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Chapter 5 )
Early Childhood Development in South Chestre
Africa: Inequality and Opportunity

Michaela Ashley-Cooper, Lauren-Jayne van Niekerk, and Eric Atmore

5.1 Introduction

In South Africa the majority of young children are adversely impacted by a range
of social and economic inequalities. Apartheid, along with the resultant socio-
economic inequalities, deprived most South African children of their fundamental
socio-economic rights, including access to health care, education, social services
and nutrition.

Available evidence indicates that access to quality early childhood development
(ECD)! programmes play a critical role in offsetting inequalities by protecting
children against the effects of poverty, poor nutrition, inadequate health care
and lack of education (Van der Gaag and Putcha 2015). Early and appropriate
provisioning and interventions make it possible for children to grow and develop
to their full potential, resulting in increased primary school enrolment, enhanced
school performance, lower repetition and drop-out rates, as well as reducing the
need for costly remedial interventions to address developmental lag and social
problems later in life (Atmore et al. 2012; Heckman et al. 2010; Department of

For the purposes of this chapter, Early Childhood Development (ECD) refers to the physical,
cognitive, and socio-emotional development of a child from conception up until the age of six.
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Education 2001). The importance of early childhood development opportunities is
thus profound.

More than one third (36%) of the 19.5 million children in South Africa are under
the age of 6 (Hall et al. 2016). Of the children below 6 years old, approximately
4 million live in the poorest 40% of households, with the gap between rich and
poor widening (Hall et al. 2016; Aubrey 2017). It is these children who live in the
poorest conditions that have the least opportunities for growth and development.
Poverty often limits a caregiver’s ability to engage with their children, with the
result that many children in poorer households receive less stimulation and parent-
child interaction. These caregivers are also less likely to send their children to
centre-based early childhood programmes (Hartinger et al. 2017). Income poverty is
critically linked to reduced access to a range of services, compromising the child’s
right to education, nutrition, health care, and a safe environment.

5.2 Inequality in Early Childhood Development
Opportunities

For young children in South Africa there is no equitable access to quality ECD
provision and resources, and there is not equitable expenditure on ECD across
geographic areas. The South African Early Childhood Review 2017 reveals stark
inequalities that exist across the country, with children being exposed to consid-
erable variation in the delivery of essential services based on the area in which
they live (Hall et al. 2017). These services include healthcare, social security and
education, the absence of which could lead to serious long-term consequences in
the well-being, academic ability, and earning potential of South African children
(Hall et al. 2017). Consequences of poor access to quality services results in poor
maternal and child health (including maternal depression, stunting, and increased
HIV rates), lack of nutritional support as well as social support, resulting in poor
health and educational outcomes. This variation in service delivery is particularly
prominent for children living in rural areas who are more severely marginalised
than those living in urban areas.

Studies investigating early learning programmes in South Africa indicate that
vulnerable communities most in need of high quality ECD programmes, have the
most difficulty in accessing the resources required to realise this (Aubrey 2017).
Remoteness of geographic location of many early learning programmes as well
as affordability are key contributors to inequality. Striking inequality within the
country is further illustrated in the finding that two-thirds of Black African® children

2In South Africa there are generally five racial categories by which people can classify themselves,
the last of which is “Unspecified/Other”. The other four categories comprise Black African; White;
Coloured; Indian/Asian. Population estimates in 2016 showed that of the total South African
population (55.9 million people), 80.7% were Black African, 8.8% were Coloured, 8.1% were
White, and 2.5% were Indian/Asian (Statistics South Africa [StatsSA] 2015).
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live below the poverty line, compared with only 2% of White children (Aubrey
2017).

5.3 Child Outcomes

International research has consistently illustrated the effects of various forms of
ECD programming on child outcomes, including significant gains in cognition
(Woldehanna and Gebremedhin 2002; Barnett 1995), language development and
communication skills (Burchinal et al. 2000), numeracy, health (Barnett 2008),
and socio-emotional development (Love et al. 2003). Children who receive a high
quality ECD programme score higher across these domains compared to children
who receive poor quality or no ECD programme interventions (Burchinal et al.
2016). South African research, although less prolific, shows comparable patterns
of effect on child outcomes (Dawes et al. 2012; Gustafsson et al. 2010), including
effects on literacy and numeracy (Southern and Eastern African Consortium for
Monitoring Educational Quality [SACMEQ] 2011).

International research has also shown the effects of income level and socio-
economic background on child outcomes (Rubio-Codina et al. 2015; Davis-Kean
2005; Aughinbaugh and Gittleman 2003). For example Rubio-Codina et al. (2015)
found significant disparities in cognitive and language performance between chil-
dren in the highest and lowest income quintiles® in their large scale study of young
children, and found that these disparities became larger with age. In South Africa,
most recently, researchers found similar effects of income levels on outcomes in
young children. For example Dawes et al. (2016) found that performance on all
domains, across all developmental areas, was poorest by children in the lowest
quintiles and highest for children in the wealthiest quintile. These children from
the poorest of backgrounds are thus set to enter formal schooling on significantly
unequal footing when compared to their wealthier counterparts.

The interplay between income levels and quality ECD programming on child
outcomes is key to understanding the current inequalities in South Africa, and
understanding how to reduce these inequalities before the gap is widened in later
years. The consequence of this inequality is that children enter the formal school
system on an unequal footing with huge discrepancies in their development and
school readiness levels. Following this, children go through a dysfunctional formal
schooling system in South Africa, where differences in child outcomes in the
early years are not remedied, but amplified, thus widening the inequality gap (for
example, see Van der Berg et al. 2013; Spaull 2013).

3Income quintiles refer to the classification of household income according to five quintiles; with
Quintile 1 being the poorest 20% of the country’s population and Quintile 5 being the wealthiest
20% of the country’s population.



90 M. Ashley-Cooper et al.

Whilst access to ECD provision is crucial, it is generally agreed that “access
must be coupled to quality if early childhood programs are to improve child
outcomes, particularly in low-income settings.” (Biersteker et al. 2016, p. 342).
International and local researchers have shown that the quality of an ECD pro-
gramme significantly affects child outcomes, including better performance on
various developmental domains (such as cognitive, language, mathematics and
socio-emotional development) and school readiness, with higher quality predicting
better school outcomes (Biersteker et al. 2016). As such, it is important to explore
those key features within ECD programmes specifically that produce positive child
outcomes.

Research shows that, in terms of timing, a higher dosage of quality ECD services
is “associated with greater cognitive gains, particularly for children from low-
income communities.” (Hall et al. 2017, p. 34). Moreover, for optimum child
outcomes, a minimum of 15-30 h per week in ECD programmes is required; two
years in an ECD programme is better than one year; and children benefit the most if
they are enrolled in a quality programme before the age of 4 (Hall et al. 2017).

South African research has also identified which specific interventions are
most effective at specific times in a child’s development; providing the greatest
probability of improving school readiness (Biersteker 2017). Specifically, it was
found that non-centre, home-based programmes (including health, nutrition, wel-
fare, protection and psychosocial support) for caregivers and children are effective
from birth to 5 years of age. Quality ECD centre programmes are most effective
from 18 months to 5 years of age; playgroup programmes with high-dose inputs
aligned to school readiness are most effective from 3 to 5 years of age; and ECD
practitioner and whole centre/school training and support are most effective for the
beneficiary children from 3 to 9 years of age.

For ECD centre and Grade R programmes specifically, research has found that
a quality programme should include: qualified and competent staff (a principal
and/or supervisor, teachers, assistant teachers, and support staff); a functioning and
effective governing body; oversight and support from relevant departments and/or
facility managers; a safe and secure building of sufficient size; sufficient and age-
appropriate education resources; and sufficient outdoor space for outdoor play. It
is important to note that teacher qualification training is not enough to produce
effective ECD practices; teachers require practical hands-on training, on-site support
by external ECD experts in the field, and fair working conditions as well (Biersteker
2017). The classroom setting should include:

a wide variety of age-appropriate activities to support development across domains: a focus
on language; a balance of free choice and teacher-directed activities; warm teacher-child
interaction that promotes learning. .. the acceptance of cultural diversity and the inclusion
of local as well as global materials and content in the programme. . . and, as far as possible,
mother tongue as the medium for learning and teaching. (Biersteker et al. 2016, p. 335)

More specifically, in terms of curriculum that best stimulates child outcomes,
ECD learning programmes should utilise curricula that: promotes school readiness
by focussing on specific school readiness skills (such as numeracy and literacy
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skills) as opposed to a more general approach; focuses on specific age-groups and
ensures age appropriate content; and provides a balance of large group, small group
and free choice activities (Biersteker 2017).

Quality elements of non-centre-based ECD programmes are specifically depen-
dant on the aims and format of the programme itself.* Programmes such as
playgroups, require similar features as ECD centre programmes. Family outreach
home-visiting programmes, on the other hand, require their own set of specific
quality elements. For these programmes the following is required: strict recruitment
processes; intensive training (including pre-service, in-service training and on-going
coaching and support); on-going programme monitoring and evaluation; administra-
tion and resource support (Fixsen et al. 2005); structured content and curricula; and
fidelity to programme models and structure (Shonkoff et al. 2016). Programmes that
work with caregivers directly should also specifically include: regular contact over
an extended period of time (for at least a year in duration); a focus on transforming
caregivers’ attitudes and skills (as opposed to only transforming their knowledge on
a specific topic); a focus on practical, hands-on exercises; working with both the
caregiver and the child, independently and together; and a focus on building social
support (with other caregivers and externally with local social support systems)
(Richter and Naicker 2013; Zafar et al. 2014).

Across all ECD programmes, the most important feature in offering quality
ECD programmes that produce the best child outcomes, is the quality of the
interpersonal interactions between the child and the ECD practitioner, whether this
is a teacher, family child care worker, or similar. For best results, practitioners need
to engage children in a way that promotes a positive association with learning.
This should include: tailoring interactions to fit the needs of each child; using
responsive language; fostering independence; proactively preventing and redirecting
challenging behaviour; and responding to a child’s needs with warmth and respect.
It is clear that ECD programmes that do not feature these aspects of quality in their
programming do not, and cannot achieve the positive child outcomes promised by
high quality ECD programmes.

“Due to low levels of access to ECD centres across South Africa, for vulnerable children,
different types of ECD programmes have been designed to fill the gap. Non-centre-based
programmes, as the name suggests, comprise “any ECD programme, service or intervention
provided to children from birth until the year before they enter formal school, with the intention
to promote the child’s early emotional, cognitive, sensory, spiritual, moral, physical, social and
communication development and early learning” (Republic of South Africa [RSA] 2015b, p.
13). These programmes include informal playgroups, toy libraries, as well as family outreach
programmes that are specifically designed to support and guide parents and caregivers on early
learning stimulation and development of their young children. These programmes are cost-effective
in reaching the most marginalised children who cannot afford to access formal centre-based ECD
interventions (van Niekerk et al. 2017).
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5.4 ECD Programmes in South Africa: Enduring
Inequalities

The current ECD landscape in South Africa is fraught with inequalities. Despite
progress in expanding some ECD programmes and interventions, with children’s
access to ECD programmes in South Africa having increased over time (Hall et al.
2017; Statistics South Africa [StatsSA] 2017a), children in this country are still
exposed to significant variation in the distribution of ECD programmes, including
vastly different levels of access and exposure to ECD, different levels of quality
in ECD programmes, and different levels of funding from government. These
variations are clearly evident in terms of the age, race, gender, disability, socio-
economic status, and home language of a child, as well as where a child lives, with
stark differences across provinces in the country and across the urban/rural divide.

This section reviews data on the current inequalities in ECD in South Africa,
in relation to age, race, gender, location, and income quintile (where applicable
and available).” Tt explores data on three areas within ECD: early learning group
programmes; Grade R provision; and ECD centre programmes; and examines
current provision rates and explores differences in quality.

5.4.1 Early Learning Group Programmes

Table 5.1 presents the current available data on all early learning group programme
provision rates for South Africa. These rates are inclusive of children in the 0-5
age cohort in any form of early learning programme outside of their homes. This
includes children in all forms of out-of-home care including Grade R, ECD centres,
and non-centre-based group learning programmes.

Whilst access to early learning programmes have increased in recent years, from
22% of children (in the 0-6 age cohort) in provision in 2002 (Statistics South Africa
[StatsSA] 2003), and 29% of children (in the 0—4 age cohort) in provision in 2009
(Statistics South Africa [StatsSA] 2010) Table 5.1 shows that current enrolment
in early learning programmes in South Africa varies according to the age of the
child. It is clear that the older a child is, the more likely that child is attending a
programme; with an estimated 17% of children 0-2 years old attending an early
learning programme, and 63% of children in the 3—5 age cohort attending an early
learning programme in the country.® This 63% includes children enrolled in Grade

31t is important to note here that figures reflecting averages can mask disparities within groups,
but are presented here in order to assess the performance of the country and the inequalities that
currently exist in the ECD field.

In most countries across the globe, fewer than half of children in the 3-5 age cohort attend an
carly learning programme (United Nations Children’s Fund [UNICEF] 2016), and as such, whilst
63% in not high enough, it is in the upper percentiles, globally.
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Table 5.1 Enrolment in early learning group (ELG) programmes, by age group (2015)

Indicator South Africa | Source

Number of children aged 0-2 3,151,000 Adapted from Hall et al. (2017,
Percentage of children 0-2 attending 17% p- 38). Based on StatsSA 2015
an ELG programme GHS data

Number of children aged 3-5 3,083,000

Percentage of children 3-5 attending 63%
an ELG programme

Percentage of children 0-5 attending | 40%
an ELG programme

Percentage of children 0—4 attending 32% Adapted from Statistics South Africa
an ELG programme [StatsSA] (2015, 2016a) GHS data

R, and as such it is important to look at the 0—4 age cohort figures as well, which
show an enrolment rate of 32% of children for early learning programming, in the
country. Significantly, there are currently approximately 3,756,040 children under 6
in South Africa not in any form of early learning provisioning (Hall et al. 2017). It
is also clear that, at a provincial level, children are exposed to significantly different
levels of access to early learning programming across the country according to the
area in which they live. For example, access for 0-2 year old children is at its lowest
in KwaZulu-Natal, at 9%, and at its highest in Gauteng, at 28%. For more on this
provincial inequality, see Appendix.

Looking at access across income quintiles, it is clear that the wealthier a child’s
family is, the more likely that child is to attend an early learning programme.
Figure 5.1 presents the General Household Survey data for early learning group
programme attendance for 3—-5 year old children by income quintile. As can be
seen in Fig. 5.1, 58% of children (3-5 years old) in Quintile 1, the poorest quintile,
attend an early learning programme, compared to 83% of children in Quintile 5, the
wealthiest quintile (Hall et al. 2017). For four year olds specifically, this inequality
is even starker; a four year old in Quintile 1 has a 50% chance of being enrolled in an
early learning programme, whereas a four year old from Quintile 5 has a 90% chance
(ibid). This data is broken down by age in Fig. 5.2. Figure 5.2 shows that attendance
in early learning group programmes increases with age, and is consistently unequal
across income groups in the early years of a child’s life, from birth, with some
interplay between the two variables. From birth to the age of 1, children in Quintile
4 are most likely to be in an early learning programme, with children in Quintile 1
least likely to be in a programme.® Starting from the age of 1, a significantly higher
percentage of children in the wealthiest quintile access an early learning programme

"This finding is expected, as high service uptake is not generally expected in the 0-2 age cohort
unless day care needs are high, such as in urban provinces, where caregivers are more likely to be
working outside of the home.

8This could be due to various reasons including need for day-care, employment and affordability.
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Fig. 5.1 Early Learning Group Programme Attendance for 3-5 year old Children, by Income
Quintile. (Source: Hall et al. (2017, p. 36). Based on StatsSA 2015 GHS data. Reproduced with
permission)
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Fig. 5.2 Early Learning Group Programme Attendance, by Age and Income Quintile. (Source:
Hall et al. (2017, p. 35). Based on StatsSA 2015 GHS data. Reproduced with permission)

compared to the children in all other quintiles. The inequality gap between Quintile
1 and Quintile 5 is particularly stark and concerning, with an average percentage
point difference of over 20%. These findings show that those children most at risk
and in need of intervention (those in the poorest quintiles), are currently the least
likely to access an early learning programme, whereas those children who might
require less intervention are currently receiving the highest level access (of greater
quality); thereby widening the inequality gaps. It is clear that equality in terms of
access between income groups is only achieved from about age 7; when children
enter Grade 1; “the point where education becomes widely available, free, and



5 Early Childhood Development in South Africa: Inequality and Opportunity 95

60%
50% |

40% | .
31% 32%
30% — 24% 25%

20% -

10% -

0% : . t ; )
Black African Coloured Indian/Asian  White  South Africa
- Total

Fig. 5.3 Early Learning Group Programme Attendance for 0—4 year old Children, by Population
Group. (Source: StatsSA 2016a, 2015 GHS data)

compulsory” (Hall et al. 2017, p. 35). These are important findings as this pattern
depicts the inequality that is currently present during the early years. Access can also
be viewed across population groups. Figure 5.3 presents this data for early learning
programme attendance, for 0—4 year old children specifically. The data show
that access to early learning programming varies greatly according to population
group; with a much larger proportion of White children accessing an early learning
programme compared to any other population group; with the percentage of White
children in provision (at 48%) being double that of the percentage of Coloured
children in provision (at 24%).

5.4.2 Grade R Provision

Grade R provision has increased substantially since its inception in 2001; arguably
one of the South African schooling system’s most significant developments since
1994 (Gustafsson 2017). Starting with 242,000 Grade R children in ordinary schools
in its first year (2001), this had increased to approximately 813,000 Grade R
children in ordinary schools in 2016 (Gustafsson 2017) of which 748,000 were
first time Grade R learners (not grade repeaters). This figure is based on reliable
enrolments rates calculated by the Department of Basic Education (DBE) and
takes into account an 8% Grade R learner repetition rate (as estimated by DBE;
Gustafsson (2017)). In addition to the 748,000, the number of children in Grade
R classes at community ECD centres also needs to be added. There is currently no
reliable information system that captures this data for Grade R classes at community
based ECD centres, however there is reliable data on the number of children in
registered Grade R classes at ECD centres. According to Van der Berg et al. (2013),
utilising information gathered from DBE, in 2012 there were an estimated additional
55,000 children enrolled in registered Grade R classes in ECD centres in the country
(Van der Berg et al. 2013). According to current information obtained directly from
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Table 5.2 Grade R enrolment numbers

Year 2012 2015 2016
Learners in ordinary 768,000 792,325 813,000
schools?

First time learners in | 706,560P 728,939° 748,000
ordinary schools

Learners in registered | 55,000 69,296 74,827¢
Grade R classes in ECD

centres?

First time learnersin | 50,600° 63,752° 68,841°

registered Grade R
classes in ECD centres

Total number of 823,000 861,621 887,827
learners in Grade R in
South Africa®

Total number of first | 757,160° 792,691° 816,841°

time learners in Grade

R in South Africa

Source Van der Berg et al. DBE (2015) and sourced | DBE (2016) and
(2013) from DBE dir«:ctlyd Gustafsson (2017)

4These figures include grade repeaters

PFigures in italics are estimated, accounting for an 8% repetition rate (as suggested by Gustafsson
(2017)) and are not in the original source. As such these figures correspond to 92% of the original
figure

“This figure is estimated using the 2015 figure and incorporating an 8% growth rate. It assumes the
growth rate is currently constant

dData supplied in November 2017 on special request by the Department of Basic Education from
their Education Management Information System (EMIS)

DBE, this has since increased to 69,296 children, in 2015, showing an estimated
growth of 8% per year.” If one applies the same 8% repetition rate (as suggested
by Gustafsson (2017)) to the 2015 numbers, it can be estimated that roughly 63,752
first time registered Grade R learners were in an ECD centre in the country in 2015.
This equates to an approximate 792,691 first time learners in registered Grade R
provision across South Africa in 2015. These figures are presented in Table 5.2.

To determine the provision rate for Grade R, the 2015 mid-year population
estimates by StatsSA can be used. These figures show that there were 5,537,225
children in the 5-9 age cohort in 2015 (Statistics South Africa [StatsSA] 2016b);
equating to about 1.11 million children in the 5 year old age cohort. This would
mean a provision rate of 71.6% of all 5 year olds accessing a registered Grade R
programme in 2015. Alternatively one can use the 2016 Grade 1 enrolment figure
as a marker, given that the Grade 1 provision rate is virtually 100% in South Africa.
The Grade 1 enrolment rates for 2016 show that 1.21 million children entered Grade

9The data for 2016 and 2017 were not finalised at the time of writing, and as such were not
available.
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1 in 2016 (Department of Basic Education (DBE) 2016). DBE suggests that this
figure includes a 15% Grade 1 learner repetition rate (Gustafsson 2017). Using a
first-time learner Grade 1 figure of 1,027,643 then (85% of 1.21 million), this would
equate to an approximate provision rate of 77% of all current Grade 1 children
having been part of a registered Grade R programme in 2015.!°

It is also clear that children are exposed to significantly different levels of access
to Grade R across South Africa, according to where in the country the child lives.

Of most importance, when looking at Grade R programmes in South Africa
according to income quintiles, Van der Berg et al. (2013) found virtually no
measurable positive impact of Grade R for child outcomes for school children in
Quintiles 1 to 3, on later school performance. This finding could be due to various
reasons, including class size, limited resources, and a lack of qualified teachers in
the sector.!! Instead, researchers have only found “some impacts” for schools in
the higher quintiles (Van der Berg et al. 2013, p. 2). As such “instead of reducing
inequalities, Grade R further extends the advantage of more affluent schools.” (ibid).
This variation in child outcomes is likely due to the quality differences in Grade R
programmes across the country, with the quality of a programme being correlated to
the quintile level of the community in which it is based and the consequent access
to resources and qualified teachers.

5.4.3 ECD Centre Programmes

The ECD sector and government currently have inadequate data with regard to
ECD centres. With this in mind, Table 5.3 presents our estimates on ECD centre
enrolment rates for South Africa based on the 2001 audit of ECD centres in South
Africa, as this is the largest audit conducted in South Africa, achieving almost
complete coverage of ECD centres in the country. These rates are inclusive of all
children in the 0—6 age cohort, in both registered and not-registered ECD centres
and includes children in Grade R programmes in ECD centres.

Table 5.3 shows that, assuming a modest annual growth rate of 2.5%, and an
attrition rate of 0.5%, there should be an estimated 29,798 ECD centres in the
country, with approximately 1,3 million children (0-6) in provision. This would
equate to a provision rate of 21.8%.

It is evident that children’s access to ECD centre programmes varies significantly
across the country, according to the geographic area in which they live. For example,
there are marked differences in enrolment rates across provinces in South Africa;

107¢ is important to note here that Grade R provision rates in South Africa are set to increase over
the next few years, with the aim of reaching full provision by 2019; an admirable objective, but
according to the data this is highly unlikely.

ITResearchers have found that Grade R teachers are relatively un- and under-qualified, with only
two-thirds of teachers in Grade R classes in ordinary schools having obtained a Grade 12 certificate,
and only around 20% holding a degree; (Gustafsson 2017)
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Table 5.3 Number of children in ECD centre provision in South Africa

Year 2000 2016
Number of ECD centres in South Africa 23,482 29,7982
Number of children enrolled in ECD centres in South Africa 1,030,473 1,307,655P
Number of children (0-6) in South Africa 5,600,000 6,012,000¢
Provision rate 18.4% 21.8%
Source DOE 2001 Estimates

3This figure is estimated utilising a 2.5% growth rate and a 0.5% attrition rate. The growth rate is
based on the authors analysis of the General Household Survey from 2002 to 2016, showing a net
growth rate of 0.9% for the total number of children (0—4) in provision from 2009 to 2016, and a
net growth rate of 1.9% for the total number of children (0-6) in provision from 2002 to 2008, and
adjusted to account for the growth in provision for older children

PEstimate based on 2001 Audit finding of number of children per ECD centre (43.9). This figure
excludes children in Grade R in ordinary schools, but includes children in Grade R classes in ECD
centres

CEstimate based on the General Household Survey 2016 (Statistics South Africa [StatsSA] 2017b)

with enrolment at its lowest in KwaZulu-Natal, for the 3—5 age cohort, at 12%, and
highest in the Free State, for the 3—-5 age cohort, at 41% (a 29% percentage point
difference). 12

Unfortunately, limited data exists exploring the quality of programmes according
to indicators such as income quintiles or race categories. However, of the data that
is available, a few examples of quality measures are provided here to illustrate the
variation in quality of ECD centre-based programmes.

The Tracking Public Expenditure and Assessing Service Quality in Early Child-
hood Development in South Africa study by the DBE, the Department of Social
Development (DSD), and UNICEF in 2011 (referred to as the PETS study) found a
statistically significant difference in infrastructure quality of ECD centres between
quintiles across South Africa; with children in the poorest quintiles attending
ECD centres with unsafe infrastructure that do not meet the standards required
by law to register as a Partial Care facility with the DSD (a requirement of all
ECD centres operating in South Africa). They also found a statistically significant
correlation between infrastructure quality and the quality of the ECD programme.
The researchers note that this is a not necessarily a causal relationship, but rather that
the underlying factors of income poverty levels and the quality of management at the
ECD centre influences both the ECD programme and the quality of infrastructure
(DBE, DSD and UNICEF 2011).

An unpublished study conducted by Biersteker and Hendricks in 2012, examined
the educational resources at unregistered centres in one specific province in South

>This is based on data obtained from the 2014 Department of Social Development (DSD)
and Economic Policy Research Institute (EPRI) ‘Audit of Early Childhood Development (ECD)
Centres’ report, and as such reflects an underrepresentation of ECD centres in the country. As such,
it is important to look at the differences in enrolment rate figures and not at the raw percentage data.
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Africa; namely, the Western Cape. This study found significant discrepancies
across socio-economic status (SES) levels, with more affluent areas significantly
outperforming their lower SES counterparts in terms of resourcing (including
blocks, books, concept toys and puzzles). Whilst this is not surprising, it speaks to
the on-going perpetuation of inequality and the resulting poor child outcomes. The
2011 PETS study found that registered ECD centres more often had better levels of
age-appropriate learning and teaching support materials (LTSM) compared to Grade
R classes in public schools (DBE, DSD and UNICEF 2011). The study also found
a statistically significant correlation between LTSM quality and ECD programme
quality. Once again, this was not determined to be a causal relationship.

Unsurprisingly, the 2011 PETS study found huge variations in ECD centre fees
across quintile groups (DBE, DSD and UNICEF 2011). Specifically, the report
found that monthly centre fees for 2009 were an average of R143 per child per
month, ranging from R58 per month per child in the Quintile 1 (the poorest quintile),
to R531 per month per child in Quintile 5 (the wealthiest quintile). Biersteker et al.
(2016) have shown that monthly fees strongly predicts ECD centre quality, acting as
a “proxy for other factors that contribute to quality including the ability to employ
and retain suitably effective staff, purchase materials, and provide facilities and
infrastructure”. As such, whilst this disparity in centre fees is not surprising, it is
unfortunately contributing significantly to inequality in ECD in the country.

The 2014 DSD and EPRI ‘Audit of Early Childhood Development (ECD)
Centres’ report provides extensive data on various indicators of quality of 17,846
ECD centres in their study. Key quality indicators included in the report were
analysed to examine the inequalities that exist at provincial level. According to our
own analysis on key areas of quality (including, for example, teacher qualifications,
registration status, environment standards, and access to education resources), the
ranked order of the provinces, from top performing province, to poorest performing
province was: Western Cape, Free State, Gauteng, Northern Cape, KwaZulu-Natal,
Limpopo, Eastern Cape, North West, and lastly, Mpumalanga. It is not surprising
that the Western Cape and Gauteng were, overall, two of the top performing
provinces, as these are largely urban provinces, with increased job opportunities
for its inhabitants, and as such provide increased demand for access, with increased
wealth for resources and quality ECD programming. Conversely, the three poorest
performing provinces, Eastern Cape, North West, and Mpumalanga, are largely rural
provinces.

5.5 Overcoming Inequality in ECD

Internationally, ECD is viewed as one of the most cost-efficient investments in
human capital which leads to the sustainable development of a country (United
Nations Children’s Fund [UNICEF] 2014). Over recent years, the South African
government has acknowledged the socio-economic potential of investing in ECD.
Through the efforts of government and non-profit organisations, progress has been
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made in improving access to and the condition of early education for young
children in their preschool years. These improvements have contributed to increased
enrolment rates to ECD programmes, particularly in the provision of Grade R,
however issues of inequality and access to ECD facilities in the most under-
resourced areas continues to lag behind considerably (van Niekerk et al. 2017). In
this regard, it is noteworthy that access to Grade R is highest in poorer areas across
the country, however it lacks quality.

Moreover, since 2003 the number of children living in income poverty has
decreased (Hall et al. 2017), which is largely attributed to the expansion of a
government initiative during this time, namely the child support grant (CSG).

Despite progress in providing access to early childhood programmes, there
remain too many children not able to access this form of early education, the
majority of whom fall within the poorest quintiles. For those children that do have
access, quality of these early learning programmes is evidently variable, and there
are no reliable data sources that support national monitoring of quality (Hall et al.
2017).

In terms of policy initiatives, in December 2015, the South African Cabinet
approved a new National Integrated Early Childhood Development Policy, which
introduces a comprehensive and integrated package of ECD programmes that would
be universally available so that all children enjoy an equal opportunity to access
them (Republic of South Africa [RSA] 2015b). In this policy ECD is recognised as
a universal right of children, a national priority and a public good to which all young
children are equally entitled. The policy targets all children from conception until
the age of 5 years and includes children with disabilities up to the age of 7 years
(Hall et al. 2014). The prospects of this new policy are promising; however, ways in
which it will be implemented are unclear. In fact, although the Department of Social
Development has stated that it is in the process of finalising the ‘National Integrated
Plan for ECD’, more than two years after approval of the policy by the Cabinet this
implementation plan has not materialized.

While ECD has been taken more seriously by national government, South Africa
has not managed to make a substantial dent in reducing inequality in the ECD sector
for a number of policy and systemic reasons, including the following.

Firstly, there is a lack of government support for ECD policy implementation,
with insufficient political will to make ECD a political priority and consequently
insufficient government funding to achieve current policy objectives. (Currently
South Africa’s government prioritizes transforming the formal school system and
higher education, with a mere 1.6% of the total education budget allocated towards
ECD; Republic of South Africa [RSA] (2015a)).

Secondly, there are currently ineffectual government institutional arrangements
in place for effective ECD programme implementation, with a lack of ECD policy
and programme cohesion between different government departments responsible for
ECD (namely, the Departments of Basic Education and Social Development).
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Thirdly, there is currently a significant lack in ECD non-profit organisation
capacity and resources to provide ECD programmes under the ECD policy and to
impact on the numbers of children who are in need of comprehensive and integrated
ECD programmes (Biersteker and Picken 2013).

For ECD policy to be effective it must be implemented comprehensively, in line
with the policy vision and goals. If policy is not implemented the result is that young
children do not receive the ECD programmes to which they are constitutionally
entitled and the policy could be seen as ‘symbolic’. Policy will not be implemented
optimally without adequate financial resources to implement it.

The experience in South Africa is that despite the release of an excellent National
Integrated ECD Policy in 2015, the political will and budget allocations did not
support policy implementation which has been lacking. Jansen (2001, p. 275),
following a study of policy-making and policy implementation in post-apartheid
South Africa, sums it up as: “In most cases, however, implementation was never on
the policy agenda at all.”

To sum up these challenges and constraints, Jansen and Sayed (2001, p. 196)
encapsulates this reflection when he writes: “...a consistent feature of educational
policy is that symbolic commitments to overcome the legacy of apartheid inequities
are not always realised in the crucible of practice.”

5.6 Key Recommendations to Reduce ECD Inequality in
South Africa

From the range of challenges facing the ECD sector, several recommendations
are described here which would contribute to reducing ECD inequalities in South
Africa. In order to achieve equity across the country, the following specific actions
are required:

* Significant government political will and support of ECD policy is essential.
For ECD policy to work it should be driven at the highest political level
and should be part of the relevant government department’s strategic focus.
Government should take the lead in ECD policy-making through the relevant
Cabinet minister who should lead policy-making as a ‘political champion’. If
there is no significant political will at the highest level, the policy is less likely
to be a success. Supporting the political champion should be committed and
competent government officials shaping ECD policy implementation.

* ECD should be positioned on the political agenda so that each child’s right to
quality ECD programmes, as set out in various ECD policies, is assured.

 International reporting commitments such as the Sustainable Development Goal
4.2 “By 2030, ensure that all girls and boys have access to quality early childhood
development, care and pre-primary education so that they are ready for primary”;
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(United Nations [UN] 2015, p. 19) should be leveraged to drive the ECD agenda
in the country.

* Government as the custodian of policy should create an enabling environment
and conditions for policy to be made and implemented to achieve the goals set
out in the policy.

* Government should lead the ECD policy implementation process given that it has
the political mandate, institutional infrastructure and could acquire the necessary
funding to achieve the policy goals. To this effect, the ‘National Integrated Plan
for ECD’ should be finalised and released urgently.

* For an ECD policy to be implemented, sufficient financial and other resources
must be provided by government to ensure that the ECD policy is implemented.
In a country such as South Africa, equity can be an issue, and disparities in
resource allocation are a problem. These resources should be provided equitably
so that all children throughout the country benefit. Funding mechanisms to
support the ECD policy and implementation should be put in place.

¢ Implementing ECD programmes requires government to enhance the skills and
capacity of government officials to a level where they can effectively implement
the National Integrated ECD Policy. National DSD should have dedicated ECD
staffing in place.

* To realise ECD transformation and equity in the ECD sector in South Africa,
the leadership skills and capacity of ECD non-profit staff needs to be developed
and enhanced, to support communities to provide quality ECD programmes for
young children.

* To maximise ECD impact and reduce inequalities, ECD non-profit organisations
across South Africa should collaborate and partner with each other, with the
private sector, and with government; sharing knowledge, skills and resources.
By collaborating in a strategic way, working towards the implementation of the
National Integrated ECD Policy, a holistic package of quality interventions and
programmes can be implemented on a large scale, throughout the country. This
collaboration is likely to result in cost savings, increased provision and improved
quality.

* Data collection systems for the ECD sector are in the process of being developed,
however progress is slow, and should be improved quickly. Being poorly
informed on the needs of young children, the programmes they require and
the current level of provision, limits our ability to ensure equitable distribution
of services to children through population-based planning. This needs to be
rectified if South Africa is to provide universal access to quality early learning
programmes to its children. With better data collection systems and reporting in
place, the ECD non-profit and civil society sectors should monitor ECD policy
implementation to ensure that government meets the commitments made in the
National Integrated ECD Policy.
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If implemented, these actions will contribute towards reducing ECD inequalities
in South Africa and towards meeting the early childhood development needs of
young children and their families.

5.7 Conclusion

This chapter explores the current inequalities which exist in ECD in South Africa,
the consequences of this inequality, why this inequality persists and offers rec-
ommendations for the future of ECD in the country. From what has been set out
in this chapter, it is clear that young children are severely impacted by social
and economic inequality. The reasons for these inequalities are many, including
South Africa’s Apartheid (segregated) history; resulting in gross infringements on
the basic and constitutional rights of South Africa’s children. Global evidence
shows ECD interventions can protect children against the effects of poverty, poor
nutrition, inadequate health care and a lack of early education; and that investment
in quality ECD programmes for young children, particularly for vulnerable young
children, has a significant effect on reducing poverty and inequality across society.
This is a window of opportunity to support vulnerable young children to enter
formal schooling school-ready, competent and confident. To bring about equity for
children entering formal schooling, a number of government and national actions
are recommended in this chapter. What is needed now, globally, is a prioritisation
of ECD programming by governments, alongside sufficient financial investment.
In a country with high levels of poverty and inequality, such as South Africa,
prioritising ECD must be understood as a powerful social investment with a social
and economic return, building human capital and enabling future participation in
the labour market.



M. Ashley-Cooper et al.

(VS¥ pIo) seare

BS bS by PbL BT %6 b1 %9 Bl By SUILIE] [PIOIOWIO
. ut ov. USIPIIyD
000°6€ 000°L | 000°L1 000°9€ | 000°G1 000711 | 00071 000°81 | 000°I1 | 000°L9T SWLIB) [RINYy]
%0 %8¢ %8y %8S %18 %TS %T %6 %65 %6¢ $BOIR PUB[OWOY JOULIO]
[eant ut 9> :EEEU
=| 000°I¥| 000°CTTT 000°S0€ | 000%19 000°889 |  000°61 000°LT | 000+ZTS | 000°6£Y°T [eUOnIpE) [RINY
%S6 %bLY %8y %SE %L1 %6¢ %L6 %S8 %0y BLS | (euniojuyeusioy) seare
ueqIn ul 9> udIp[IyD

000°029 |  000°L6 | 0004TT 000981 | 000°LTI 000°S1S |000°TSTL | 000°8ST | 000°0SE | 000°8TS E UBQIN) | odf vary
%ST %bSE %6C %bSE %bLE bTE By BbTE F 43 %0E 9 JIpUN WAIP[IYD
0006 | 000°CIT | 000¥SE 000°CTy | 000°19S 0007L8 |000°THT'T |  000°88C | 000°TSS | 000°S8LY PIM Spjoyasnoy
s1edaf 9 Japun

000°6S9 | 000°+¥1 | 000°€9¥ 000°8TS | 000°9SL | 000°91€T |000°S8T°T | 000°¥0E | 000488 | 000°SET9 USIP[IY Jo _3quumy | uone[ndod
ade) ade) 15oMA | eSuerewndpy | ododwry [B1eN | Juanen) | AJe1S 931 ade) BOLIJY JI0JBOIpU]

UIOJSOA\ | UIOYMON UloN -n[nZzeMy] u)seq ynos

104

QourA01d AqQ ‘GO UI BOLIJY YINOS UT SUTAI[ 9 JOPUN UDIP[IYD JO Siels o4, $°S dqBL

xipuaddy



105

uorsstuiad yiim paonpoiday “(L10T 18 19 [[BH) L10T MAIARY POOYP[IYD A UBdLyY yinos
oY) ur pAIO st umoy, ade)) Jo AJISIQATUN) ‘QIMNSUT S, UIP[IY)) Aq po[Idwiod pue pasATeue Ble(q "S10Z A2AINS PIOYISNOH [BIQUAL) (BOLIFY YINOS SONSE]S 190IN0S

Early Childhood Development in South Africa: Inequality and Opportunity

5

%6 %BYT %6T %61 beY %BLE %Y1 %61 %Ly %0€ (ST0T ur ST73>)
spjogasnoy Jo0od pooj
ur SUIAI] 9> UQIP[IYD)
£y1340d pooyg
000°09|  000°SE| 000Vl 000°CST| 000°STE 000°08%| 000°191 000°68| 000°61%| 000°SSS’T
(Sroz u
BbLE %8S WY PbE9 BLL BSL b8E Vae %6L %T9| G96¥>) spioyasnoy Jood
ut SUIAL] 9> UDIP[IYD)
£yaa0d piy) 130804
000°CrT| 000°€8| 000°86C 000°6€€| 000°18S 000786/ 000°9S¥| 000°S61| 000°TOL| 000°SL8E
s uo sunel-id
PIIB[UIA 10 JO[10}
P11 %TT %0¢€ %HLE %b6Y %8T %8 P1T L1 %b¥T € IO 9> USIP[IY)
000°SL|  000°TE| 000°1¥1 000961 | 000°CTLE 000°GLE|  000°L6 000°69| 000°1ST| 000+0S°T uoneues 100
W11 %ST F%3 WTE %o6v By WL %8 %09 WbTE a1s uo 1arem padid
moym 9> UaIp[IYD $$9008
000°69|  000°LE| 000°6ST 000°L91| 000°0LE 000°6€S|  000°C8 000°¥C| 000°6ZS| 000°TLOT Tojem ajenbapeu] QOIAIOS



106 M. Ashley-Cooper et al.

References

Atmore, E., van Niekerk, L., & Ashley-Cooper, M. (2012). Challenges facing the early childhood
development sector in South Africa. South African Journal of Childhood Education, 2(1), 121.

Aubrey, C. (2017). Sources of inequality in South African early child development services. South
African Journal of Childhood Education, 7(1), 1-9.

Aughinbaugh, A., & Gittleman, M. (2003). Does money matter? A comparison of the effect
of income on child development in the United States and Great Britain. Journal of Human
Resources, 38(2), 416—440.

Barnett, W. S. (1995). Long-term effects of early childhood programs on cognitive and school
outcomes. The Future of Children, 5(3), 25-50.

Barnett, W. S. (2008). Preschool education and its lasting effects: Research and policy implica-
tions. Available via: Boulder and Tempe: Education and the Public Interest Center & Education
Policy Research Unit http://epicpolicy.org/publication/preschooleducation. Accessed 11 Dec
2017.

Biersteker, L. (2017). Quality ECD: What does it take to shift early learning outcomes?
Presentation at Education Fishtank workshop, Cape Town, South Africa, 3 Aug 2017.

Biersteker, L., Hendricks, S. (2012). Audit of unregistered ECD sites in the Western Province 201 1.
Report to the Western Cape Department of Social Development Western Cape (Unpublished).

Biersteker, L., & Picken, P. (2013). Report on a survey of non-profit organisations providing
training for ECD programmes and services (birth to four years). Cape Town: Ilifa Labantwana.

Biersteker, L., Dawes, A., Hendricks, L., & Tredoux, C. (2016). Center-based early childhood care
and education program quality: A South African study. Early Childhood Research Quarterly,
36, 334-344.

Burchinal, M., Zaslow, M., Tarullo, L., & Martinez-Beck, 1. (2016). Quality thresholds, features,
and dosage in early care and education: Secondary data analyses of child outcomes. Mono-
graphs of the Society for Research in Child Development, 81(2), serial No. 321.

Burchinal, M. R., Roberts, J. E., Riggins, R. Jr., Zeisel, S. A., Neebe, E., & Bryant, D. (2000).
Relating quality of center-based child care to early cognitive and language development
longitudinally. Child Development, 71(2), 339-357.

Davis-Kean, P. E. (2005). The influence of parent education and family income on child
achievement: The indirect role of parental expectations and the home environment. Journal
of Family Psychology, 19(2), 294-304. https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.19.2.294

Dawes, A., Biersteker, L., & Hendricks, L. (2012). Towards integrated early childhood
development. An evaluation of the Sobambisana initiative. Available via The DG Murray
Trust http://www.educationinnovations.org/sites/default/files/Sobambisana%20Initiative %20-
9%20Evaluation.pdf. Accessed 11 December 2017.

Dawes, A., Biersteker, L., Girdwood, E., Snelling, M., & Tedoux, C. (2016). Early learning
outcomes measure. Technical manual. Cape Town: The Innovation Edge.

DBE, DSD and UNICEF. (2011). Tracking public expenditure and assessing service quality in
early childhood development in South Africa. Available via UNICEF https://www.unicef.org/
southafrica/SAF_resources_pets.pdf. Accessed 22 Nov 2017.

Department of Basic Education (DBE). (2015). School realities 2015, EMIS15/2/011. Republic of
South Africa, Pretoria.

Department of Basic Education (DBE). (2016). School realities 2016, EMIS16/2/012. Republic of
South Africa, Pretoria.

Department of Education. (2001). The national audit of ECD provisioning in South Africa.
Department of Education, Pretoria.

Fixsen, D. L., Naoom, S. F., Blase, K. A., & Friedman, R. M. (2005). Implementation research: A
synthesis of the literature. University of South Florida, Louis de la Parte Florida Mental Health
Institute, The National Implementation Research Network United States.

Gustafsson, M. (2017). Enrolments, staffing, financing and the quality of service delivery in early
childhood institutions. South Africa (Unpublished).



5 Early Childhood Development in South Africa: Inequality and Opportunity 107

Gustafsson, M., et al. (2010). Policy note on pre-primary schooling: An empirical contribution
to the 2009 medium term strategic framework. Stellenbosch economic working papers 05/10
Department of Economics and Bureau for Economic Research, University of Stellenbosch,
South Africa.

Hall, K., Sambu, W., & Berry, L. (2014). Early childhood development: A statistical brief.
Children’s Institute, University of Cape Town and Ilifa Labantwana, Cape Town.

Hall, K., Sambu, W., Berry, L., Giese, S., & Almeleh, C. (2016). South African Early Childhood
Review 2016. Children’s Institute, University of Cape Town and Ilifa Labantwana, Cape Town.

Hall, K., Sambu, W., Berry, L., Giese, S., & Almeleh, C. (2017). South African Early Childhood
Review 2017. Children’s Institute, University of Cape Town and Ilifa Labantwana, Cape Town.

Hartinger, S. M., Lanata, C. F., Hattendorf, J., Wolf, J., Gil, A. L., Obando, M. O., Noblega, M.,
Verastegui, H., & Mdusezahl, D. (2017). Impact of a child stimulation intervention on early
child development in Rural Peru: A cluster randomised trial using a reciprocal control design.
Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health, 71(3), 217-224.

Heckman, J. J., Moon, S. H., Pinto, R., Savelyev, P. A., & Yavitz, A. (2010). The rate of return to
the HighScope Perry Preschool Program. Journal of Public Economics, 94(1-2), 114-128.
Jansen, J. (2001). Explaining non-change in education reform after apartheid: Political symbolism
and the problem of policy implementation. In J. Jansen & Y. Sayed (Eds.), Implementing
Education Policies: The South African experience. Cape Town: University of Cape Town Press.

Jansen, J. D., & Sayed, Y. (2001). Implementing education policies: The South African experience.
Cape Town: University of Cape Town Press.

Love, J. M., Harrison, L., Sagi-Schwartz, A., Van IJzendoorn, M. H., Ross, C., Ungerer, J. A,
Raikes, H., Brady-Smith, C., Boller, K., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (2003). Child care quality matters:
How conclusions may vary with context. Child Development, 74(4), 1021-1033. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1467-8624.00584

Republic of South Africa [RSA]. (2015a). Intergovernmental fiscal reviews (IGFR) 2015: Provin-
cial Budgets and expenditure review 2010/11-2016/17.

Republic of South Africa [RSA]. (2015b). National integrated early childhood development policy.

Richter, L., & Naicker, S. (2013). A review of published literature on supporting and strength-
ening child-caregiver relationships (parenting). Arlington, VA: USAID’s AIDS Support and
Technical Assistance Resources, AIDSTAR-One, Task Order 1.

Rubio-Codina, M., Attanasio, O., Meghir, C., Varela, N., & Grantham-McGregor, S. (2015). The
socioeconomic gradient of child development: Cross-sectional evidence from children 642
months in Bogota. Journal of Human Resources, 50(2), 464-483.

Shonkoff, J., Levitt, P,, Fox, N., Bunge, S., Cameron, J., Duncan, G., et al. (2016). From best
practices to breakthrough impacts: A science-based approach for building a more promising
future for young children and families. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University, Center on the
Developing Child.

Southern and Eastern African Consortium for Monitoring Educational Quality [SACMEQ)].
(2011). Learner preschool exposure and achievement in South Africa. Policy brief no 4 Ministry
of Basic Education, Pretoria, South Africa.

Spaull, N. (2013). Poverty & privilege: Primary school inequality in South Africa. International
Journal of Educational Development, 33(5), 436—447.

Statistics South Africa [StatsSA]. (2003). General Household Survey 2002. Statistics South Africa,
Pretoria.

Statistics South Africa [StatsSA]. (2010). General Household Survey 2009. Statistics South Africa,
Pretoria.

Statistics South Africa [StatsSA]. (2015). General Household Survey 2014. Statistics South Africa,
Pretoria.

Statistics South Africa [StatsSA]. (2016a). General Household Survey 2015. Statistics South
Africa, Pretoria.

Statistics South Africa [StatsSA]. (2016b). Mid-year population estimates 2016. Statistics South
Africa, Pretoria.



108 M. Ashley-Cooper et al.

Statistics South Africa [StatsSA]. (2017a). Mid-year Population Estimates 2017. Statistics South
Africa, Pretoria.

Statistics South Africa [StatsSA]. (2017b). General Household Survey 2016. Statistics South
Africa, Pretoria.

United Nations Children’s Fund [UNICEF]. (2014). Early Childhood Development: A statistical
snapshot — Building better brains and sustainable outcomes for children (p. 7). UNICEF, New
York, Sept 2014.

United Nations Children’s Fund [UNICEF]. (2016). The State of the World’s Children 2016.
Available via: UNICEF https://www.unicef.org/publications/files/UNICEF_SOWC_2016.pdf.
Accessed 25 Nov 2017.

United Nations [UN]. (2015). Transforming our world: The 2030 agenda for sustain-
able development (A/Res/70/1). UN General Assembly, New York Accessed from http://
sustainabledevelopment.un.org.ezproxy.uct.ac.za. Accessed 28 Nov 2017.

Van der Berg, S., Girdwood, E., Shepherd, D., van Wyk, C., Kruger, J., & Viljoen, J. (2013).
The impact of the introduction of Grade R on learning outcomes. Report to Department of
Basic Education and Department of Performance Monitoring and Evaluation in the Presidency
University of Stellenbosch, South Africa.

Van der Gaag, J., & Putcha, V. (2015). Investing in early childhood development: What is being
spent, and what does it cost? Bookings Global Working Paper Series.

van Niekerk, L., Ashley-Cooper, M., & Atmore, E. (2017). Effective early childhood development
programme options meeting the needs of young South African children. Centre for Early
Childhood Development, Cape Town.

Woldehanna, T., & Gebremedhin, L. (2002). The effects of pre-school attendance on the cognitive
development of urban children aged 5 and 8 years: evidence from ethiopia. Young Lives
Working Paper 8 Oxford Department of International Development (ODID), University of
Oxford, United Kingdom.

Zafar, S., Sikander, S., Haq, Z., Hill, Z., Lingam, R., Skordis-Worrall, J., Hafeez, A., Kirkwood, B.,
& Rahman, A. (2014). Integrating maternal psychosocial well-being into a child-development
intervention: The five-pillars approach. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 1308(1),
107-117.


https://www.researchgate.net/publication/337033694

