using nursery school, on average, aged 18.2 months and
day nursery aged 14.8 months. Children from families that were not disadvantaged
started using these types of provision at the youngest age: nursery school aged 16.6
months and day nursery aged 13.8 months (Figure 3.3; Appendix Table C3.8).

Figure 3.3 Age (in months) child started using formal childcare by disadvantage level
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On the other hand, there were no significant differences by level of disadvantage in the
age of starting with a childminder, pre-school or play group. On average, children in all
groups of families who used childminders started with the childminder aged just over a
year (13 months; see Appendix Table C3.7). Many childminders accept babies and
children from an early age and it may be that childminder care is more widely used by
families to support parents working, which may explain the mean age of starting with a
childminder being close to the timing of the end of maternity leave entitlement. Further,
children who attended pre-school started attending this type of provision aged just over
two (24.9 months on average), regardless of level of disadvantage, and as discussed
above, these providers often only accept children from the age of two years.

To sum up, in general children from the most disadvantaged families started receiving
formal childcare at a later age than children from less disadvantaged families. However,
the reverse was the case for informal childcare, with the most disadvantaged children
receiving care from family, friends or neighbours on a regular basis from an earlier age
compared with their less disadvantaged peers. The most disadvantaged children were,
on average, 7.9 months old when the family started using informal childcare regularly.
This compares with 9.2 months old for moderately disadvantaged children and 9.7
months old for children from families that were not disadvantaged (see Appendix Table
C3.6).

3.2 Childcare use at age two

3.2.1 Type of childcare used in school term time and in school holidays

Of the families who used childcare when the child was aged two, the majority (79%)
reported using the same arrangements both in term time and in school holidays.
However, this proportion was significantly lower among the most disadvantaged families
(70%), compared with moderately disadvantaged (82%) and not disadvantaged families
(81%; table not shown).

Among all families who used any childcare during term time, a substantial minority
reported using no childcare in the holidays (20%). The proportion that used childcare in
term time but not in school holidays was higher among the most disadvantaged families
(36% compared with 17% among the moderately disadvantaged and 15% among the not
disadvantaged families; Appendix Table C3.9).

This is unsurprising as the free entitlement childcare is often taken during term-time only
(because certain types of childcare settings are open only during term-time). The
difference in take-up of childcare between term-time and school holidays is also most
evident for group-based childcare settings such as different types of nursery provision,
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while differences in take-up of informal childcare or childminders between term-time and
school holidays were very small.

3.2.2 Maternal employment and childcare use at age two

As discussed in Chapter 2, the proportion of mothers in work differed by level of
disadvantage, with about 10% of mothers in the most disadvantaged families working,
compared with around two-thirds of mothers in moderately disadvantaged (65%) and not
disadvantaged (69%) families (Table 2.3).

Overall, two-year-olds with working mothers were more likely to receive formal childcare,
and use of formal childcare was more common the higher the number of hours worked by
the mother. About three-quarters (76%) of children with a full-time working mother had
formal childcare when aged two, this was 72% among children whose mothers worked
long part-time hours (16-29 hours per week), 55% among children whose mothers
worked short part-time hours and just under half (47%) among children with non-working
mothers (Appendix Table C3.10). The pattern of formal childcare use by mothers’
working hours did not differ significantly by level of disadvantage (analysis not shown).

Looking separately at different types of formal childcare used by level of disadvantage
and mothers’ working hours suggests that different types of formal childcare may serve
different purposes or needs. Attendance at pre-schools was more common among
children whose mothers did not work or worked short part-time hours. The use of
childminders and day nurseries, on the other hand, was associated with longer hours of
maternal work (Appendix Table C3.11). The pattern of association between take-up of
these forms of childcare and hours of maternal work was similar for the three levels of
disadvantage among the families (table not shown).

3.2.3 Take-up of the two-year-old entitlement

As discussed in Chapter 1, the Government funds 15 hours of early education and
childcare per week for two-year-olds in the 20% most disadvantaged families (from
September 2013 onwards), and from September 2014 the provision was extended to
include two-year-olds in moderately disadvantaged families (20%-40%). Most types of
formal childcare can provide funded hours, including childminders, nursery schools and
classes (including SEN provision), day and maintained nurseries and pre-schools. For
each type of childcare respondents mentioned having used since their child turned two,
they were asked whether this childcare was funded by the Government (fully or partially).

Take-up of the two-year-old entitlement was highest among the most disadvantaged
families. Almost half (48%) of the most disadvantaged families had used the funded
childcare, while 11% of moderately disadvantaged families had done so (Table 3.2). The
low take-up of funded hours among moderately disadvantaged families reflects the fact
that funded provision was extended to this group a year later than to the most
disadvantaged families. Therefore the majority of children from moderately
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disadvantaged families were not eligible for the two-year-old entitlement at the time of the
baseline survey (see Figure A.1 in Appendix A).*

Table 3.2 Take-up of two-year-old entitlement by disadvantage level

Most Moderately Not All
disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20-40%) (>40%)
Received funded childcare 48 11 3 16
Received formal childcare but 10 44 59 43
no funded hours
D|<?| not receive formal 42 46 38 41
childcare*
Unweighted bases 1,649 1,975 2,018 5,642
Weighted bases 1,263 1,918 2,461 5,642
Base: All families. Table shows column percentages. Source: SEED Baseline

*Note: Formal childcare ‘eligible’ for funded hours are childminders, pre-schools and all forms of nursery
provision. A small number of children classified here as not receiving formal childcare may have had a
nanny or attended a créche but these forms of childcare cannot provide funded hours.

A small proportion of families in the not disadvantaged group reported having received
funded childcare (3%). This could be due to mis-reporting (e.g. because the parent
thought the question referred to some other form of help with childcare costs, such as
childcare vouchers), because the family had either been wrongly classified at the time of
sampling as not disadvantaged, or because of a change in family circumstances having
occurred between the time of sample selection and the time of the interview so that at the
time of the interview the family was eligible to receive funded childcare.

As can be seen in Table 3.2, in addition to the 48% of the most disadvantaged children
who received funded hours, another 10% did not receive funded hours although they
attended the type of formal childcare setting eligible to offer funded places. This could be
because the particular childcare provider they attended did not offer the early education
funded hours. Some of these families may also have had a change in their household
income since the time of sampling so that they were no longer eligible for the funded
provision, but the majority of the families in this group did report that their income was
below the qualifying income threshold (£16,190 per year).

Of the families who reported that they had used a funded place for their two-year-old, the
largest proportion (46% of the most disadvantaged and 45% of the moderately
disadvantaged families) reported using a day nursery (Figure 3.4; Appendix Table
C3.12). Nursery schools and pre-schools were the next most commonly used childcare

4 Moderately disadvantaged families became entitled to a place from 1 September 2014 although some
local authorities began offering places to children in this group on a discretionary basis earlier.
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settings used in term time by those using a funded place. Nurseries attached to a primary
or infants’ school, and childminders, were less commonly used. This pattern is similar to
the use of formal childcare generally by all families, whether funded or not, at the age of
two in term time.

Figure 3.4 Type of childcare used in term time by funded childcare place users

% m Day nursery m Nursery school
m Pre-school or playgroup Nursery attached to a primary/infants school
60 m Childminder Maintained or SEN nursery
S0 46 45
40
30 27
23 23
20 16
11
10 6
4
0 [
Most disadvantaged Moderately disadvantaged
Base: Families using funded childcare. Note multiple answers possible. Source: SEED Baseline

Comparing levels of take-up of the two-year-old entitlement among users of different
types of formal childcare showed that users of group-based childcare settings had higher
take-up rates than those who used childminders. There could be a range of reasons for
this. Recent evidence on childcare provision shows that only a minority of childminders
who care for pre-school aged children aged two years old and over offer funded hours:
12% of childminders who care for two-year-olds and 20% of childminders who care for
three- and four-year-olds offer funded hours (Brind et al., 2014). This could partly reflect
the geographical distribution of childminders as childminders tend to be under-
represented in more deprived areas.® However, other research also suggests that
barriers exist to childminders offering funded hours, including a perception among
childminders that families eligible for funded hours are being encouraged to take this up
in a group-based setting such as a nursery or pre-school (Callanan, 2014), and a cultural
preference among low-income families for group-based early years and childcare
provision (Andrew Irving Associates, 2008).

The mean age of the child when they started receiving the two-year-old entitlement was
just over two years old (at around 26-27 months old depending on the type of childcare

® Of all childminder places, 16% are available in the 30% most deprived areas (Brind et al., 2014).
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they attended; see Appendix Table C3.13). This is consistent with the fact that this
funding becomes available to lower income families from the beginning of the school
term after their child turns two.

It should be noted that the questions regarding Government funding for childcare were
only asked of families using formal childcare that was eligible to offer funded places (a
childminder or any type of nursery or pre-school provision).

3.3 Families not using formal early years provision

A substantial proportion of two-year-olds (42% of the most disadvantaged and 46% of
moderately disadvantaged children) either received no childcare at all in term time or
received childcare from providers who were not eligible to offer funded hours (e.g.
informal childcare providers). This section explores the characteristics of families that
were not using formal childcare (i.e. either a childminder, nursery or pre-school), as well
as their reasons for not doing so.

3.3.1 Characteristics of families not using formal childcare

As discussed earlier in the chapter (Figure 3.1), take-up of formal childcare was highest
among the not disadvantaged families. Overall, take-up also varied significantly by family
type, parental work status and maternal level of qualifications.® These differences were
smaller among the most disadvantaged families, the main group to whom funded
childcare hours were available, and were more pronounced among the moderately
disadvantaged and not disadvantaged families (Figure 3.5; Appendix Tables C3.14 and
C3.15).

Among the most disadvantaged families lone parents were somewhat less likely not to
use formal childcare (40%) than couple families (48%), a difference of eight percentage
points. Among moderately disadvantaged families this difference was even larger at 20
percentage points, with 30% of lone parents and 50% of couple families not using formal
childcare. However, the reverse pattern was found among the not disadvantaged
families, where 43% of lone parents and 37% of couples were not using any formal
childcare. (The small number of lone parents among the not disadvantaged families
(n=56) on which this estimate is based suggests we should treat this finding with
caution.)

® Maternal qualifications here are measured as the highest academic or vocational qualification obtained.
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Figure 3.5 Per cent of families not using formal childcare,
by family type, mother’s qualification level and by disadvantage group
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Couple family
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Degree or higher

Not disadvantaged

Base: All families. Source: SEED Baseline

There was also a strong association between mothers’ level of educational attainment
and family use of formal childcare. In all three disadvantage groups, mothers who had no
or low formal qualifications were the least likely to use formal childcare, and mothers with
degrees were the most likely to use formal childcare. The differences by level of
education were particularly pronounced among the moderately disadvantaged and the
not disadvantaged families.

3.3.2 Reasons for not using formal childcare

Families who were not using a type of formal childcare eligible to offer funded hours (i.e.
a childminder, nursery or pre-school) when the child was aged two were asked for their
main reason for not doing so. The most common reason given in all of the disadvantage
groups was the parents’ personal preference not to use this form of childcare.

The proportion of parents citing this as their main reason varied somewhat by level of
disadvantage. About half of the most the disadvantaged families (50%) and of not
disadvantaged families (51%) gave this as their main reason, while a somewhat lower
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proportion (45%) of the moderately disadvantaged families cited personal preference.
Furthermore, a higher proportion of moderately disadvantaged families (34%) cited cost
as their main reason for not using formal childcare, compared with 17% of the most
disadvantaged and 26% of the not disadvantaged families (Figure 3.6; Appendix Table
C3.16).

Figure 3.6 Reason for not using formal childcare
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Base: Families not using formal childcare. Source: SEED Baseline

Some of the families that did not use formal childcare did use informal childcare on a
regular basis. In all disadvantage groups, families that used informal childcare were less
likely than families that used no formal or informal childcare to report that it was their
personal preference not to use formal childcare (37% and 53% respectively). Families
that used informal childcare were instead more likely to cite cost (44%) as their main
reason, compared with families that used no childcare (22%) (analysis not shown).

The decision-making process surrounding childcare is complex. Relatively few families
reported not using childcare because a parent was not working and was therefore
available to look after the child, or that the child was too young for formal childcare.
Instead a large proportion of parents stated that it was their personal preference not to
use formal childcare, which for many parents may in fact encompass a combination of
the above, and/or a whole range of other reasons. A higher proportion of non-working
mothers cited personal preference as their main reason which suggests that at least for
some parents the preference not to work and not to use childcare are linked.

Cost and availability are also two reasons that should be considered in tandem; both can
be indicators of the limited availability of affordable childcare. More disadvantaged
families, who are more likely to be eligible for funded childcare, may have their childcare
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options constrained if the availability of funded places in the area is limited, even if other
non-funded childcare may be available. Equally, better off families may have childcare

places available to them in principle but feel that the cost is too high as they do not
qualify for the funded places.
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4 Links between home environment, child outcome
measures and childcare take-up

Key findings

e Families’ economic circumstances were strongly associated with their home
environment. Parents in disadvantaged families were significantly less likely to
engage in home learning activities and more likely to have chaotic (on the CHAOS
score) homes than those whose economic circumstances were better.

e Within the groups of families who were not disadvantaged or were moderately
disadvantaged, there were further differences by use of childcare. Families where
children were receiving formal childcare before age two were more likely to
engage in home learning and less likely to be chaotic than those families where
children had never received any formal childcare. However, there were no
statistically significant differences by childcare use within the group of the most
disadvantaged families.

e Children from the most disadvantaged families had substantially less developed
language skills (SSLM score of 69.8) compared with children from moderately
disadvantaged families (77.5) and children from families that were not
disadvantaged (80.3).

e Children’s receipt of formal childcare before age two was associated with better
developed language skills compared with no formal childcare, but only in families
which were not disadvantaged or were only moderately disadvantaged.

e Children from the most disadvantaged families were reported by parents to be
showing less positive behaviour (on the following ASBI scales: Conformity and
Compliance, Pro-social, and Confidence and Independence) and more negative
behaviour (on the scales Anti-social and Anxiety) compared with children from
families that were not disadvantaged.

e Children who received formal childcare before age two were showing more
positive behaviour than children who had not attended any formal childcare,
controlling for level of disadvantage. With regard to negative behaviour, there were
no consistent patterns of association between childcare use and children’s
behaviour.

This chapter presents a detailed descriptive analysis exploring the extent to which home
environment and child outcome measures differ at baseline between the three



disadvantage groups and in relation to whether the families use formal early years
provision. Differences in childcare use are explored through whether formal childcare
was used from the age of two only, before the age of two, or was not used at all.

4.1 Home environment by disadvantage group and formal
childcare use

4.1.1 Home learning environment

The Home Learning Environment index is a composite measure of parenting and
children’s activities.” In our data the index ranges from 0 to 35, with a higher score
indicating a more positive environment for the child.

Figure 4.1 shows how the Home Learning Environment score differed by disadvantage
group and formal childcare use.® Those who were most disadvantaged had the lowest
average Home Learning Environment score (22.8), followed by the moderately
disadvantaged group (23.6), while the not disadvantaged group had the highest average
score (24.9) (all differences were statistically significant). There were also differences by
formal childcare use, with children who had been in formal childcare before the age of
two having higher Home Learning Environment scores — both overall and among the
moderately disadvantaged and not disadvantaged groups. For the most disadvantaged
there was no statistically significant difference in Home Learning Environment score by
formal childcare use.

" The Home Learning Environment index is based on questions such as how often the child reads at home
with their parent(s), draws or paints at home, and typical number of hours the child spends watching TV.

8 Tables are in Appendix C.
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Figure 4.1 Home learning environment score by disadvantage group and formal childcare use
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4.1.2 CHAOS: the Confusion, Hubbub And Order Scale

The Confusion, Hubbub And Order Scale (CHAOS) is a measure designed to assess the
level of confusion and disorganisation in the child’s home environment.? In our data the
scale ranges from 4 to 18, with a lower score indicating a more positive home
environment for the child. Figure 4.2 shows how the CHAOS score differed by
disadvantage group and formal childcare use (see Table C4.11 in Appendix C for more
detail). Those who were most disadvantaged had the highest average (mean) CHAOS
score (8.6), followed by the moderately disadvantaged group (8.0), while the not
disadvantaged group had the lowest average score (7.5) (all differences were statistically
significant).

The average score in the SEED sample was 7.9 (see Table C4.11 in Appendix C). This
finding is broadly consistent with those reported in other surveys. For example, the
Growing Up in Scotland survey reported the average (mean) CHAOS score of 8.9 for
families with 4-5 year olds (Chanfreau et al., 2011).

° The scale is made up of four statements that parents have to rate from ‘Strongly agree’ to ‘Strongly
disagree’. An example statement from the scale is ‘It is really disorganised in our home’.
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As with the Home Learning Environment index, there were differences between CHAOS
scores by formal childcare use. Overall, children in formal childcare before the age of two
had lower CHAQOS scores than children in the other two childcare groups. This was the
case both overall and among the moderately disadvantaged and not disadvantaged
groups. Again, for the most disadvantaged there was no statistically significant difference
in CHAQOS score by formal childcare use.

Figure 4.2 CHAOS score by formal childcare use and disadvantage group

m Formal childcare before aged two ® Formal childcare from age two only = No formal childcare
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8.1 8.2

7.6 77

7.3

Most disadvantaged (20%) Moderately disadvantaged (20%-40%) Not disadvantaged (>40%)

Source: SEED Baseline

4.2 Baseline child measures by disadvantage group and
formal childcare use

4.2.1 Sure Start Language Measure

The Sure Start Language Measure (SSLM) is an instrument used to assess the language
performance and early language development of children. It includes a measure of
vocabulary based on a list of 100 words. In our data we have four different measures:

e the total number of words the child can definitely say in English

e the total number of words the child can say in English or can say a similar word for
in English
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e the total number of words the child can say in English or in another language

e the total number of words the child can say in English or can say a similar word for
in English or can say in another language

Each SSLM measure ranges from 0 to 100, with a higher score indicating a greater
number of words known and therefore higher language development. Figure 4.3 shows
the first SSLM measure ', by disadvantage group and formal childcare use. Those who
were most disadvantaged had a significantly lower average SSLM score (69.8) than the
not disadvantaged group (75.5), and there were also differences by formal childcare use.
Overall, among the moderately disadvantaged group, and among the not disadvantaged
group, children in formal childcare before the age of two had higher average SSLM
scores than those either in formal childcare from age two only or not in formal childcare.
For children in the most disadvantaged group there were not any statistically significant
differences by formal childcare use.

Figure 4.3 SSLM score by formal childcare use and disadvantage group
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Source: SEED Baseline
4.2.2 The Adaptive Social Behaviour Inventory

The Adaptive Social Behavioural Inventory (ASBI) is made up of five factors that are
used to measure children's social and behavioural development. The five factors are:

'% Tables for all four of the SSLM measures are shown in Appendix C.
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Conformity and Compliance; Pro-social; Confidence and Independence; Anti-social; and
Anxiety. Each factor ranges from one to five, with a higher score on the first three factors
signifying positive behaviour, whereas higher scores on the last two are indicative of
negative behaviour. The average scores for each of the ASBI factors for the different
family disadvantage groups are shown in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1 ASBI scores by disadvantage group

Most Moderately Not All
disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20-40%) (>40%)
Conformity & compliance score 3.6 3.7 3.8 3.7
Pro-social score 3.9 3.9 4.0 3.9
Confidence score 4.3 4.4 4.4 4.4
Anti-social score* 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.8
Anxiety score* 2.6 25 24 25
Unweighted base 1,603 1,939 1,989 5,631
Weighted base 1,225 1,879 2,418 5,621
Base: All families. Table shows mean scores. Source: SEED Baseline

*Lower Anti-Social and Anxiety scores are indicative of positive behaviour.

Figure 4.4 shows the Conformity and Compliance measure by disadvantage group and
formal childcare use. Those who were most disadvantaged had a significantly lower
average score (3.6) than either the moderately disadvantaged group (3.7) or the not
disadvantaged group (3.8), which means that a greater level of disadvantage was
associated with less positive behaviour in terms of conformity and compliance. There
were also differences by formal childcare use — both overall and within each of the
disadvantage groups — with children in formal childcare before the age of two having
higher average scores (i.e. more positive behaviour) than those either in formal childcare
from age two only or not in formal childcare.
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Figure 4.4 ASBI Conformity and Compliance score by formal childcare use and disadvantage group
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Figure 4.5 shows the Anti-Social measure by disadvantage group and childcare use.
Those who were most disadvantaged had a significantly higher (and so worse) average
score (1.8) than the not disadvantaged group (1.7). Therefore, a greater level of
disadvantage was associated with less positive behaviour in terms of ASBI Anti-Social
score. Overall and among the moderately disadvantaged group, children in formal
childcare before the age of two had lower average Anti-Social scores than those either in
formal childcare from age two only or not in formal childcare. For children in the most
disadvantaged group and children in the not disadvantaged group there were no
statistically significant differences by formal childcare use.

51



Figure 4.5 ASBI Anti-Social score by formal childcare use and disadvantage group
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Source: SEED Baseline

For the Pro-Social and Confidence measures there were statistically significant
differences by disadvantage group and by formal childcare use — both overall and within
each of the disadvantage groups — following the same pattern as the Conformity and
Compliance measure. For the Anxiety measure the most disadvantaged had a higher
(and therefore worse) average score (2.6) than either the moderately disadvantaged
group (2.5) or the not disadvantaged group (2.4). For this measure, there were no
statistically significant differences by formal childcare use for children in either the most
disadvantaged group or the not disadvantaged group.

There could be a number of factors contributing to differences by childcare use observed
in the data presented in this chapter. They could be related to parents being encouraged
and supported by their childcare providers to engage in home learning activities with their
child and to support their child’s cognitive and socio-emotional development in other
ways. However, the differences by childcare use could also be related to differences
among families as regards parental educational attainment and social class, which have
been found to affect home environment and child development in previous research
(Bradshow et al., 2008; Gutman and Feinstein, 2007; Maisey et al. 2013; Smith et al.,
2009). The report controlled for these to some extent by carrying out analysis within the
three disadvantage groups but that did not account for all of the socio-economic variation
within these groups, especially in relation to the not disadvantaged group (>40%).
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5 Conclusions

This report provides descriptive findings from the first wave of the longitudinal survey of
parents. Over 5,600 families (six cohorts of children) took part in the baseline survey over
the period from October 2013 to November 2014. Most children in the study were two
years old at the time of the baseline interview (with a small proportion having just turned
three). The socio-demographic profile of the SEED sample was broadly similar to that of
other surveys with families, such as the Childcare and Early Years Survey of Parents
2012-2013.

5.1 Childcare during the first two years

The most recent Childcare and Early Years Survey of Parents 2012-2013 found that
overall take-up of childcare among 0-2 year olds was lower than among any other age
group. This was largely due to the low use of formal childcare for children in this age
group, as informal childcare use for 0-2 year olds was higher than for older children
(Huskinson et al., 2014). The SEED baseline survey findings, reported here, show a
diversity in childcare used by families during their child’s first two years.

The analysis shows clear differences between the three groups of families in the study:
the 20% most disadvantaged families, the moderately disadvantaged (20-40%) and the
not disadvantaged (<40%). Children from the most disadvantaged families were least
likely to receive formal childcare before age two. Only 7% of these children received
formal childcare before the age of 12 months and only 15% between one and two years
old, compared with 20% and 36% respectively for all children in the study. However, after
turning two, over half of children in all three groups were receiving formal childcare (58%
of children in the most disadvantaged families, and 60% of all children).

In all groups, and at all ages, group-based formal provision, such as a day nursery or a
pre-school, was more common than individual provision, such as a childminder.
However, as take-up of formal childcare increased with the child’s age, so did the range
of different types of childcare used by the families. In the first 12 months, day nurseries
and childminders were the most common providers (10% of children attended a day
nursery and 5% attended a childminder). At age two, the most common types of formal
childcare were day nursery (25%), nursery school (13%) and pre-school (13%).

Children from the most disadvantaged families started receiving formal childcare at a
later age on average (22.5 months), compared with children from moderately
disadvantaged families (16.6 months) and children from the not disadvantaged families
(15.3 months). This suggests that many of the most disadvantaged children started
receiving formal childcare when they qualified for the funded provision.

53



5.2 Take-up of funded provision for two-year-olds from lower
income families

From September 2013, two-year-old children living in the 20% lower income households
became eligible for 15 hours of funded early education per week. This was extended in
September 2014, so that two-year-old children in the 40% lower income households in
England became eligible for 15 hours of funded provision.

The 20% most disadvantaged families in the SEED sample were sampled on the basis
that they would have been eligible for funded early years provision at the time of the
baseline survey. Report findings show that almost half of children (48%) from these
families were receiving the Government funded two-year-old entitlement. About a tenth of
children (10%) in these families were receiving formal childcare but not the funded hours,
and about two fifths (42%) were not receiving any formal childcare at age two.

The largest proportion of those who were receiving the two-year-old entitlement reported
using a day nursery. Forty-six per cent of children in the most disadvantaged families that
were taking up the two-year-old entittement were attending a day nursery at age two,
compared with 23% attending a nursery school and 23% attending a pre-school.

The most common reason for not using formal childcare reported by parents in the most
disadvantaged families was personal preference (50% of parents mentioned that as their
main reason). Cost of childcare was the main reason for 17% of the most disadvantaged
families, and issues with availability were mentioned by 12% of parents in this group.

5.3 Home environment, child outcomes and childcare take-up

The SEED evaluation aims to explore to what extent early years provision, and high
quality early years provision in particular, can improve outcomes for children and
especially outcomes for children from disadvantaged backgrounds. Home environment
factors, such as home learning environment, also affect child outcomes and need to be
considered as an important context.

The analysis shows that parents in disadvantaged families were significantly less likely to
engage in home learning activities with their children than those whose economic
circumstances were better. There were pronounced differences by level of disadvantage
in how organised or chaotic family homes were as well. There is some evidence that
formal childcare use was associated with better home learning environment and less
chaotic family life even after controlling for level of disadvantage, but these patterns of
association are not consistent across different groups of families and need further
investigation.

Analysis of child outcomes focussed on language skills (as reported by parents) and
social and behavioural development. Children from the most disadvantaged families had
substantially less developed language skills compared with children from families in
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better economic circumstances. There is some evidence of association between
children’s language skills and receipt of formal childcare, again, however, these patterns
are not clear cut and need further research to understand them better.

On social behaviour measures, children from the most disadvantaged families were
reported by parents to be showing less positive behaviour and more negative behaviour
compared with children from families that were not disadvantaged. Children who received
formal childcare before age two were showing more positive behaviour than children who
had not attended any formal childcare, and this significant association held within each of
the three disadvantage groups. However, there were no consistent patterns of
association between formal childcare use and negative behaviour measures.

5.4 Next steps for this strand of the SEED evaluation

In this report, we presented a detailed analysis of childcare use by families with two-year-
olds, and tentatively examined relationships between childcare use, family environment
and child outcomes. This descriptive analysis sets a context for the impact report further
down the line. In addition to data from the baseline survey, the impact analysis will be
able to draw on data from follow-up surveys when children are aged three and four
(including child assessments as part of those surveys), as well as administrative data
from the National Pupil Database once children in the SEED sample start school. The
aim of that analysis will be to unpick the complexity of factors contributing to outcomes for
children in different economic circumstances and to explore the effects of policy changes
on children and families in England.
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A. Appendix - Methodology

Design overview

The longitudinal survey of families collects information at three time points:

e when the families’ child is about two years old (Wave 1)
e when the child is about three years old (Wave 2)
e when the child is about four years old (Wave 3).

Information is collected from the child’s parent or guardian at all three waves, and
cognitive assessments of children are administered at Wave 2 and Wave 3. Information
collected in the interviews will also be linked with information from the National Pupil
Database to track children’s progress as they enter school and up to the age of seven.

Two-year-old children living in the 20% lower income households became eligible for 15
hours of funded early education per week in September 2013. In September 2014, this
was extended to children in the 40% lower income households in England.'” SEED was
designed to cover families across the spectrum of eligibility so that comparisons could be
made that explore the effect of eligibility on children’s outcomes. It includes families
whose children are born across six consecutive academic terms, covering two complete
academic years.

The oldest children in SEED were born between September and December 2010 (cohort
1), and the youngest children were born between April and August 2012 (cohort 6).
Figure A.1 shows how these different cohorts of children were affected by the roll-out of
the offer. So for example, the blue bars show that the most disadvantaged families (20%)
in cohort 1 were eligible for the two-year-olds offer for just one term, and then they
became eligible for the three- and four-year-olds offer instead. In contrast, the blue and
yellow bars show that for cohort 6, both the most disadvantaged (20%) and moderately
disadvantaged (20-40%) families were eligible for all three terms of the two-year-olds
offer.

" Children become eligible for this offer the term after their second birthday. However, eligibility may be
assessed at any point so that if families become eligible they can take up the funded early education late.
The opposite is not true, i.e. eligibility funded place cannot be revoked.
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Figure A.1: Longitudinal survey design
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Sampling

The sampling frame for the longitudinal survey was Child Benefit records. This was
considered to be an appropriate sampling frame because until January 2013 it was a
universal benefit, with a take-up rate of around 98%. Although changes came into effect
in January 2013 that affected Child Benefit records as a universal sampling frame'?,
HMRC estimated that 90% of families in the Child Benefit population would continue to
receive some or all of their Child Benefit. Furthermore, the equality impact study
assessment for this policy change suggested that these changes would affect older tax
payers (aged 51 to 65) with older children more than other groups (HMRC, 2012). So,
although the Child Benefit records are no longer an almost universal sample frame, the
changes primarily affected very high earning parents and older parents rather than
parents of young children who are the focus of SEED. Moreover, the sampling frame
continues to capture well off parents with incomes up to £60,000 (in the 96th percentile of
income distribution in the UK) so it still covers a spread of income groups.

"2 For higher paid parents (with net adjusted income of over £50,000 a year or a partner with this income)
there is a stepped charge on their income that affects their child benefit until a £60,000 threshold (those
earning more than £60,000 no longer receive Child Benefit).
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Clustering

Face-to-face surveys are often geographically clustered to improve fieldwork efficiency.
For this survey, clustering was particularly important because of the desire to assess the
quality of early years and childcare settings used by parents. In many areas (particularly
urban areas), a large number of settings are available locally, and without adequate
clustering we would have found that many settings would have been used by just one
family in our achieved sample. To improve the chance that families in our achieved
sample used the same settings as each other we used two stages of clustering for
SEED. First we selected postcode districts (or groups of postcode districts) as Primary
Sampling Units (PSUs), followed by three postcode sectors (or groups of sectors) as
Secondary Sampling Units (SSUs) within each PSU. This meant that the cost of
assessing a setting’s quality involved a more efficient use of money because the score
could be associated with many children instead of just one.

In practice the sampling was done in three stages:

e 111 PSUs were selected in proportion to a weighted sum of the number of eligible
families within each PSU (with weights calculated to reflect the final desired
proportions of the three disadvantage groups, see below)

e Three SSUs were selected within each PSUs in proportion to a weighted sum of
the number of eligible families within each SSU

e Five or six families in each disadvantage group were selected within each SSU in
proportion to their weights.
Disadvantage groups

To maximise our ability to make comparisons in child outcomes across the spectrum of
eligibility for funded early education for two-year-olds, each cohort of children within
SEED was designed to have three subgroups:

(1) the 20% most disadvantaged families
(2) the moderately disadvantaged (20-40%)
(3) the not disadvantaged (>40%).

The three subgroups were sampled in equal proportion, i.e. such that each group made
up around a third of the sample in each cohort. As the three groups were not of equal
size in the population, a weighted sampling approach was used to create as close to an
equal probability sample as possible, with weights equal to the ratio of the desired
proportion (one third) to the population proportion in each cohort.
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Families were put into groups by DWP prior to sampling using the following criteria.

e The 20% most disadvantaged families had a parent in receipt of one of the
following benefits or tax credits: '
e Income-based Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA-IB)
e Income-related Employment Support Allowance (ESA-IR)
e Income Support (IS)

e Guaranteed element of the State Pension Credit (PC with Guarantee
Credit)

e Child Tax Credit only (not in receipt of an accompanying Working Tax
Credit award) with household gross earnings of less than £16,190.

e The moderately disadvantaged group (20-40%) had a parent in receipt of Working
Tax Credits with household gross earnings of less than £16,190."

e The not disadvantaged group (>40%) had parents not in receipt of any of the
qualifying benefits or tax credits.

Questionnaire

The questionnaire was developed in Blaise, a software programme for computer assisted
interviewing (CAl) techniques, covering the following topics.

Table A.1 Questionnaire topics

Section Topics included at Wave 1

Household grid = Eligibility check
= Name, DOB and sex of all household members
= Marital status

= Relationships within the household

" The full DfE eligibility criteria from September 2013 are: (i) All 2-year-olds who are looked after by their
local authority; (ii) 2-year-olds whose family receives one of the following are also eligible: income support;
income-based Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA); income-related Employment and Support Allowance (ESA);
support through part 6 of the Immigration and Asylum Act; the guaranteed element of State Pension Credit;
Child Tax Credit (but not Working Tax Credit) and have an annual income not over £16,190; the Working
Tax Credit 4-week run on (the payment you get when you stop qualifying for Working Tax Credit) or
Universal Credit.

" From September 2014, the eligibility criteria include two-year-olds who meet any one of the following
criteria: eligibility criteria also used for free school meals; if their families receive Working Tax credits and
have annual gross earnings of no more than £16,190 per year; if they have a current statement of special
educational needs (SEN) or an education, health and care plan; if they attract Disability Living Allowance;
if they are looked after by their local authority; or if they have left care through special guardianship or
through an adoption or child arrangements order.
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Working status of parent/carer

Working status of partner (if relevant)

Childcare

Childcare used for SEED child between 0-1 years
of age

Childcare used for SEED child between 1-2 years
of age

Childcare used for SEED child since two years of
age — in both term and holiday time

Whether receives any funding for childcare places

Why does not currently use any childcare

Child development *

Sure Start Language Measure (SSLM)
Adaptive Social Behaviour Inventory (ASBI)

Home environment

Home learning environment
Confusion, hubbub and order

Area of residence

Child health

Birth weight
Accidents and injuries
Longstanding health problems

Concerns about child development

Parent/Carer health*

General health
Kessler 6 Inventory

Cognitive difficulties

Parenting/Caring*

Parent/carer-child relationship

Parenting/caring behaviour

Socio-demographics

Ethnicity of SEED child
Parent/carer academic and vocational qualifications

Partner academic and vocational qualifications
(where relevant)

Sources of income and income bracket
NSSEC classification for parent/carer
NSSEC classification for partner (where relevant)

Tenure
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= Language spoken at home

Administration = Permission to recontact for following waves

= Recontact information (where relevant)
= Stable contact information (where relevant)

= Permission to link survey data to NPD records

* These sections are self-completion and where possible were completed by the parent/carer themselves.
Where this was not possible interviewer completion was offered.

The questionnaire was developed by NatCen Social Research in collaboration with
Oxford University, Frontier Economics, 4Children and the Department for Education.

Data collection

The fieldwork procedure is outlined below.

All families who were sampled for the study were sent an opt-out letter giving
them information about the study and providing a three-week period in which
they could opt out of the study by a variety of methods (by returning an opt-out
slip by Freepost, by telephone, email or through the study website). A copy of
the opt-out letter can be found in Appendix D.

Any families who opted out of the study were removed from the sample which
was issued to NatCen interviewers.

Families who did not opt out of the study were sent an advance letter (see
Appendix D).

Enclosed with the advance letter was a study leaflet which provided further
information about the study and details about how families could get in touch
with NatCen about the study or how they could arrange an appointment (see
Appendix D).

Interviewers contacted families face-to-face, and where possible they traced families who
had moved.

The interview was conducted face-to-face in respondents’ homes using Computer
Assisted Personal Interviewing (CAPI) and show cards with answer options where
appropriate. Some sections of the questionnaire — those containing more sensitive
questions — were completed by respondents on their own using Computer Assisted Self
Interviewing (CASI) (see Table A.1). The average (median) length of the interview was 45
minutes. A total of 182 interviewers worked on the baseline survey.

The questionnaire was piloted with parents who had a two-year-old child born between
August 2010 and March 2011. The pilot sample was collected through children’s centres
through an opt-in exercise and also by snowballing local contacts. Fieldwork for the pilot
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was undertaken between June and July 2013 and the pilot findings were used to refine
the questionnaire in time for the main stage of fieldwork.

As illustrated in Figure A.1, the fieldwork for the main baseline survey was undertaken
during these time periods:

Cohort 1: October 2013 — November 2013
Cohort 2: October 2013 — December 2013
Cohort 3: November 2013 — January 2014
Cohort 4: January 2014 — March 2014
Cohort 5: April 2014 — June 2014

Cohort 6: September 2014 — November 2014

The ideal timing for the baseline interviews was the term immediately after the families’
child turned two so that (a) families had had time to take-up the two-year-old offer (and
knew which setting their child would attend) but that (b) they had not been using the two-
year-old offer for too long (so that the survey data would represent a reasonable baseline
of families’ circumstances at the time their eligibility was assessed). Unfortunately it was
not possible to achieve this timing for cohorts 1 and 2 due to the overall project timeline,
and children from the first two cohorts were somewhat older at the time of the baseline
survey than children from subsequent cohorts (in total, 92% of children in the baseline
survey were aged two and 8% had turned three in the school term in which their family
was surveyed).

Response rates

Table A.2 and Table A.3 provide a breakdown of fieldwork response for the baseline
survey.'® In total, 5,643 parents took part in the baseline survey (5,641 fully productive
and two partially productive interviews) and the overall response rate was 63%.
Response was lower for the most disadvantaged group (58%) than for the not
disadvantaged group (66%).

'® The intention was to sample one-third of families from each of the three disadvantage groups. The size
of the three groups in the survey is not equal due to re-classification of some families by DWP which took
place once the fieldwork had started.
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Table A.2 Fieldwork response figures (N)

Total Most Moderately Not
Outcome disadvantaged disadvantaged |disadvantaged
(20%) (20-40%) (>40%)
Issued 9188 2888 3168 3132
Ineligible 156 44 46 66
Eligible 9032 2844 3122 3066
Fully productive 5641 1650 1973 2018
Partially productive 2 0 2 0
Non-contact 1215 419 357 439
- Moved (new address unknown) 764 229 224 311
- Other 451 190 133 128
Refusal 1990 704 725 561
- Office refusal 336 97 132 107
- Refusal in person 1088 360 381 347
- Broken appointment 492 221 179 92
- Other 74 26 33 15
Other unproductive 164 63 57 44
Unknown eligibility 20 8 8 4

Source: All participants issued at baseline

Table A.3 Standard fieldwork response rates

Total Most Moderately Not
Response rate disadvantaged | disadvantaged | disadvantaged
(20%) (20-40%) (>40%)
Overall response rate 63 58 63 66
Full response rate 63 58 63 66
Co-operation rate 72 68 72 77
Contact rate 86 85 88 86
Refusal rate 22 25 23 18
Eligibility rate 98 98 98 98

Source: All participants issued at baseline

Table A.4 shows how responding and non-responding samples compare on a number of
characteristics available in the sampling frame.
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Table A.4 Characteristics of responding and non-responding samples

Non-response Productive Base
(pre-survey interview
Characteristics opt-outs and
survey non-
response)
Disadvantage group
Most disadvantaged (20%) 47 53 3091
Moderately disadvantaged (20-40%) 42 58 3419
Not disadvantaged (>40%) 40 60 3345
Sex
Female 42 58 8266
Male 45 55 785
Age
16-24 48 52 1205
25-29 45 55 2142
30-34 40 60 2561
35-39 39 61 1996
40-44 40 60 979
45+ 45 55 251
Family type
Couple household 42 58 7730
Lone parent household 45 55 1762
IMD quintile
0.53->8.49 (least deprived) 41 59 1672
8.49->13.79 40 60 1601
13.79->21.35 43 57 1933
21.35->34.17 44 56 2105
34.17->87.80 (most deprived) 45 55 2544

Base: All sampled families excluding confirmed ineligible households. Table shows row percentages.

Cases with missing non-respondent data are not shown in the table. Source: DWP data.

Weighting

The sample was designed to produce as close to an equal probability sample as possible

but, due to highly variable proportions of families in the three “disadvantage groups”
within each Secondary Sampling Unit (SSU), it was not possible to achieve an entirely

equal probability sample. Selection weights were calculated at the sampling stage as the
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inverse of the probability of selection. However, these were not used in weighting as they
would have adversely affected the efficiency of the weighted sample whilst being unlikely
to reduce bias.

The first step in the weighting process was to use the information we had available on
sampled families in order to model the response process and create weights to adjust for
non-response. Logistic regression was used for this purpose with the dependent variable
being a dichotomous outcome (1=response; 0=non-response) and only those families
known to be eligible being included in the model.

The following variables were used as predictors of response:

e Cohort * Disadvantage group (18 categories indicating the cohort 1-6 and
disadvantage group);

e Sex

e Lone parent status (Y/N)

e Age group of parent (16-24; 25-29; 30-34; 35-39; 40-44; 45+)

e Working status (working/not working)

e Child’s month of birth

e Number of eligible children in family

e Region

e |MD quintile (based on sampled postcode)

e Population density quintile (based on sampled postcode)

e Urban/rural indicator (six groups)

The variable indicating cohort/disadvantage group was fixed in the model and a forward
stepwise procedure was used to select the other predictors (double checked using
backwards stepwise which produced an identical model). The final model, in addition to
cohort/disadvantage group, included the following variables:

e Sex

e Lone parent status (Y/N)

e Age group of parent (16-24; 25-29; 30-34; 35-39; 40-44; 45+)
e Working status (working/not working)

e Region

e Population density quintile (based on sampled postcode)

Non-response weights were created as the inverse of the predicted probability of
response. The top 0.5% of these non-response weights were trimmed back to the 99.5"
percentile.

Finally, calibration weighting was used to adjust the weights to population totals for
region and, separately, the number of children by cohort and disadvantage group (18
categories). The calibrated weights were then scaled back to the achieved sample size
(i.e. to have a mean of 1).
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B. Appendix - Socio-demographic characteristics
of participants

Table B.1 Sex of respondent by disadvantage level

Most Moderately Not disadvantaged All
disadvantaged disadvantaged (20- (>40%)
(20%) 40%)
Male 6 9 8 8
Female 94 91 92 92
Unweighted bases 1,649 1,975 2,018 5,642
Weighted bases 1,263 1,918 2,461 5,642

Base: All families. Table shows column %.

Source: SEED Baseline

Table B.2: Family type by disadvantage level

Most Moderately Not disadvantaged All
disadvantaged disadvantaged (20- (>40%)
(20%) 40%)
Lone parent 72 21 3 25
Couple 28 79 97 75
Unweighted bases 1,649 1,975 2,018 5,642
Weighted bases 1,263 1,918 2,461 5,642

Base: All families. Table shows column %.

Table B.3: Respondent’s legal marital status by disadvantage level

Source: SEED Baseline

Most Moderately Not All
disadvantaged | disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20-40%) (>40%)
Single (never married) 74 42 21 40
Married/in a civil partnership
and living with husband/wife 14 o1 76 >4
Married/in a civil partnership
and separated from 7 3 1 3
husband/wife
Divorced 5 4 2 3
Widowed + + + +
Unweighted bases 1,649 1,974 2,018 5,641
Weighted bases 1,263 1,916 2,461 5,640

Base: All families. Table shows column %.
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Table B.4: Number of children in the household by disadvantage level

Most Moderately Not All
disadvantaged | disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20-40%) (>40%)
1 child 39 36 46 41
2 children 30 39 38 37
3 children 18 17 11 15
4 children or more 14 8 5 8
Unweighted bases 1,649 1,975 2,018 5,642
Weighted bases 1,263 1,918 2,461 5,642
Base: All families. Table shows column %. Source: SEED Baseline
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Table B.5: Child’s ethnicity by disadvantage level

Most Moderately Not All
disadvantaged |disadvantaged | disadvantaged
(20%) (20-40%) (>40%)
White - British 72 71 77 74
White - Irish 0 + + +
White - Other 3 9 7 7
Mixed - White and Black Caribbean 3 1 1 1
Mixed - White and Black African 2 1 1 1
Mixed - White and Asian 2 2 2 2
Mixed - any other Mixed
2 1 1 1
Backgrounds
Asian or Asian British - Indian + 2 3 2
Asian or Asian British - Pakistani 3 4 3 4
Asian or Asian British -
. 1 1 + 1
Bangladeshi
As!an or Asian British - any other 5 2 5 2
Asian Backgrounds
Black or British Black - Caribbean 3 1 1 1
Black or British Black - African 7 4 2 4
Black or British Black - any other 1 . . N
African Backgrounds
Chinese or other Ethnic Group -
) + + 1 +
Chinese
Chinese or other Ethnic Group -
+ + + +
any other Ethnic Group
Unweighted bases 1,646 1,972 2,017 5,635
Weighted bases 1,260 1,916 2,460 5,636
Base: All families. Table shows column %. Source: SEED Baseline
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Table B.6: Language spoken at home by disadvantage level

Most

disadvantaged

(20%)

Moderately
disadvantaged
(20-40%)

Not
disadvantaged
(>40%)

All

English is first language for
both parents

84

76

79

79

For at least one parent,
English is not their first
language

16

24

21

21

Main language spoken at
home (where for at least one
parent, English is not their
first language):

English

25

22

34

28

Other

38

48

35

41

Speak each language
equally

37

31

31

32

Unweighted bases — more
than one language spoken at
home

227

444

377

1,048

Weighted bases — more than
one language spoken at
home

202

469

508

1,179

Base: All families who speak more than one language at home. Table shows column %.

Source: SEED Baseline
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Table B.7: Housing tenure by disadvantage level

Most Moderately Not All
disadvantaged | disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20-40%) (>40%)
Own it outright 1 3 7 4
Buying it with help of a 4 39 65 40
mortgage or loan
Pay part rent and part
mortgage (shared 1 2 1 1
ownership)
Rentilt from Ioc.:al.authorlty or 51 26 7 23
housing association
Rent it from a private 38 33 19 8
landlord
Live rent-free (including rent-
free in relatives/friends 6 4 3 4
home)
Unweighted bases 1,647 1,972 2,013 5,632
Weighted bases 1,261 1,916 2,455 5,632

Base: All families. Table shows column %.
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Table B.8: Sources of income by disadvantage level

Most Moderately Not disadvantaged All
disadvantaged | disadvantaged (>40%)
(20%) (20-40%)

Earnings from employment 18 9% 97 79
or self-employment
Child benefit 98 98 86 93
Child Tax Credit 93 75 20 55
Working Tax Credit 8 48 11 23
Jobseekers Allowance 6 1 1 2
Income Support 65 2 1 16
Houswg Benefit/Council Tax 70 21 5 25
Benefit
Incapacity Benefit 1 + + +
Employment and Support 7 y 1 2
Allowance
Disability Living Allowance 10 5 2 5
Personal Independence

+ + + +
Payment
Universal Credit + + + +
Other State benefits (e.g.
carers allowance or widow 3 2 1 2
allowance)
Interest from savings and
investments (e.g. stocks and + 1 9 4
shares)
Private or state pension 1 + 1 1
Child maintenance from
former partner (including 12 7 2 6
Child Support Agency grant)
Student grant 3 1 1 1
None 0 0 + +
Unweighted bases 1,632 1,948 2,004 5,584
Weighted bases 1,247 1,889 2,443 5,579

Base: All families. Table shows column %. Columns add up to more than 100% as more than one category
Source: SEED Baseline

may apply.
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Table B.9: Level of household income by disadvantage level

Most Moderately Not All
disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20-40%) (>40%)
£9,999 or less 46 11 3 15
£10,000 - £16,190 37 22 8 19
£16,190 - £29,999 13 38 14 22
£30,000 - £49,000 3 24 32 23
£50,000 or more 1 5 43 21
Unweighted bases 1,498 1,793 1,881 5,172
Weighted bases 1,138 1,735 2,283 5,156
Base: All families. Table shows column %. Source: SEED Baseline

Note: The relatively small number of families with income of £16,190 or more in the most disadvantaged
group may be due to misreporting, misclassification, or change in circumstances between time of sampling
and the date of interview.

Table B.10: Household economic status by disadvantage level

Most Moderately Not disadvantaged All
disadvantaged |disadvantaged (20- (>40%)

(20%) 40%)
Lone parent - working 5 19 2 8
Lone parent - not working 67 3 1 16
Couple - both working 3 40 65 43
Couple - one working 10 37 31 28
Couple - neither working 15 1 2 4
Unweighted bases 1,649 1,975 2,018 5,642
Weighted bases 1,263 1,918 2,461 5,642
Base: All families. Table shows column %. Source: SEED Baseline
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Table B.11: Highest parental NSSEC by disadvantage level

Most Moderately Not All
disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20-40%) (>40%)
Professional/Managerial 2 6 32 17
Lower managerial 9 27 40 28
Intermediate occupations 12 19 9 13
e : . : :
Low supervisory 6 10 5 7
Semi-routine 30 19 5 15
Routine 18 7 2 7
Not working 18 + + 4
Unweighted bases 1,641 1,970 2,011 5,622
Weighted bases 1,257 1,912 2,451 5,620
Base: All families. Table shows column %. Source: SEED Baseline

Table B.12: Mother’s highest academic qualification by disadvantage level

Most Moderately Not All
disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20-40%) (>40%)
None 30 14 6 14
Level 1 GCSE Grade D-G 18 10 4 9
Level 2 GCSE Grade A*-C 32 32 20 27
Level 3 A-Level 9 15 12 12
Iéz\llje(;l;i (:qer’uflcate of Higher 4 7 6 6
Level 5 Foundation Degree 2 4 3 3
Level 6 Honours Degree 3 13 29 17
Level 7 Master’'s Degree 2 6 19 11
Level 8 Doctorates + + 2 1
Unweighted bases 1,673 1,874 1,945 5,392
Weighted bases 1,200 1,813 2,368 5,381
Base: All families. Table shows column %. Source: SEED Baseline

75




Table B.13: Mother’s highest vocational qualification by disadvantage level

Most Moderately Not All
disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20-40%) (>40%)
None 49 44 57 51
Level 1 NVQ 10 7 4 7
Level 2 NVQ 25 22 11 18
Level 3 NVQ 13 21 20 18
Level 4 NVQ 1 3 3 2
Level 5 NVQ 1 2 3 3
Level 6 NVQ + + 1 +
Level 7 NVQ + + + +
Level 8 NVQ + + 1 1
Unweighted bases 1,545 1,864 1,855 5,264
Weighted bases 1,184 1,812 2,268 5,265
Base: All families. Table shows column %. Source: SEED Baseline
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C. Appendix - Additional tables

Table C3.1Childcare use from birth to age two by disadvantage level

Most disadvantaged (20%) Moderately disadvantaged Not disadvantaged (>40%) All
(20-40%)

First 12 |1-2 years | 2 years | First12 |1-2years | 2 years | First12 |1-2years | 2 years | First12 |1-2 years | 2 years

months months months months
Formal childcare 7 15 58 21 35 55 25 47 64 20 36 60
F I chil -

ormal childcare 5 13 56 15 26 48 18 35 55 14 27 53

Group based
Formal childcare - 2 3 3 6 10 9 8 14 14 6 10 10
Individual
Informal childcare 11 13 11 26 31 28 27 38 33 23 30 26
No Childcare 83 74 37 60 44 32 58 33 24 64 46 29
Unweighted bases 1,647 1,649 1,649 1,975 1,975 1,975 2,018 2,018 2,018 5,640 5,642 5,642
Weighted bases 1,262 1,263 1,263 1,918 1,918 1,918 2,461 2,461 2,461 5,640 5,642 5,642

Base: All Families. Table shows column %. Columns add up to more than 100% as more than one category may apply.

Source: SEED Baseline




Table C3.2 Time spent in formal childcare (hours per week)

Most disadvantaged (20%) Moderately disadvantaged (20- Not disadvantaged (>40%) All
40%)
First12 |1-2years | 2 years | First12 |[1-2years | 2 years | First12 |1-2years | 2years | First12 |1-2 years | 2 years
months months months months

All families

Bottom percentile (1%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 1.3 24 8.2 4.2 7.0 9.2 5.4 9.6 11.6 3.8 6.6 9.7
Median 0 0 8 0 0 4 0 0 8 0 0 6
Top percentile (99%) 35 40 40 45 48 47 45 50 50 42 47 48
Standard Deviation 6.4 71 8.7 9.8 12.0 11.9 11.1 13.2 12.9 9.57 11.65 11.54
Unweighted bases 1,644 1,642 1,639 1,970 1,970 1,972 2,002 2,007 2,010 5,616 5,619 5,621
Weighted bases 1,644 1,642 1,639 1,970 1,970 1,972 2,002 2,007 2,010 5,616 5,619 5,621
Formal childcare users

Bottom percentile (1%) 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2
Mean 20.1 16.0 14.3 19.9 19.8 16.8 21.5 20.5 17.8 20.7 19.7 16.5
Median 16 15 15 18 18 15 20 18 16 18.0 18.0 15.0
Top percentile (99%) 60 45 40 50 51 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
Standard Deviation 16.0 11.1 6.6 11.9 124 11.5 11.7 12.2 12.1 12.3 12.2 10.7
Unweighted bases 107 243 935 412 691 1,078 506 940 1,306 1,025 1,874 3,319
Weighted bases 107 243 935 412 691 1,078 506 940 1,306 1,025 1,874 3,319

Base: All Families/Families using formal childcare at given age point. Table shows hours per week.
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Table C3.3 Time spent with childminder (hours per week)

Most disadvantaged (20%) Moderately disadvantaged Not disadvantaged (>40%) All
(20-40%)

First 12 | 1-2 years | 2 years First 12 | 1-2 years | 2 years First 12 | 1-2 years | 2 years First 12 | 1-2 years | 2 years

months months months months
Bottom percentile (1%) [3] [11 [1] 2 2 3 0 2 0 1 2 1
Mean [20.9] [18.7] [16.0] 21.7 21.6 20.4 213 20.2 18.4 214 20.7 18.9
Median [18.5] [17] [15] 20 20 18 20 19 16 20 20 16
Top percentile (99%) [40] [45] [40] 50 50 47 50 50 45 50 50 45
Standard Deviation [12.5] [11.4] [9.7] 10.6 11.3 10.8 10.8 10.7 10.6 10.8 11.0 10.6
Unweighted bases 30 42 43 124 194 177 140 224 225 294 460 445
Weighted bases 30 42 43 124 194 177 140 224 225 294 460 445

Base: Families using childminder at given age point. Table shows hours per week.

Source: SEED Baseline




Table C3.4 Time spent at day nursery (hours per week)

Most disadvantaged (20%)

Moderately disadvantaged Not disadvantaged (>40%) All
(20-40%)

First 12 | 1-2 years | 2 years First12 | 1-2 years | 2 years First12 | 1-2 years | 2 years First 12 |1-2 years | 2 years

months months months months
Bottom percentile (1%) * [1 3 1 3 3 2 1 2 1 1 2
Mean * [17.1] 15.0 20.0 20.0 18.7 21.0 19.7 19.1 204 194 17.8
Median * [15] 15 17 18 16 20 18 18 18 18 15
Top percentile (99%) * [45] 40 50 50 48 48 48 47 50 50 45
Standard Deviation * [10.7] 5.9 12.0 11.6 10.7 10.9 10.8 11.1 11.4 11.1 9.9
Unweighted bases 17 47 213 62 150 252 74 173 253 528 933 1,379
Weighted bases 17 47 213 62 150 252 74 173 253 528 933 1,379

Base: Families using day nursery at given age point. Table shows hours per week.

Source: SEED Baseline




Table C3.5 Time spent at nursery school (hours per week)

Most disadvantaged (20%) Moderately disadvantaged Not disadvantaged (>40%) All
(20-40%)

First12 |1-2years | 2 years | First12 |(1-2years | 2years | First12 |1-2years | 2years | First12 |1-2 years | 2 years

months months months months
Bottom percentile (1%) [2] 2 3 0 3 2 0 3 1 0 3 2
Mean [19.8] 15.5 14.4 17.1 17.3 15.5 21.6 19.3 16.3 19.6 18.0 15.4
Median [16] 15 15 16 15.5 14 20 16 15 18 16 15
Top percentile (99%) [0] 3 1 40 40 50 45 45 40 45 45 45
Standard Deviation [13.7] 9.7 6.2 10.0 10.4 10.6 11.5 11.3 10.3 11.3 10.8 94
Unweighted bases 47 213 277 150 252 464 173 253 500 153 370 718
Weighted bases 47 213 277 150 252 464 173 253 500 153 370 718

Base: Families using nursery school at given age point. Table shows hours per week.

Source: SEED Baseline




Table C3.6 Age in months when started using childcare

Most Moderately Not All
disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20-40%) (>40%)
Formal
Minimum 0 0 0 0
Mean 225 16.6 15.3 17.8
Median 25 14 12 18
Standard Deviation 7.89 8.76 8.29 8.87
Maximum 36 36 36 36
Unweighted bases 971 1,125 1,348 3,444
Weighted bases 971 1,125 1,348 3,444
Informal
Minimum 0 0 0 0
Mean 7.9 9.2 9.7 9.2
Median 6 9 9 9
Standard Deviation 7.54 5.85 5.08 5.83
Maximum 36 34 35 36
Unweighted bases 279 758 871 1,908
Weighted bases 279 758 871 1,908

Base: Families ever used informal or formal childcare, respectively.

Table shows age in months.

Source: SEED Baseline




Table C3.7 Age in months when started using individual formal childcare

Most Moderately Not All
disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20-40%) (>40%)
Childminder
Minimum 0 1 1 0
Mean 14.8 12.5 13 13
Median 13 11 11 11
Standard Deviation 8.63 6.27 6.58 6.78
Maximum 33 33 34 34
Unweighted bases 74 239 277 590
Weighted bases 74 239 277 590
Nanny/au pair
Minimum * * 0 0
Mean * * 14 13.2
Median * * 12 12
Standard Deviation * * 8.45 8.8
Maximum * * 35 35
Unweighted bases 11 11 77 99
Weighted bases 11 11 77 99

Base: Families ever used type of childcare.
Table shows age in months.

Source: SEED Baseline




Table C3.8 Age in months when started using group-based formal childcare

Most Moderately Not disadvantaged All
disadvantaged disadvantaged (>40%)

(20%) (20-40%)
Nursery school
Minimum 2 2 2 2
Mean 234 18.2 16.6 19.1
Median 25 18 14 21
Standard Deviation 7.06 8.2 7.8 8.22
Maximum 36 36 36 36
Unweighted bases 224 277 277 778
Weighted bases 224 277 277 778
Nursery attached to a school
Minimum 2 [2] [10] 2
Mean 25.8 [25.1] [26.9] 25.9
Median 25 [25] [26] 25
Standard Deviation 4.88 [7.55] [7.72] 6.61
Maximum 36 [36] [36] 36
Unweighted bases 50 35 36 121
Weighted bases 50 35 36 121
Day nursery
Minimum 0 1 0 0
Mean 224 14.8 13.8 16.5
Median 24 12 12 13
Standard Deviation 7.63 8.05 7.08 8.4
Maximum 36 36 36 36
Unweighted bases 421 474 621 1,616
Weighted bases 421 474 621 1,616
Pre-school or play group
Minimum 1 0 0 0
Mean 25.2 244 25.2 24.9
Median 26 25 26 26
Standard Deviation 6.7 7.84 7.82 7.5
Maximum 36 36 36 36
Unweighted bases 248 255 296 799
Weighted bases 248 255 296 799

Base: Families ever used type of childcare. Table shows age in months.

Source: SEED Baseline




Table C3.9Childcare use in term time and school holidays at age two by disadvantage level

Term-time Holidays All
Most Moderately Not Most Moderately Not Term Holiday
disadvantaged | disadvantaged | disadvantaged | disadvantaged | disadvantaged | disadvantaged

(20%) (20-40%) (>40%) (20%) (20-40%) (>40%)
Day nursery 41 32 36 26 28 32 36 30
Nursery school 20 19 17 12 14 13 18 13
Pre-school 23 17 17 11 8 9 18 9
Childminder 4 13 14 3 11 11 12 9
Nursery attached to a 5 2 > 2 2 1 3 1
school
Nanny or au pair + + 5 + + 4 2 2
Créche 1 + 1 1 + 1 1 +
Maintained nursery 1 + 1 + + + + +
SEN nursery or unit + + + + + + + +
Other childcare 1 + + + + + + +
Informal 17 41 43 17 39 41 37 36
No childcare n/a n/a n/a 36 17 15 n/a 20
Unweighted bases 1,024 1,358 1,651 1,022 1,357 1,550 3,933 3,929
Weighted bases 793 1,310 1,875 792 1,308 1,874 3,979 3,974

Base: All Families using formal or informal childcare in term time. Table shows column %.
Columns can add up to more than 100% as more than one category may apply.

Source: SEED Baseline




Table C3.10

Childcare use at age two by mother’s work status

Working FT (30+)] Working PT Working PT Mother not All
(16-29) (1-15) working

Formal childcare 76 72 55 47 60
Informal childcare

only 14 18 19 5 11
No childcare 10 11 26 48 30
Unweighted bases 948 1,409 360 2,877 5,594
Weighted bases 1,072 1,489 368 2,670 5,699
Base: All mothers. Table column %. Source: SEED Baseline

Table C3.11 Formal childcare type used at age two by mother’s work status
Working FT (30+) Worki"Z%)P T(16- W°(r1k '1" 59) P M;g:i:n";t All

Childminder, nanny or

au pair 18 16 10 3 10

Nursery school or

nursery attached to

school 17 16 15 13 15

Day nursery 38 31 17 18 25

Preschool or

playgroup 8 13 19 14 13

None of these 24 29 45 54 41

Unweighted bases 948 1409 360 2881 5,598

Weighted bases 1072 1489 368 2673 5,602
Base: All mothers. Table column %. Source: SEED Baseline

Table C3.12 Type of formal childcare used by children receiving funded places
Most Moderately Not All
disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged
(20%) (20-40%) (>40%)*

Day nursery 46 45 42 45
Nursery school 23 27 19 24
Pre-school 23 16 27 22
Childminder 2 11 10 5
Nursery attached to a school 6 4 6 5
Maintained nursery 1 0 2 1
SEN day school, nursery or unit + 1 2 1
Unweighted bases 781 180 70 1,031




Weighted bases

606

202

85 893

Base: All children receiving funded childcare. Table shows age in months.

*Note: The small number of not disadvantaged families reporting receipt of funded hours may be due to
misreporting, misclassification, or change in circumstances between time of sampling and the date of

interview.

Source: SEED Baseline

Table C3.13 Age of child (in months) when started receiving the funded provision
Day Nursery Pre-school Nursery at Childminder
nursery school school
Mean 25.7 26.0 26.5 27.4 [24.6]
Median 26 26 27 27 [27]
Standard deviation 4.7 4.2 52 4.6 [6.0]
Unweighted bases 452 242 236 54 47
Weighted bases 452 242 236 54 47

Base: All children receiving funded childcare. Table shows age in months.
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Source: SEED Baseline




Table C3.14

Take-up of two-year-old entitlement by disadvantage level and family type

Most disadvantaged Moderately disadvantaged Not disadvantaged All
(20%) (20-40%) (>40%)*
Lone parent Couple Lone parent Couple Lone parent Couple Lone parent Couple

Received funded childcare 51 40 20 8 15 3 40 8
Received formal childcare but no

funded hours 9 12 50 42 42 60 23 49
Did not receive formal childcare*® 40 48 30 50 43 37 37 43
Unweighted bases 1,174 475 408 1,567 56 1,962 1,638 4,004
Weighted bases 909 354 409 1,509 67 2,393 1,385 4,257

Base: All Families. Table shows column %.

Source: SEED Baseline




Table C3.15 Take-up of two-year-old entitlement by disadvantage level and mother’s level of qualification

Most disadvantaged (20%) | Moderately disadvantaged Not disadvantaged (>40%) All
(20-40%)
No/Low |GCSE, A| Degree | No/Low |GCSE, A| Degree | No/Low | GCSE, | Degree | No/Low | GCSE, | Degree
qual. |level, FE or qual. |level, FE or qual. A level, or qual. A level, or
higher higher FE higher FE higher
Received funded childcare 45 50 45 15 11 7 7 5 2 29 18 5
Received formal childcare, no 8 11 19 19 47 57 21 53 70 13 40 65
funded hours
Did not receive formal childcare* 48 39 36 66 42 37 73 42 28 58 41 30
Unweighted bases 517 966 77 262 1,235 372 96 870 974 875 3,071 1,423
Weighted bases 395 735 59 258 1,196 354 121 1,043 1,198 774 2,974 1,612

Base: All Families. Table shows column %. Source: SEED Baseline




Table C3.16

Reason for not using formal childcare

Most Moderately Not All
disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged
(20%) (20-40%) (>40%)

Personal preference 50 45 51 48
Cost problems . 17 34 26 o7
(e.g. too expensive)
Child too young 11 6 6 7
Ava|lab|I|t.y.prot.:>Iems — providers 12 5 3 6
full/on waiting list
Parent/.carer not.workmg oron 3 4 5 4
maternity/paternity leave
Uses other family N N 1 1
members/friends
Child has health or behavioural

2 1 + 1
problems
Childcare is not open during

+ + + +
school holidays
Other reason 5 5 6 6
Unweighted bases 716 931 773 2,420
Weighted bases 537 902 960 2,398

Base: Families not using formal childcare.

Source: SEED Baseline




Table C4.1 Sure Start Language measure

Most Moderately Not All
Type of childcare disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20%-40%) (>40%)

Mean SSLM' Mean SSLM'’ Mean SSLM' Mean SSLM'

score score score score
:;’;';‘?\',v‘;h"dcare before 69.8 775 80.3 78.4
S’;ﬂi:;h"dcam from age 71.0 72.2 77.2 73.4
No formal childcare 68.0 62.2 67.5 65.6
Total 69.6 69.9 75.5 72.2
Unweighted bases
Formal childcare before two 269 714 966 1,949
Formal childcare from two 710 422 391 1,523
No formal childcare 670 839 661 2,170
All children 1,649 1,975 2,018 5,642

The total number of words the child can definitely say in English

Baseline

Table C4.2 Sure Start Language measure (including similar word in English)

Source: SEED

Most Moderately Not All
Type of childcare disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20%-40%) (>40%)

Mean SSLM? Mean SSLM? Mean SSLM? Mean SSLM*

score score score score
:;’;';‘?\',v‘;h"dcare before 72.7 80.3 82.7 80.9
;\‘l)‘;rgi:;h"dcare from age 736 74.4 793 75.7
No formal childcare 70.8 64.6 70.0 68.1
Total 72.3 72.3 77.8 74.7
Unweighted bases
Formal childcare before two 269 714 966 1,949
Formal childcare from two 710 422 391 1,523
No formal childcare 670 839 661 2,170
All children 1,649 1,975 2,018 5,642

The total number of words the child can either say in English or can say a similar word for in English
Source: SEED Baseline




Table C4.3 Sure Start Language measure (including word in another language)

Most Moderately Not All
Type of childcare disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20%-40%) (>40%)

Mean SSLM® Mean SSLM° Mean SSLM° Mean SSLM°

score score score score
z;’ggf\',v‘;h”dcare before 71.5 79.3 81.4 79.7
;ﬁ’:gi:;h”dcare from age 72.2 74.4 79.4 75.2
No formal childcare 70.5 69.9 74.6 71.8
Total 71.4 74.2 78.8 75.6
Unweighted bases
Formal childcare before two 269 714 966 1,949
Formal childcare from two 710 422 391 1,623
No formal childcare 670 839 661 2,170
All children 1,649 1,975 2,018 5,642

The total number of words the child can either say in English or in another language
Source: SEED Baseline

Table C4.4 Sure Start Language measure (including word in another language or similar word in

English)

Most Moderately Not All
Type of childcare disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20%-40%) (>40%)

Mean SSLM* Mean SSLM* Mean SSLM* Mean SSLM*

score score score score
zg;??\'lvzh"dcare before 74.4 82.0 83.8 82.3
;:/’;”;:;h”dcare from age 74.8 76.6 815 775
No formal childcare 73.3 72.3 771 74.4
Total 74.1 76.7 81.1 78.1
Unweighted bases
Formal childcare before two 269 714 966 1,949
Formal childcare from two 710 422 391 1,623
No formal childcare 670 839 661 2,170
All children 1,649 1,975 2,018 5,642

The total number of words the child can either say in English or can say a similar word for in English or can
Source: SEED Baseline

say in another language
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Table C4.5 ASBI: Conformity & compliance

Most Moderately Not All
Type of childcare disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged
(20%) (20%-40%) (>40%)
ASBI: Conformity ASBI: Conformity ASBI: Conformity ASBI:
& Compliance & Compliance & Compliance Conformity &
score score score Compliance
score
:;’;';‘?\',v‘;h"dcare before 3.68 3.88 3.86 3.85
S’;ﬂi:;h"dcare from age 3.65 3.67 3.79 3.70
No formal childcare 3.54 3.66 3.70 3.64
Total 3.61 3.74 3.79 3.73
Unweighted bases
Formal childcare before two 261 708 957 1,926
Formal childcare from two 690 416 386 1,492
No formal childcare 652 815 646 2,113
All children 1,603 1,939 1,989 5,631

Table C4.6 ASBI: Pro-social

Source: SEED Baseline

Most Moderately Not All
Type of childcare disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20%-40%) (>40%)

ASBI: Pro-social ASBI: Pro-social ASBI: Pro-social ASBI: Pro-

score score score social score
zggi'lvzh"dcare before 3.95 411 4.02 4.04
S’;ﬂi:;h"dcare from age 3.86 3.84 3.99 3.90
No formal childcare 3.83 3.85 3.88 3.85
Total 3.86 3.94 3.96 3.93
Unweighted bases
Formal childcare before two 262 709 955 1,926
Formal childcare from two 686 419 388 1,493
No formal childcare 656 823 645 2,124
All children 1,604 1,951 1,988 5,543
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Table C4.7 ASBI: Confidence

Most Moderately Not All
Type of childcare disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged
(20%) (20%-40%) (>40%)
ASBI: Confidence | ASBI: Confidence | ASBI: Confidence ASBI:
score score score Confidence
score
z;’gg?\',v‘;h”dcare before 4.36 4.52 4.49 4.49
;ﬁ’;ﬂi:;h"dcam from age 4.8 4.31 4.42 4.34
No formal childcare 4.24 4.29 4.37 4.31
Total 4.28 4.38 4.44 4.38
Unweighted bases
Formal childcare before two 266 712 965 1,943
Formal childcare from two 699 419 391 1,509
No formal childcare 662 827 653 2,142
All children 1,627 1,958 2,009 5,594

Table C4.8 ASBI: Anti-social

Source: SEED Baseline

Most Moderately Not All
Type of childcare disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20%-40%) (>40%)

ASBI: Anti-social ASBI: Anti-social ASBI: Anti-social ASBI: Anti-

score score score social score
Z;;rg?\'lvzh"dcare before 1.77 1.69 1.70 1.70
;ﬁ’;ﬂi:;h"dcam from age 1.79 1.79 1.73 1.77
No formal childcare 1.86 1.85 1.74 1.81
Total 1.81 1.78 1.72 1.76
Unweighted bases
Formal childcare before two 265 708 957 1,930
Formal childcare from two 695 415 390 1,600
No formal childcare 662 820 648 2,130
All children 1,622 1,943 1,995 5,560
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Table C4.9 ASBI: Anxiety

Most Moderately Not All
Type of childcare disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20%-40%) (>40%)

ASBI: Anxiety ASBI: Anxiety ASBI: Anxiety ASBI: Anxiety

score score score score
:;’;r;‘?\',vzh"dcare before 2.52 2.40 2.44 2.44
;\‘I)c:rgi:;h"dcare from age 258 253 243 251
No formal childcare 2.60 2.55 2.46 2.52
Total 2.57 2.49 2.44 2.49
Unweighted bases
Formal childcare before two 265 712 963 1,940
Formal childcare from two 697 418 390 1,605
No formal childcare 656 824 649 2,129
All children 1,618 1,954 2,002 5,574

Source: SEED Baseline

Table C4.10 Home Learning Environment score

Most Moderately Not All
Type of childcare disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged
(20%) (20%-40%) (>40%)
Mean HLE score Mean HLE score Mean HLE score Mean HLE
score

Formal childcare before

aged two 22.7 24.5 25.3 24.8
S’;ﬂi:;h"dcam from age 227 226 25.0 23.4
No formal childcare 22.9 23.3 243 23.6
Total 22.8 23.6 24.9 24.0
Unweighted bases

Formal childcare before two 269 714 966 1,949
Formal childcare from two 710 422 391 1,623
No formal childcare 670 838 660 2,168
All children 1,649 1,974 2,017 5,640
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Table C4.11 CHAOS: Confusion, Hubbub And Order Scale

Most Moderately Not All
Type of childcare disadvantaged disadvantaged disadvantaged

(20%) (20%-40%) (>40%)

Mean CHAOS Mean CHAOS Mean CHAOS Mean CHAOS

score score score score
:;);r;]?\llvcc:)hlldcare before 8.4 77 73 76
;\cl)cr)rgill;hndcare from age 86 8.1 76 8.2
No formal childcare 8.6 8.2 7.7 8.1
Total 8.6 8.0 7.5 7.9
Unweighted bases
Formal childcare before two 269 714 965 1,948
Formal childcare from two 709 422 390 1,521
No formal childcare 669 834 660 2,163
All children 1,647 1,970 2,015 5,632
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D. Appendix — Survey materials

Opt-out letter
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Department
for Work &
Pensions

TITLE/ FOREMAMESZURMAME
ADD1
ADDE
ADD3
! Dharbes 300X XK

POSTCODE
REF Numbrer: P1488/Serial_numbanTKL

We would like you to take part in the Study of
Early Education and Development (SEED)

Dear TITLE/ SURNAME,

We are writing to ask for your help with an important new research progect. The Study of Early Education and
Development aims fo find out how early education can give children the best start in life.

¥ou and your children matter.

The study will be lollossng 8,000 bwo-year olds through lo when they stant school, so we nead parents and
carers ke you 1o tell us about their famiies and two-year olds. We are interested in things like your child's
health, the type of activies you do logether, whether your child is speaking yet and the types of childeare you
might be using.

Who is carrying out the research?

This exciting and mportant new study is being carmied out for the Department for Education (CFE) by NatCan
Social Ressarch, working with the University of Crdiord, Frontier Economicae and 4Children.

Why are you being asked to take part in the study?

Your details have been selected from the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) and HM Revenue &
Customs (HMRC) adminstrative records because you have a two-year old child. Any benefits you may
be receiving will not be affected by you taking part i this study. Results from the study are only being
collected for statistical purposes. You or your child will not be identified in any reports.

What happens next?

DWP and HMAC would ke to share your contact details with the [FE and their agents ‘MatCen Social
Rescarch’ 3o that they can contact you about taking part in the study, f you do not want DWP or HMPRC fo
share your contact details and/or you do not want to take part in the research then please complete the shp
attached to this letier and post it back in the pre-paid envelope within 3 wesks of the date on this letier. You
can also opt out or let us know about a change of address via sesd@natcen.ac.uk or 0800 852 0157 quoting
the REF numbsr at the top of this lstter and your name.

We hope that you will take part because your expenence will help children by helping us to understand how we
can give them the best stan in ife.

Thank you for taking the time fo consider our request.
Julie Samuels

Famdy Analysis Team,
Department for Work and Pengions

Waon Socisl MSSASTN, KINGS Houss, 10136 Kngs Aoad, eemsnoe, Dosen Clna 4L% Tol (606 B2 0157 A Company Limiisd oy Susnniss,
Regizhased In England bic. 2335818 Charky Mo, 1081 768

SEED OPT-OUT SLIP

Mo thanks ~ | don't want to take part in the Study of Early Education and Development and | don't want the
WP or HMAC to pass on my contact details to CFE and its reseanch contractor

(MatCen Social Aesearch)

Firsl marms SUrTANE
Signalure Dale
number
(in case of query) REF Mumiber: P1498/Serial_numberCKL
@
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Frequently Asked Questions - FAQS

Why are you contacting me?
A= a parent or carer of a two-year old, we'd like to give you the chance to take part in a major new shudy
which will help us understand how earfy education can give children the best start in life. Your name has been

What will the research involve?

The resssarch will vvolve an interviewer coming to your home to sak you some questions about you and your
questions about your family, your health and the health of your child, the acthities that you and your child do
together and the words which your tevo-year-old knows, as well &s the childcare you might be using.

The i i will amrange a time that suits you to complets the questionnaine and the visit will take around 50
minudes.

W would also ke to come back and talk to you when your child is aged 3 and when they ane aged 4 to see how
things hawve changed as they grow up. We will contact you at each pont with more information so that you can
decide whether or not to continue taking part in the study.

What happena next?

¥ you are happy for the Department for Work and Pensions [DWP) and HM Revenue & Customs (HMRC) to
share your contact details with DIE and its ressarch contractor (MatCen Social Aesaarch) then you don't nesd
to do anything alas at the moment. NatCen Social Research will sand you a lether about taking part in the
Fhady,

What if | don't want to take part?

I you don't want to take part in the stedy andfor don't want DWP and HMAC to share your contact details
with OFE and its research contractors please complete and return the enclosed form n the pre-paid snvelope.
Wou can also contact us at seed@natcen.ac.uk or call us on 0800 652 0157 quoting the REF number at the

top of this kiter and your nama. Taking part in the study is completely voluntary and if you change your
mind at any point, that's fine.

How will the information | provide be used?

@_ The results will help the governrment make decisions about early education for children in England. Anything @
you tell us i confidential. Any nformation collected about you and your child will be stored sacuraly without
names or addmesses attachad. The survey results collected are for statistical purpoass only = you or your child
will not be dentified in any reports or publications.
Confidentiality.
Your perscnal details and nterview responses will remain stnctly confidential and will be handled n
accordance with the Data Protection Act 1008, Any benefits you may be receiving will not be affected by
taking part in this study.
Where can | find out more?

For more nformation you can visit www.seed.natcen.ac.uk or call on Freephone 0800 852 0157 fo speak to
the resaarch team at MNatCen. To find out more about data protection concerning this study, please visit
WWW.BGe] Natoen.ac uk
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Advance letter

_ @
Department
for Education
of Educating

Shaty of tasy

TITLE/ FORENAME/ SURNAME Date: XX00X000K

ADDN REF Number: P1498/Serial_numberCKL

ADD3

ADD4 Your mterviewer will be

POSTCODE INTERVIEWER NAMES ID NUMBER

Together we can give children like yours
the best start in life.

Dear TITLE SURNAME,

We wrote o you a short time ago about taking part in a Study of Early Education and Development (SEED)
and to check you were happy for WP and HMAC to share your contact details with the Department for
Education’s resesarch team.

You can help make a difference.

® . By taking part, you can help us unclamtand how sarly ecucation can give children the best
start in Iife, and what's mpartant for high quality childcanrs and sarly years provision. We nesd
to interview as many parents/caremns as possible 8o we get a true picture of the [es of
two-year olds and their families.

What next?

An inteniewer from NatCen Social Research will call at your home in the next wesk or so 1o

wea if you would like to take part. They will show you a photo ID so that you know who they
. are. If you agree to take part they'll ask you some ganeral questions about your family e, any

childcare you are using, and how your two-year old is getting on (such as the worda they know

and their haalth).

Text to arrange a convenient time

If you would like to pre-arrange a time for an interviewer to visit, just text VISIT 1o B4433,
along with the relerence number at the top of this letter and a contact telephone number,
Your interviewer will call you back within a few days to arrange a convenient time.

You can also request a call back at www.seed natcen.ac.uk

0800 652 0157, emal seed Enatcen.ac.uk or vt wew. scod natcenac.uk to find out more.

Meed to know more?
Q Encloaad = a leaflet with facts and Frequently Asked Questions. You can call us free on
The nterveswer will alac be happy to anewer any guestions you may have.

We look forward to mesting you,

€ %~

Emma Fenn
Project Co-ordinator

NaiCan Soclil Ressanch. Kings House, 101-136 Kings Road, Rmnteood, Beser CM14 4L Tl QRO0 653 05T Natcen
A Company Limied by Guaranbes, Registensd i Ergland Mo, 4332418 Charlty Mo. 1091788 Social R ;

1 @
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Survey leaflet

A good start can lead to great things.

W already know that whean children apand tims in
good quality nuresries, pre-echoole, playgroups or
childmirdera, they'rs batter prepared for atarting
school It can also be good for the rest of thair
achool livea.

What is SEED?

SEED stands for the Study of Eardy Education and
Devel cpment. 1t a atudy of 8,000 familise across
England. The resesamh iz ksing carried out on behalf of
the Department for Educa tion (DFfE) and the findinga
will be ussd to underatand how e hiklcars and sarly
aducation can halp childran like yours get the beet
atart in lifs.

ik

How will the SEED findings be used?

The firdings from thia im portant studywill be used by
gowemmeant to unde retand how access to childcare
and sarly education can make a poaitive impact on
¢ hildren's lives.

The averall reaulta (but not your anewers specifically)
will ba made public because we know they will be of
intersat to Bmilisa, policymakers, academica and theas
working in sarly scucation and childoars, You or your
child will nct e identified in eny mporta or publicati cne.

Your privacy.

Your personal details and intervdew responses will rermain
atrictly confidantial and will e handlad in accordance
with the Data Pratection Act 1235, The results collected
will b ussd for mesarch purpoass only. You will never
recaive any junk mail a2 a result of apsaking to us
becausewe never pass on your detaila to othar
organiaationa for commenzial pupossa.

.
=

TEXT VISIT

TO 84433

to arrange
an interviow

|
-

Ly

o

Department
for Education

af Education
 beveopment

Help children like
yours grow to
their full potential.

) &g
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Help us understand how we can give
children the best start in life.

Previous rassarch like thiz hee inflenced government
deciaiora, auch as fres saly sducation for thres and
four-year alde ard polickes to erengthen the quality of
childears. t's importent we get feedback directly from
farnilisas 2o we really understand the impact of sarly
aclucation and childcars.

Why do you want to talk to me?

Your detaile heve besen salected from the Depatmeant for
Wizrk anc Pensicna [DWP) and HM Revenus & Customa
{HMRC) ad min btrathe reorde bacauss you heve a
two-year ald child. We would like to interdew as many
parsrita and carsrs as possilkls 8o we get a trues picturs
of tha livas of twosyear-olds and thei familiss. Amy
berefita you may bs meshingwill notbe affected by
you taking part in thie atudy.

What next?

Aninterdaverwil comes to your home in the nentwesk
or aoto see if youwould lke to take part and ask you
acme guastions about you and your twosyear-cld child
The interview will take about 50 minutes to complsts,

If you are visited by an interviewer, but decide you don't
want o taks part, that's fine and we won't contact you
again. We would alzo like to come back and talk to you
when your child i aged 3 and when hey ars aged 4 to
saa how things change as they grow up. Wa will contect
you at each point with more information o that you can
dezide whather or not you want to continue taking part.

Who is carrying out the research?

The research is baing carred out by NatCen Social
Reasarch working with the University of Osford,
Frontier Econornice and 4Childran.

Where can | find out more?

You can call ua fres on 0B00D 652 0157, amall
seedEnatcen.acuk orvisit wiwvw seed natcenacuk

Your interviewer will ales s happy to aneswer any 4
queatiors you may have,

Arrange an appointment.

1 youwaould like to pre-arangs a tims for an
intarviswsr to visit, just oot VISIT to 84433, along
with the refererce number on your letter and a
contact tele phore number. Your interviewsr will
call you back within a few daye to arrangs a
comeniant tirmes, You can ako e ueet & call back
at www. seid natoen. acuk

Teand 84483 or visit our webaite to arrangs an iIntarview at
o ma that ks convensant for youw [ you'd Ike to pre-amange
a tima foran niewewer o vist, |ust \Ext SEED and tha REF
niimbr @t e iop of fhis eter to #4433 and we'll call you

bac kto armngaa conven Bnt timato vist your homa,
‘fou can ako request acal tackto arangea comenient
Inerviaw timavia wew sssdnatcenaculk
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