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PREFACE 

This F^per is a preliminary analysis of pre-school services, a field which, with 
a few exceptions (Holmes, Williams and Brown, 1972; Freeman, 1977) has been 
ignored fcy geographers and irxie^ other urban analysts concermd with service 
allocations in cities. There are numerous possible explanations for this state 
of affait^i not the least inportant being the fact that study of the under-fives 
IBS been dominated by psychologists concerned with the intellectual, motional 
and social development of your^ children. Furthermore, as this paper reveals, 
numerous elements need to be integrated to analyse this problan a spatial 
perspective - accessibility indices within cities, the social structure of 
neighbourhoods, the operation of the local political syston and the development 
of social policy at the national and international level. Various authors have 
examined these issues in isolation but few have brought the necessary synthesis 
fbr a spatial view of pre-school services. It must also be remembered that there 
are in any case relatively few 'official' pre-school facilities so that inevitably 
tlie major itons of expenditure in the fields, of housing, transportation, social 
services and the like have received the lions share of attention. Howevo?, the 
major reason'must be the fact that these services primarily affect the lives of 
women and in cannon with all such issues have been neglected by geographers. 
Despite a iximber of recent pleas for a redress of this imbalance (eg. Jfonck & 
Hanson, 1982) there has so far been relatively little empirical research 
(eg. Tivers, 1977). One final difficulty is that the ccnplex almost chaotic 
nature of pre-school services makes the collection of ccnprehensive data extremely 
difficult. In this respect I have been extremely fortunate in Southanpton for 
the extensive help given to me by Ros Park, Hilda Carter and ffergaret Clarteon 
of the Pre-Bchool Playgroups Association; Pam Whyte of the National Childminders 
Association; Mrs Jones of the Southampton Area Education Office and Maureen Booth 
of Hampshire County Council. None of these persons is of course responsible for 
ary errors of fact or interpretation. 
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DTITOUCTIQN 

In the last decade geographers have examined many areas of public policy 

such. a$ housings the elderly, immigrants, education and health care. One 

set of services which has been almost totally ignored are those for children 

under five. Mar̂ ^ of the fields hitherto studied, such as housirg and health 

care, obviously have an important iijpact upon the welfare of young children 

but there has been little ̂ stonatic geographical study of services directly 

concerned mth care of the under fives. These services involve places where 

children can spend time outside tteir own hcane with people paid to take care 

of them. In Britain today such services are an enormously ccnplex mixture 

of day nurseries, nursery schools, chilminders and playgroups. Such 

facilities are sonetimes collectively temed 'nurseries' (Hughes, et. al. 

1980) or 'pre-school' services (although the latter is something of a 

misnomer for nursery classes and reception classes for 'rising fives' are 

provided ty local education authorities). 

Although there has been some recent controversy over the closure of nurseries 

in certain local authorities, the provision of pre-school services is not 

a major political issue in the same manner as inflation, unenployment and 

housing. Indeed, compared with most fields of economic and social policy, 

expenditure on day-care facilities for the under fives is miniscule. In 

the financial year 1976 to 1977 net expenditure ty local authority social 

services d̂ artoienfcs on council day nurseries and playgroig)8 amounted to 

£55 millions while schooling for the under fives consumed £l35 millions in . 

education departments (Hu^es et. al. I98O). This must be set ag&inst 

expenditure in the sdme period of 21,540 millions on primary education, 

£2,000 millions on secondary education and £1,930 millions on flirt her and 

higher education. Purthennore, spendirig on,pre-school services is 

currently planned to fall in the goverments programme of expenditure cuts. 

It is therefore somewhat ironic that one of tte largest increases in pre-

school services since the Second World War was planned ty Margaret Thatcher 

when she was Secretary of State for Education in the VJhite Paper Education: 

a Pramework for Expansion (H.M.S.O. 1972). Pbllowing from the recommendations 

of the Plowden Report full or part-time rursery education was planned for 

50 per cent of three year olds and 90 per cent of all four year olds. 

However, the increase in oil prices and subsequent expenditure cuts in the 

wake of the recession, meant that these targets were not attained. In 1977 

there was the equivalent of mrseiy provision for 16 per cent of three year 



olds and 50 per cent of four year olds. Consequently, pre-school provision 

in the U.K. lags far behind most other industrialised nations in both the 

capitalist and coimunist blocks (Tizard, Moss and Perry, 1976). 

It is therefore hardly surprising that there is evidence of considerable 

parental dissatisfaction with both the quality and quantity of existing 

pre-school services in Britain. The most ccnprehensive study was that 

undertaken by the O.P.C.S. (Bore, 1974). The results are rather ccnplex 

for vftiat is desired by parents depends upon the type of day care (if any) 

which is currently being used. The hypothetical nature of the questions 

also means that the preferences expressed in the study must be treated with 

some caution.Given the ccnplexity of existing services for the under-fives 

and the fact that the full range of facilities is unlikely to have been 

available.in certain of the areas in which the respondents lived, it is 

also likely that there was considerable misunderstanding about the nature 

of pre-school provision* Nevertheless, the ovferdll pattern of the results 

is remarkably clear i Most striking tvas the ehomoUA shftHfall in provision 

levels. Provision was wanted for twice as many children as were receiving 

it,so that whilst 32 per cent of children were using facilities,sane form 

of day provision was desired for a further 33 per cent who were not using 

services at the time of the survey. At a national level this means that 

well over a million of the under-fives are not using pre-school services 

contrary to the wishes of their parents .With the exception of chLldminding, 

preferences were expressed for more of all types of service tut especially 

those of an 'educational' character. Disaggregated fcy age,some fonn of 

day care was wanted for 20 per cent of children under 1 year of age, 41 

per cent under 2, 72 per cent under 3, 87 per cent under four and 91 per 

cent under five. Perhaps more significantly,less than half of the mothers 

interviewed wanted part time hours of less than four hours per day. This 

also seons to be a classic situation in which supply would create more 

datiand ani it seans that many more wonen would seek employment if suitable 

pre-school facilities were available. Bone's study also found there were 

three times as many unemployed mothers who wanted to start work as employed 

mothers who wanted to stop work. These preferences, vMch are supported 

by other studies, contrast sharply with the official view of the two 

departments responsible for pre-school services, the D.H.S.S. and the D.E.S., 

vAnch is that children under three should not be separated from their 

mothers and then for only a few hours each day. 
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Th^ aim of this paper id to illumirate the^reglected geographical dimensions 

of the problons of pre-school provision. A spatial perspective would seen 
• , 

to be inpDrtant in this context because, as in the case'of mary other services,. 

~therfe'0re enormous variations in the availability of pre-school facilities 

between different' areas. Thas, the ease of access to pre-school services 

d^ends greatly upon the locality in vMch the family lj.ves, A widely 

dispersed pattern of pre-school facilities would seen to be essential for, 

as "ilzard. Moss and Perry (1976) note," in the first of their eight 

recomnendations in the pre-schoQl field: 

"1. The services should be local. In urban areas at least, pre-

school' services stould normally be within walking distance of the 

hc^ - the sort of walking distance that is feasible with two 

small childrm in tow. Ihis means not having to cross roads or 

walk vary far. If each pre-school centre served a small catchnent 

area most of the children vto came to it would live nearty" 

(Tizard, Moss and Perry, 1976, 207). 

Three basic issues are therefore examined: first, what is the existing 

geographical pattern of pre-school services, second, how does this pattern 

match up with the likely needs and danands of families for these services, 

and third, what theories can best explain these spatial variations. These 

issues are examined at three spatial scales, first at the level of local 

author'ities in England, second at the level of districts within Hampshire and 

third, at the leva, of local neighbourhoods within Southanpton. 

An understanding of the 4-ssues involved in the field of pre-school provision 

is immediately impeded by the enormous ccraplexity of existing patterns of 

care. As Highes and his associates note: 

"... like Top^ the services 'just grew' each starting at a 

differmt period in response to different needs and follovjing 

different lines of development. The result has been a chaotic 

mismatch of ancmalies, gaps, overlaps, inequalities and feuds" 

(Hughes et. al. 1980). 

To put these problans into perspective it is therefore necessary to provide 

a brief description of the evolution of these services in Britain. Those 

familiar with these issues need turn to page lo. 

THE DEVELOPMEWT OP PRE-SCHOOL SERVICES <N BRITAIN 

Two factors have been particularly important in determining the level of pre-
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scl^l provision in Britain sirce the nineteenth century - the need for women 

in the workforce and related attitudes to the desirability of women taking 

up orplopient,. Poverty vms ifidespreAd in the cities created by the Industrial 

J?evolution ard, as Rowntree observed, vas especially concentrated amongst 

families with young children. Mary mothers were therefore forced to seek 
i? 

^loyment in order to increase their household ircome. Day-care facilities 

for yourg children were, however, grossly inadequate. In the absence of 

relatives or neighbours who were willing to care for their children mothers 

were forced,.to rely upon either chlldminders or the notorious 'dame' schools. 

Contorporarj^ reports depict a bleak picture of care by mar̂ r childminders at 

this time, while in the dame schools large numbers of children were cranined 

into what were frequently urhealthy conditions. 

The secon^ half of the nineteenth century saw a progressive decline in the 

ixjmbers of workirg married vromen. In I85I (the first date v^en comprehensive 

information was available) the proportion of married ivomen in Britain employed 

was 24 per cent but by 1911 this figure had declined to between 13 ancJ 14 

per cent for England and Wales. Amongst the most inportant reasons for this 

decline w^e increasirg male earnings and the growing hostility to the idea 

of vmen working in Victorian society. IrxJustrial changes also worked against 

women taking up enploymei*. The textile industries in which women were highly 

represented were overtake by mechanisation ani the growth of heavy engineerirg 

industries from which women were largely excluded. (The relative importance 

of these factors - ideological changes and material changes in econordc 

structures - and the irter-relationships between these factors has been the 

source of enormous controversy (see Scott and Tilley, 1975))* 

/ 

Despite the decline in the proportioh of workirg woineh in the latter part of 

the nineteenth omtufy, day care provision for children increased in quantity 

if not quality. A number of voluntary organisations began to open day 

rurseries and kindergartens but the most important change was the introduction 

of ccxipulsory schooling in the l870s. This gave parents the right of 

admission for their child if over three but oonpulsory schooling did not 

start till five. Between 1855 and I87O the proportion of all children 

attending state aided,schools in Britain made up by three and four year olds 

doubled fron 7.6 per cent to l4.6 per cent and by 1900 the proportion of 

children in this age group in elmentary schools increased to 43.1 per cent. 

Thus, at the begimirg of the twentieth century England had begun to provide 

an educational service for all children whose parents chose to use it. 

Unfortumtely standards were poor and rigid methods of teaching encouraged by 
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the "payment by results" systan. As TizaM, Ffoss and Perry (1976) note: 

"... the preposterous architecture of class roans, the small 

playgrounds in the cranped imer city schools, the huge size of 

classes, the foimal teaching,strict discipline and heavy enphasis 

• upon religious instruction, and the use of young, unqualified 

teachers, supervised by head teachers who were themselves 

inadequately qualified and insensitive to the needs of children, 

all contributed to the low quality of early education that was 

corrnon in the second half of the century." (Tizard, toss and 

Perry, 1976, 57). 

A number of reports to the Board of Education drew attention to these 

undesirable aspects of schoolirg arguing that children between the ages of 

three and five did not benefit fron the mechanical methods of instruction. 

Some argued at the time that special schools stould be established to cater 

for the needs of yourg children but resources were limited and the education 

authorities were pre-occupied with extendirg education for older children. 

In 1905 education authorities were given discretionary powers to withdraw 

the right of admission for the under-fives and after this date their numbers 

in schools began to decrease rapidly. This trend was the result of changes 

in the policy of the education authorities rather than the wishes of parents 

but there was no middle class involvement in the state education syston to 

act as a pressure for inprovemenfc at this time. The dominant view was that 

for the first five years of life children should ranain permanently at home 

with their mothers. This view was reinforced by British experience in the 

Boer War when difficulty was encountered in obtaining sufficient healthy and 

fit men for the armed forces. High rates of infant mortality and poor health ' 

amorgst large sections of the vjorking class led to a concern within the 

quality of childrearing during a time of increased military and econonic 

competition (see Lewis, 198O). 

Thus throughout the nineteenth century wonen found their roles increasingly 

confined to tousework and childrearing. They were, however, needed in 

munitions factories during the First World War and mrseries to look after 

children were therefore provided through grants from the Board of Education. 

The inter-war period saw little extension of pre-school provision and it was 

only again with the Second World War and the urgent need for fenale labour 

that mrseries were developed. 

Throughout most of the twentieth century the pattern of pre-school services 

was affected fcy a conflict between the medical and nursing professions on 
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one hand and educationalists. The former expressed an interest in the childs 

health and pl^sical needs and dominated day nurseries and grant-aid voluntary 

nurseries established by the 1918 Maternity and Child Welfare Act. The 

education profession vas concerned with the childs educational and social 

developnent and operated within the local authority nursery schools or nursery 

classes and voluntary schools established ty the 1918 Education Act. Conflict 

between medical and educational groups made it difficult to evolve a national 

policy during the Second World War tut the decision was eventually made in 

favour of day mrseries. 

After tl^ Second World War the distinction between educational and health 

needs was maintained. The 1944 Education Act oipowered education authorities 

to provide nursery schools or classes for the under fives and the 1946 

National Health Act orpowered local authorities to provide day nurseries. 

However, the Ministry of Health made it clear that rursery schools and 

nursery classes were the preferred fom of pre-school provision with day 

nurseries acting as small supplements for those mothers with particular 

needs. Many of the mrseries established in wartime were therefore 

transferred to local education authorities to be run as nursery schools, and 

the njimbers of day nurseries was reduced. 

The 1950s was generally a period of stagnation in the field of pre-school 

provision and indeed throughout the 1960s pre-school services did not expand 

in a similar manner to other educational sectors (Blackstons, T. 1971). This 

policy was justified by the widely held belief that mrseries were harmful to 

young children, especially when under three, since it was thought they would 

lead to 'maternal deprivation'. This theory was forwarded by Bowlby Who 

argued that it was essential that young children should experience intimate 

and continuous relationships with their mothers or mother substitutes. 

However, throughout the 1960s and 1970s a number of social trends have had an 

important inpact in the pre-school sphere. Wanen are marrying younger, having 

smaller families and are spreading their childbearing over a much shorter 

period. At the same time their life expectancy has increased so that the 

proportion of their lives devoted to bring up children is much smaller than 

it used to be (Garland and White, 1980). Consequently, an increasing number 

of women have taken up paid employment, ma.ry of them with young children. 

In 1971 700,000 under-fives had mothers in otployment but ty 1977 this 

figure had risen to an estimated 900,000. Dtost of these mothers worked part-

time in the service sector of the econcqy. In 1977 22 per cent of married 



mothers whose youngest child, was under five worked part-time and 5 per cent 

worked fUH time. Coupled with this trend was a rapid increase in the 

number of one-parent families. According to the latest estimates there were 

in 1980 at least 920,000 one-parent households in Britain with IJ million 

children. In recent years the proportion of single mothers with young 

children who are working has incr^sed considerably to l4 per cent full-time 

and 18 per cant part-time. 

Continuing high levels of inflation, the lowest level of child allowances 

in Europe (Lister, 1980), and a taxation policy which discriminates against 

•children,have all contributed towards the economic pressures upon women to 

take up onployment. However, increased workforce participation rates must 

also be seen as related to an increased desire amongst wanen to enjoy the 

independence, status and conpanionship which work can provide and which 

motherhood can frequently undermine. 

Ihe corcept of maternal derivation has also been exposed to enormous 

criticism in recent years. Bowlbys' theories were derived flxan studies of 

children who were totally separated fron their mothers and had grown up in 

poor quality residential institutions,and were not derived from experience 

of day nurseries and day schools. 

These developments have been accompanied ty a decline in the possibilities 

of support for mothers from friends or relatives in the immediate neighbourhood. 

Increased residential mobility and household formation rates mean that 

families and friends are now much more likely to be separated geographically. 

Rehousing schemes have also served to increase the dislocation of familial 

support and the growth of flats has increased the social isolation of mary 

mothers. There has also been growing evidence in recent years that the 

experiences of motherhood fall far short of the idealised state portrayed 

in advertising. Vfomen with young children suffer from particularly high 

rates of d^jression (Brown ard Harris, 1978) and the accident rate amongst 

children with depressed mothers is considerably increased. 

In the absence of state provision through local authorities these pressures 

for pre-schodl provision led to expansion in the voluntary and private 

sectors. The voluntary playgroup movement began in 1966 with the initiative 

of a single mother, who organised neighbours with other young children into 

a group which met regularly in each others homes, sharing the task of child 

care. Ey 1970 this te,d developed into the Pre-School Playgroups Association -

the largest coordinating body (Crowe, 1973). 
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In. the private sector there was also a consid^able expansion of mrseries 

but.most important - and most controversial - was the rapid growth of 

cMldminding. Since 19̂ 8. childmirders have been obliged' to register with 

' their lodal authority social services departrrienb if they mind children for 

profit but mary minders are not registered. This is the sector of pre-school 

provision where there is least information but is known to be the area where 

standards are most variable. The extent of this illegal childminding is 

almost inpossible to estimate. Detailed investigations of small inner areas 

of British cities (involving following the travels.of young children to 

minders at 5.30 in the morning) have indicated that there are far-more 

unregistered than registered minders (Jackson and Jackson, 1979). The 

Jacksons claimed that the ratio of unregistered to registered minders was 

10:1 in certain areas of British cities. Recent estimates have put the 

ratio at a much lower level between 2:1 to 6:1 tut no one can be sure of the 

precise figure and this is likely to vary considerably between different 

areas (Bryant, Harris and Newton, 1980). There has certainly been an ' 

enormous increase in the number of registered childminders in recent years 

and although this coincides with an increased rate of participation by women 

in the workforce, it is difficult to assess the extent to which this reflects 

a genuine increase in childminding or an increased rate of registration ty 

social services departments* There are considerable variations between local 

authority areas in the numbers of registered childminders which seem difficult 

to relate to the number of vrorkir̂  women. The assumption must be therefore 

that these figures reflect the extent to which the local authority is prepared 

to publicise the need for registration. Mny childminders are ignorant of 

the need to register but the registration procedure ife typically cumbersome, 

lengthy aria negative in character and of relatively little benefit to the 

childminder» An inspection is made before registration with the local authority 

to ensure that basic standards of safety, health and space ̂ e provided for. 

However, these standards may vary between authorities and it is claimed that 

some authorities may be reluctant to refbse registration as this may be the 

only way to keep a check on the minders (Bryant, Harris and Newton, 1980; 

Jackson and Jackson, 1979). 

Nevertheless maî y recent developments including the television programme 

Other Peoples Children and tte formation of the National Childminding 

Association, would seen to indicate a change of attitude towards minding and 

a lessening of the stigna associated with this form of care. The crucial 

point however, is that official forms of day care in nurseries, playgroups 



and schools are, in numerical terms, little more than the 'tip of the iceberg' 

The enormous gulf in pre-school care has been filled ty various forms of 

minding > especially in working class areas where wanen are under the greatest 

financial pressures to return to work vdnile their children are still young. 

The Jackson's fieldwork unearthed a conplex self-help network of friends, 

relatives and minders (both registered and unregistered) attempting to conbat 

the shortfall in official forms of pre-school care. 

PROBLEMS WITH PRE-6CH30L SERVICES 

The net effect of this historical development is a pattern of provision vMch 

is unsatisfactory for both parents and children. Parents vary enormously in 

their needs for pre-school services and ideally a wide range of types of 

service should confer flexibility and choice. In reality, however, the 

enormous diversity of pre-school services in Britain is bewildering to many 

parents and is likely to inpede their access to the most suitable forms of 

provision. 

More important in preventing parents having any realistic choice in the field 

of pre-school provision is the low overall level of places available. In 

1977 the estimated total pre-school population of England and Wales was 

3.4 million and studies suggest that some form of alternative care is wanted 

for tvo thirds of all children (Bone, 1977). However, local authority day 

rurseries, playgroups, nursery classes and nursery schools amounted to only 

162,000 places. In 1977 for exaiiple, the national waiting list for local 

authority day nursery places was some 12,000 and the vast majority of these 

children have little or no hope of obtaining a place (Jackson and Jackson, 

1979). In an inner-city borough like Lambeth the provision of maintained 

d%r nursery places exceeded the D.H.S.S. guidelines by 4 fold yet borough 

could still provide for only half of its priority children (Bruner, 198O). 

This restricted state provision has led to a proliferation of facilities in 

the private and voluntary sectors through private rurseries playgroups and 

childminders. In 1977 these amounted to 495,000 places - about three times 

the rumber of places provided ty the state - tut there are still only enough 

places for just over half the parents who want them. 

Mary have argued that it is the fragnentation of the services which impedes 

their dwelopment. Local authority social services departments are 

responsible for the 'caring' services. These include local day nurseries 

vftjich operate on a highly selective basis catering for those children 'who 

cannot be adequately catered for at home'. (Th^ are also responsible for 
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ensuring that all private nurseries, playgroups ani childminders in an area 

provide adequate standards of pare). Local education authorities,in contrast, 

provide the educational facilities in nursery' schools and classes on a non-

selective basis. The absence of ary single department in charge of pre-school 

services leads to a vaccuum of responsibility. Those attenpting to obtain 

increased levels of service in an area may therefore be pajssed between the two 

d^artmenbs each deî ring responsibility for further extension of facilities. 

It wuld also seon that the structure of the present system is such that those 

in greatest need do not obtain the most suitable form of pre-school provision. 

Seme council d%r nurseries take priority cases from frequently long waiting 

lists, this results in mary disadvantaged children in one type of institution 

with all the stigma this entails. Nursery education, in contrast, is 

available on a non-selective-basis but is offered only in school term time 

and for short sessions. This is of little use to the mother working full-time 

and favours the middle class mother v;ho is more likely working part-time than 

her working class counterparti The most widely used service - playgroups -

are also only available for short sessions and again have a disproportionately 

high number of middle class children. The children least likely to obtain 

nursery education are those who might benefit fran it nrast - the children of 

the low-paid, inmigrants anJ single-parent families whose mothers are more 

likely to be in full-time mployment and #10 are therefore more likely to be 

cared for by childminders, or local authority day nurseries if they are 

priority cases. However, it is attitudes towards the widespread phenomenon 

of childminling which are most controversial. The bulk of the available 

evidence indicates that parents are largely forced to used childminding and 

that the majority who do so would prefer some other conmunal form of pre-school 

care, usually in a nursery (Bone, 1974). The D.H.S.S.,in contrast,see 

childminding as the inexpensive and practical way in vMch to meet the enormous 

demand for pre-school care and has been concerned at what it sees as parental 

prejudice against minders. Others have argued that childminders are cheap and 

flexible compared with nurseries and since they are a 'fact of life' local 

authorities should become more positive in their attitudes to childminding 

providing real benefits at registration by linking minders with playgroups and 

offering access to training schenes, toy libraries and free milk (Jackson and 

Jackson, 1979). Critics assert that while childminding is cheap compared with 

other forms of care, this only appears to be the case because most of the 

hidden capital costs are born by the minders themselves (who in mar%y cases 

appear to wrok for a net loss). A number̂  of studies have also highlighted the 
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low^levels of physical, anotioml ard intellectual care provided ty some 

chiidminiers (Tfeyall and Petrie, 1977i Bryant,. Harris and Ne#on, I98O) and 

it seans clear that is is the privacy and isolation of this form of care lAich 

'mary parents dislike (Hannon̂  1978). 

A sunmary of basic information relating to services for the under fives is 

presented in Table 1. 

INTER AUTHORITY PATOERNS OF PRE-SCHOOL PROVISION 

This section examines the inter-authority patterns of pre-school provision in 

England. Local authorities are urder no statutory obligation to provide 

pre-school services and, as with other discretionary services, corsiderable 

variations in provision levels can be expected between different areas. Some 

local authorities have attached considerable inportance to the development of 

pre-school facilities while others have sought to rely upon the voluntary and 

private sectors. A nuniber of writers have drawn attention to the extremes in 

provision levels (Blackstone, 1971) but there has been little or no systonatic 

examination of inequalities throughout the country in recent years. Pig, 1 

shows the key to the areas used in the analysis. 

Before examining the results it is important to highlight the limitations 

inherent within the data for there can be few fields in which official 

statistics are as unreliable as in the realm of pre-schbol services. This is 

of course hardly surprisir^ given the enormously f ragiiented and illogical 

pattern of pre-school facilities which exists in Britain. There are enormous 

differences in the quantity and quality of care (hours of availability, cost, 

rmber of facilities etc.) both within and between services,which are not 

revealed by official statistics. The data are most reliable in the case of 

those services such as the day nurseries and nursery classes that are directly 

provided ty the local authority, although these are not without problems of 

interpretation. The reliability of data is rather more questionable in the 

realm of private and voluntary forms of care since there are inevitably problons 

involved in coordinating information from such a wide range of informal 

organisations,even with coordinating bodies such as the Pre-School Playgroups 

Association. In the field of childminding of course,the data will reflect 

the extent of registration rather than the total amount of minding in an area. 

It must also be appreciated that, from the consumers viewpoint, many of these 

services are not separate. Ifery children, and especially those aged three and 

four, are passed between a complex network of nursery classes, playgroups and , . 

minders so that an element of 'double-counting' inevitably exists in the / • 

offical statistics. ' , ' ) 



Table 1 Provision for the Under Fives 

Type of 
Provision 

Registering 
Agency 

Pundi^ and 
Organisation 

Location Number of 
Children 
Per Session 

Ages of 
Children 
(Yrs) 

Staff 
Ratio 

Staff 
Conposition 

Session 
Time 

Cost to 
Consumer 

Day nurseiy Social 
services 

State provided 
and funded 

Purpose 
built or 
adapted 
premises 

20/35/20 
Units 

0-4 1:3̂ /4 Nursery 
nurses and 
assistants 

Up to 6 
trs X 2 or 
3 sessions 
per week 

Means tested 
fee 

Registered 
childminder 

Social 
services 

Privately 
funded and 
organised 

Minders 
heme 

1-3 0-i} 1:3 
Includ-
ing 
their 
own 
children 
only 1 
child 
under 8 
months 

No training 
necessary 
but attendance 
at courses 
encouraged 

Up to 8 
hrs X 5 
sessions 
per week 

Fees vary 
£12 average 
for one week 

Nursery 
school 

Education State provided 
and fimded 

Purpose 
built or 
adapted 
prsnises 

25 3-4 1:10 Nursery 
teachers, 
nursery 
nurse, 
nursery 
assistant 

21 hrs X 
5 sessions 
per week 

Free 

Nursery 
class/unit 

Education State funded 
and provided 

Converted 
hut class 
roan or 
purpose 
built unit 
attached to 
1st school 

20/30/40 3-4 1:10 As above 21 hrs X 
5 sessions 
per week 

Free 

Extended pre 
entry class 

Education State funded 
and provided 

Converted 
hut or 
classroom 
on school 
premises 

10-15 4i 1:10 Teacher or 
nursery 
nurse under 
supervision 
of teacher 



Table 1 (continued) 

Type of 
Provision 

Registering 
Agency 

Fundi^ and 
Organisation 

Location Number of 
Children 
Per Session 

Ages of 
Children 
(Yrs) 

Staff 
Ratio 

Staff 
Composition 

Session 
•Time 

Cost to 
Consumer 

Handicapped 
class in 
school 

Education State funded 
and provided 

Converted 
hut or 
classroom 
on school 
pranises 

According to 
need 

0-5 1:5 Advisory 
teacher for 
deaf 
1 qualified 
teacher for 
deaf 
1 qualified 
teacher part 
time 

2J hrs 
X 1-10 
sessions 
per week 

Free 

Special 
schools 

Education State provided 
and funded 

Purpose 
built 
pranises 

According to 
need 

0-5 1:3 Staff from 
health and 
education 

21 hrs X 

4 to 10 
Free 

Nursery 
class in 
private 
school 

If 5 or more 
over 5 years 
D.E.S. 
If more under 
5 than over 5 
D.E.S. & D.K. 
S.S. 

Privately 
funded and 
organised 

Purpose 
built or 
adapted 
pranises 

According to 
accommodation 

2|-5 Teachers 2| X 5-10 
sessions 
per week 

Fee paying 

Private day 
nursery 

Social 
services 

Privately 
funded and 
organised 

Usually 
adapted 
house 

%) to between 
10 and 20 
according to 
acccffnnodation 

2&-4 1:6 plus 
super-
visor 

May be ex 
nursery 
nurse or 
teacher-

Varies 
according 
to parents 
needs 

Fee paying 

Playgroup Social 
services 

Volunteers 
fund and 
organise 

Fall 
hut or 
house 

% to 24 in 
hall up to 
15 in house 

3-4 1:8 Supervisors 
and helpers 
may attend 
playgroup 
courses 

2; hrs X 
2-5 
sessions 
per week 

Fee paying 
on average 
50p per 
session 

U3 



Table 1 (continued) 

Type of 
Provision 

Registering 
Agency 

Funding and 
Organisation 

Location Number of 
Children 
Per Session 

Ages of 
Children 
(Yrs) 

Staff 
Ratio 

Staff 
Coiposition 

Session 
Time 

Cost to 
Consumer 

Opportunity 
playgroup 

Social 
services 

Volunteers 
fund and 
organise 

Hall or 
converted 
school 
pr anises 

Up to 24 in 
one group 

Handi-
capped 
children 
0-3 yrs 
Brothers 
& sisters 
0-4 years 

1:8 plus 
super-
visor & 
1 helper 
for each 
handi-
capped 
child 

Supervisors 
& helpers m%r 
attend play-
group courses 

21x1 
session 
per week 

Fee paying 
as above 

Hospital 
playgroup 

Hospital 
authority 

Organised & 
funded by 
save the 
children 
fund 

Special 
play area 
and within 
wards 

Number 
varies 
according 
to hospital 
inpatients 

0-16 No ratio 
2 play-
leaders 
funded & 
trained 
by save 
the 
childron 
fund 

Flexible Free 

Mother/ 
toddler 
group 

Not needed Volunteers 
fund and 
organise 

Clinic, 
hall or 
vftiatever 
is locally 
available 

Varies 
according 
to demand 

0-4 No staff 
each 
mother 
is 
respon-
sible for 
her own 
child 

1-2 hrs 
per week 

Nominal 
fee to 
cover rent 
and tea 



England and Wales 
0 km 

1 55 Bradford 
2 Bedfordshire 56 CaMerdale 
3 Berkshire 57 Kirkiees 
4 Buckinghamshire 58 Leeds 
5 Cambridgeshire 59 WakefiekJ 

6 Cheshirt 60 Bamstey 
7 Clevelend 61 Doncaster 
8 Cornwall 62 Rotherham 
9 Cumbria 63 ShefWd 

10 64 Birmingham 
11 Derbyshire 65 Coventry 
12 Dorset 68 Dudley 
13 Durham 67 SandweH 
14 East Sussex 68 Solihull 
15 Essex 69 W W W 
16 Gloucestershire 70 Wolverhampton 
17 Hampshire 71 Gateshead 
18 Hereford and Worcester 72 Newcastle upon Tyne 
19 Hertfordshire 73 North Tyneside 
20 Humberside 74 South Tyrteside 
21 IsJe of Wight 75 Sunderland 
22 Kent 76 Barking 
23 Lancashire 77 Bamet 
24 Leicestershire 78 Bexley 
25 Lincolnshire 79 Brent 
26 Norfolk 80 Bromley 
27 Northamptonshire 81 Croydon 
28 Northumberland 82 Ealing 
29 Nortir>ghamshire 83 Enfield 
30 Oxfordshire 84 Haringey 
31 Salop 85 Harrow 
32 Somerset 86 Havering 
33 Staffordshire 87 Hillingdon 
34 Suffolk 88 Hounslow 
35 Surrey 89 Kingston upon Thames 

36 Warwickshire 90 Merton 
37 We*t SuMM 91 Newham 
38 Wiltshire 92 Redbridge 
39 Yorkshire 93 Richmond upon Thames 
40 Bolton 94 
41 Bury 95 Waltham Forest 
42 Manchester 96 Camden 
43 Oldham 97 Greenwich 
44 Rochdale 98 Hackney 
45 Salford 99 Hammersmith 
46 Stockport 100 Islington 
47 Tameside 101 Kensington 
48 Trafford 102 Lambeth 
49 Wigan 103 Lewi sham 
50 Knowsley 104 Southwark 
51 Liverpool 105 Tower Hamlets 
52 St. Helens 106 Wandsworth 
53 Sefton 107 Westminster 
54 Wirral 

0 MERSEYSIDE 
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TOTAL PROVISION 

Table 2 shows the rankings of total pre-school provision in tte Erglisji local 

authorities in 1976 per 1000 of the population under five. The data, include 

the number of places in all foms of local authority, nursery schools, nursery 

classes, reception classes and day nurseries together with all foms of 

registered private and voluntaiy playgroups, nurseries and child^niers. The 

range of variation is considerable but the basic pattern is fairly clear. 

With a f m exceptions (notably Hertfordshire, Isle of Wight, Northanptonshire, 

Warwickshire and Cambridgeshire) the top half of the list of rankings is 

doninated by the London boroughs and metropolitan districts, Richnond, Brent, 

Redbridge, Kingston, Brcmley and Merton emerge amonigst the highest rarte 

together with the cities of I>1anchesfer, Liverpool ahd. Newcastle. Conversely 

the bottom half of the rankings, is dominated the non-metropolitan counties, 

notable exceptions being Bradford, Wigan,, Barnsley, Traffdrd, Walcefield, 

Rbtherham, Wolverhanpton, Kirclees^Krcwsley and. Dudley. AS figure 2 makes • 

clear,it is the major conurbations which have the largest amounts of pre-school 

services, even when standardised for population size. . 

NURSERY SCHOOLS AM) NURSERY CLASSES 

This total pre-school provision is of course conposed of the enormous variety 

of services described above. These services may each have their own-distinctive 

patterns and it is therefore nec^sary to disaggregate the data and examine 

the various forms of pre-schDol care separately. 

One of the most important local authority services are the nursery' schools 

and nursery classes, Blackstone (1971) has provided an excellent historical 

review of the evolution of these educational services in the latter half of 

the twQitieth century. She points out that, whereas the private forms of care 

in nurseries and kindergartens purchased by the middle classes in the late 

nineteenth century were influenced by the philosophies of educational pioneers 

such as Eroebel and Montessori, the origins of state nursery education were 

rather different. The various Factory Acts passed in the Victorian era led 

to a greater awareness of the plight of yourg children in poor working class 

hones. Education was seen as a way of removing young children from these 

harmful envirorments. Eventually the 1908 Report of the Consultative Coimdttee 

of the Branch of Education argued that, alt hough the best training for children 

was at home v/hen conditions were satisfactory, the state should intervene 

wtere this is not the case. It was argued that the amount of mrsery education 

for the under 5s should vary from area to area depending oh " the industrial 
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RANK RANK 

1 Richnond 437 48.5 N. Tyneside 
2 Brent 385 50 Hanpshire 

3 rfenchester 375 51 Wirral 
4 Redbridge 367 52.5 Cornwall 
5 Kingston 365 52.5 Sunderland 
6 Branley 348 54 Bury 
8 ILEA 345 55 Cleveland 
8 Liverpool 345 56.5 Avon 
8 Merton 345 56.5 Bmningham 
10 Newcastle 343 58.5 Lancashire 
11 HDunslow 342 58.5 N. Yorkshire 
12 Calderdale 341 60.5 Sandwell 
13 Hillir®don 332 60.5 Tameside 
14 Coventry 328 62 Vfelsall 
15 Salford 327 63 Gloucestershire 
17 Bolton 326 64 Bedfordshire 
17 Ealing 326 65.5 Staffordshire 

17 Oldham 326 65.5 Sutton 
19 Solihull 325 67.5 Dorset 
20 Stockport 320 67.5 W. Sussex 
21 Earnet 318 69.5 Bradford 
22 Iferrow 316 69.5 Buckinghamshire 
23 Hertfordshire 314 71 Sheffield 
24.5 Cumbria 313 72 Norfolk 
24.5 Isle of Wight 313 73 Leicestershire 
26 Rochdale 311 74.5 Essex 
27 Sefton 310 75.5 Hereford and Wore. 
29 Northanptonshire 309 76.5 Devon 
29 S. Tyneside 309 76.5 Wigan 
29 VJarwickshire 309 78 Derbyshire 
31 Croydon 307 79.5 Kent 
32 Enfield 305 79.5 Salop 
33 Haringey 300 81 Earnsley 
34.5 Cambridgeshire 298 82.5 Cheshire 
34.5 Vfeltham Forest 298 82.5 Suffolk 
36 Barking 297 84 Trafford 
37 Northumberland 296 85 Oxfordshire 

39.5 Bexley 292 86 1/feikefield 
39.5 Havering 292 87 Berkshire 
39.5 Leeds 292 88.5 Rotherham 
39.5 Lincolnshire 292 88.5 Wolverhampton 
42 Gateshead 291 90 Wiltshire 
43 Surrey 290 91 Nottinghamshire 
44 Durham 289 92 Hanberside 
46 Doncaster 288 93 Kirclees 
46 Sonerset 288 94 Dudley 
46 St, Helens 288 95 Knowsley 
48.5 E. Sussex 287 96 Newham 

287 
285 
284 
283 
283 
281 
279 
278 
278 
277 
277 
276 
276 
275 
274 
271 
269 
269 
268 
268 
265 
265 
262 
261 
258 
249 
249 
248 
248 
247 
246 
246 
244 
242 
242 
241 
240 
239 
236 
232 
232 
231 
230 
229 
228 
178 

166 ? 

Table 2 RarMr^s of total rumber of pre-school places in the English 
local authorities per 1000 population under 5. 
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and social conditions of the area, ana the proportion of children under 

five years in conditions of whose hemes are unsatisfactory" (Consultative 

Ccmnittee page 48 quoted in Plackstone 1971, 31). As Blackstone notes, 

this consgjt of local discretion has been of crucial inportance. 

"It has dominated policy directives in ths field of pre-school 

education from its initial introduction in 1908 to the 1950s 

and has been an important factor in the patchy development of 

nursery schools, in that it allows those in power at local 

levels wide powers of interpretation as to what the needs of 

the area involve" (Blackstone, 1971, 31). 

Tte Consultative Conmittee stressed that in urban areas the majority of 

children aged between 3 and 5 years should be regarded as eligible but the 

number of mrsery places provided indicates that his has neven been accepted. 

The 1944 Education Act led many to believe that an era of univeral mrsery 

education was about to begin for this stated: 

"a local education authority shall in particular, have regard ... 

to the need for securirg that provision is made for pupils who 

have not attained the age of five years by the provision of 

nursery schools or, where the authority consider the provision 

of such sclnols to be inexpedient, by the provision of nursery 

classes in other schx)ls" (Section 8 (2) G). 

However, essentially there was a return to the pre-war situation in which the 

expansion of mrsery education was slow or halted completely ty fiinistry 

circulars. 

Blackstone examined the resulting distribution of mrsery education in the old 

local goverment systan using data derived for 1965. The basic pattern was 

one of high provision in London and the urbanised areas of Yorkshire, 

Staffordshire and Lancashire with smaller amounts of provision in the rural 

counties. 

%ble 3 shorn the rankings of provision a decade later in 1976. Despite the 

reform of the local goverrment systan there is considerable continuity in the 

patterns although inevitably some of the contrasts between the old county 

boroughs and counties has been averaged out in the new non metropolitan 

counties (as in the case of Leicestershire). The overall pattern is broadly 

similar to that for total provision with the London boroughs and metropolitan 

districts dcminatinR the above average providers and the non-metropolitan 
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RANK RANK 

1 Manchester 175 49 Cumbria 37 
2 Salford 84 49 Gateshead 37 
3 ILEA 79 51.5 Avon 34 
i\ Bamsley 78 51.5 Kirclees 34 
5.5 Bolton 77 53 Leeds 33 
5.5 Newham 77 55 Cheshire 32 
7 Rotherham 75 55 Soliholl 32 
8 Walsall 74 55 Wirral 32 
9 Liverpool 73 57 Lancashire 30 
10 Newcastle 72 58.5 N. Yorkshire 29 
11 Calderdale 70 58.5 St. Helens 29 
12 Wolverhanpton 68 61 Oxfordshire 28 
13.5 Birmingham 65 61 Warwickshire 28 
13.5 Doncastop 65 61 Wigan 28 
15.5 Haringey 64 63.5 Harrow 26 
15.5 Wakefield 64 63.5 Stockport 26 
17.5 Kingston 63 65.5 Cambridgeshire 25 
17.5 Merton 63 65.5 Enfield 25 
19 Bradford 61 67.5 Bury 23 
20 S. Tyneside 60 67.5 Northumberland 23 
a Sandwell 59 70.5 Buckinghamshire 22 
22 Cleveland 58 70.5 Knowesley 22 
23 Sheffield 56 70.5 Richmond 22 
24.5 Hertfordshire 55 70.5 Surrey 22 
24.5 Nottinghamshire 55 73 Redbridge 21 
27 Leicestershire 54 75 Bexl^ 20 
27 N. Tyneside 54 75 Cornwall 20 
27 Staffordshire 54 75 Trafford 20 
30 Durham 51 77.5 Northamptonshire 18 
30 Oldham 51 77.5 Salop 18 
30 Rochdale 51 79.5 Croydon 16 
33 Barking 50 79.5 Suffolk 16 
33 Dudley 50 81 Lincolnshire 14 
33 Hillingdon 50 82 Devon 13 
35 Hounslow 48 83 E. Sussex 12 
36.5 Bedfordshire 46 84.5 Essex 10 
36.5 Sefton 46 84.5 Isle of Wight 10 
38 Sunderland 44 87 Dorset 9 
39.5 Barnet 43 87 Norfolk 9 
39.5 Derbyshire 43 87 Havering 9 
42 Berkshire 42 89.5 Hampshire 8 
42 Brent 42 89.5 Kent 8 
42 Sutton 42 92 Hereford and Wbrc. 7 
44 Tameside 41 92 Somerset 7 
45 W. Forest 40 92 W. Sussex 7 
46.5 Ealing 39 94 Bromley 4 
46.5 Hmbarside 39 95 Wiltshire I 
49 Coventry 37 96 Gloucestershire -

Table 3 Rankings of mrseiy school and nursery class provision in the 
English local authorities per 1000 population under five. 
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counties doninatir^ the below average providers. However, in this instance 

the range of provision is much greater than for total provision, raiding 

from nothirg in Gloucestershire to 175 in Manchester. Furthermore,the pattern 

of ranks and the distinction between metropolitan districts and non-metropolitan 

counties is less clear than in the case of total provision. Nevertheless, 

groups of local authorities mth similar characteristics can be discerned. 

First, there are the metropolitan districts from the north and midlands which 

have the highest rates of provision. These include Manchester, Salford, 

Barnsley, Bolton, Rotherham, Walsall, Liverpool and Newcastle. This serves 

to eiphasise a major factor affecting patterns of pre-school provision - the 

influence of historical factors and past decisions affecting current 

distributions. 

The demand for pre-school care vjas inevitably greater in the northern textile 

towns with large proportions of wonen in the paid workforce. Tte enphasis 

placed upon social conditions the Board of Education meant that the early 

progress in nursery education was made in these northern industrial cities. 

This early progress developed an ethDS favouring provision while other 

authorities have sought to do little. Bradford, for example, was one of the 

first local authorities to stress the educatioml value of nursery schools 

maintaining that they should be a universal experience. The rate of provision 

of nursery schools and nursery classes in Manchester is worthy of particular 

note for it is over twice the extent of the second highest provider (which 

is neighbouring Salford). There is a lorg history of interest in nursery 

education in Marchester which may be traced back to the middle of the nineteenth 

century. Following the European uprisings of 1848,a relatively large colony 

of wealthy German immigrants settled in Manchester and they provided a fertile 

seedbed for the new kindergarten movement. This movement in turn influenced 

some of the more liberal minded of the upper middle class merchants in the 

city (and specially from the Jewish community) to sponsor nursery education 

schemes (Blactetone, 1971). Over the years the local authority has done much 

to sponsor mrsery education and did much to foster nursery classes in the 

1930s vMle other authorities dragged their feet. 

A second set of authorities which may be clearly distinguished are the Lordon 

boroughs er^oipassed within the Inner London Education Authority together with 

the outer boroughs of Haringey, Kingston, Merton, Barking, Hillingdon, 

Hounslow, Ear net. Brent, Waltham Forest and Ealing. These vary considerably 

in provision levels (from 79 in the case of LEA to 39 in the case of Ealing) 

but th^ can be distinguishai fron the remaining outer London boroughs -
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Harrow, Enfield, Richnond, Bexley, Croydon,Pfaveming and Bromley which have 

much lower levels of provision. Like Manchester, London has been a centre 

of imovation and development in the field of mrsery education and has 

maintained this tradition to the present day. ffost of this provision is 

concentrated in the poorer inner areas within the LEA and, with a few exertions, 

in the lower status outer suburbs. Those outer London boroughs which provide 

relatively low levels of rursery schools and mrsery classes are mtird^ 

conposed of higher status authorities. 

A third set of authorities lAich can be distiriguislied are the relatively high 

provision non-metropolitan authorities. These include (in rank order) 

Hertfordshire, Nottinghamshire, Leicestershire, Staffordshire, Bedfordshire, 

Dertyshire, Berkshire, Hjmberside, Cumbria, Avon, Cheshire, Lancashire, 

Oxfordshire, Warwickshire and Northumberland. The high provision in 

Hertfordshire wa.s observed by Blackstone and followed up in a case study. 

Before the Second World War there vms no rurseiy provision in Hertfordshire 

but to cope m t h evacuation forty two wartime nurseries were established. 

After the war these were either closed or taken over by the education 

d^artmenb and used as nursery schools. Blackstone attributes this shift to 

the relative power of officials. 

"The powerful chief education officer at the time was convinced 

of the vlaue of nursery provision and believed that it belonged 

to the province of the education department rather than to that 

of the health d^artment. He also presumably believed that his 

own department could organise the service more effectively than 

tJne existing health dQjartment. The medical officer of health 

was considerably less powerful in the hierarchy of chief officers 

and consequently his own departmert's bid to take over the war-

time nurseries was quashed early on without a prolonged fight, 

although it did succeed in wresting three of them from the 

education department's grasp, which subsequently became health 

d^artment day nurseries. The sharing out of vtar nurseries 

merely shows that the power ivielded by the officials concerned 

can affect the nature and extent of provision in a denonstratable 

way" (Blackstone, 1971). 

The following years saw little expansion of nursery education in the vra.ke of 

central pressure to reduce expenditure. In this context officials in 

Hertfordshire appear to have shown considerable resourcefulness and ingenuity 

in discovering loopholes in legislation which have enabled them to replace 
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inadequate accormodation and maintain the existing stock of nursery schools 

and classes. Indeed^ only one nursery school was closed in the period 

until 1965. The ranainirg high provision non-metropolitan counties are 

either in the mrth or have large urban centres within their boundaries 

vriiere nursery education has been concentrated. Indeed, Leicester (in 

Leicestershire) Stoke on Trent (in Staffordshire), Oxford (in Oxfordshire), 

Reading (in Berkshire) and Bristol (in Avon) all emerge in the top ten of 

highest providers of nursery education when they were county boroughs 

primarily responsible for tlus service in the pre-197^ local goverrment 

system (Blackstone, 1971). The reasons for the relatively high provision in 

tlus conbext are essentially the same as for the metropolitan districts. 

The patterns are sinply obscured by the new local goverrment boundaries. 

Thus relatively high provision in the cities and usually lower levels of 

provision in rural areas mean that these non-metropolitan authorities 

average out with infcemediate levels of resource provision. 

A fourth group of local authorities which may be distinguished within the 

rankings are the non-metropolitan counties with relatively low levels of 

nursery schools and classes. These are Surrey, Corntvall, Northamptonshire, 

Salop, Suffolk, Lincolnshire, Devon, East Sussex, Essex, Isle of Wight, 

Doreset, Hampshire, Kent, Hereford and Worcester, Somerset, West Sussex, 

Wiltshire and Gloucestershire. These may be easily typified as being pre-

dominantly in the south of the country, of relatively high socio-econanic 

status and often ivith dispersed agricultural communities. They are clearly 

outside the older high density industrialised centres where nursery education 

has developed to the greatest extent. 

A fifth group of authorities are the metropolitan districts with relatively 

low levels of hursery school and nursery class provision. Since there are no 

sudden breaks in the rankings fihding the cut-off point which distinguishes 

this group is difficult and it should be appreciated that many provide 

considerably greater numbers of places than sane of the low provision non-

metropolitan counties. Nevertheless, these authorities include Trafford, 

Knowesley, Eury, Stockport, Wigan, St. Helens, Wirral, Solihull, Leeds and 

Kirclees which have smewhat lower levels of provision than the remaining 

metropolitan districts. These authorities are sonewhat diverse in character. 

Trafford, Stockport and Solihull stand out as districts of above average 

socio-economic status mth small proportions of women ivith young children 

worki% f u l l time and below average proportions of sirnle^arent families. 

The geogr^hical pattern of provision is shown in Fig. 3. 
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RECEPTION CLASSES 

The other major aspect of 'pre-school' care for the under-fives provided ty 

local education departments are reception classes. These are in fact not 

primarily intended for children under-five but an increasing number of such 

children have been aiAnitted to these classes in recent years. The extent to 

which this is the case varies enormously between areas dependirig upon the 

policy of the local education authority. Sane authorities admit relatively 

few numbers of the under-fives while others concentrate upon admitting 

children in the term before their fifth birthday (the so called 'risirg-fives'). 

Other authorities attaipt to accommodate as large a number of four year olds 

as possible. Nationally some 57 per cent of four year olds in reception 

classes were rising fives and the ronaining 43 per cent were younger four year 

olds (Hjghes et. al. 1980). Data relating to reception class size should, 

however, be treated with caution for the rumber of places available is likely 

to fluctuate throughout the year, ftich d^ends upon the availability of 

premises in schools and the number of children in local catchment areas. 

Viewed superficially,the distribution of reception classes shovm in Table 4 

has much in conmon with the distribution of local authority nursery schools 

and nursery classes. The highest ranking authorities are predominantly the 

metropolitan districts while the non-metropolitan counties generally merge 

with the smallest levels of provision. However, closer inspection reveals 

that the individual rankings of marc/ authorities are very different to those 

for nursery schools and nurserj' classes. For example, Manchester, the ILEA, 

Birmingham^ Walsall, Barnsley, Rotherham and Wolverhanpton rank high in terms 

of nursery school and rursery class provision but lave lower ranks for rec^tion 

classes. Conversel,y, Solihull, Nbrt lumber land, Gateshead and St. Helens rank 

high in terms of recq)tion classes but make lower levels of nursery school and 

rursery class provision. There is clearly a possibility of substitution 

between these services in certain instances. Nevertheless, despite these 

excgjtiore and numerous ctarges of ranl̂  in overall termŝ  it would seen that 

local authorities which provide high levels of nursery schools and rursery 

classes also provide larger numbers of places in recg)tion classes and the 

reverse applies in the authorities vMch make much smaller levels of 

provision. 

DAY NURSERIES 

Table 5 shows tte rahkirgs for the other major aspect of local authority 

pre-school provision - the rumber of places in day nurseries provided by 

social services departments. In this case data is available for each of the 
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RANK RANK 

1 Solihull 159 49 Cleveland 
2 Iforthumberland 148 50 Bradford 
3 Doncaster 145 51.5 Manchester 
4 Sunderland 144 51.5 Scxnerset 
5 N. TVneside 142 54.5 Hertfordshire 
6.5 Salford I4l 54.5 Norfolk 
6.5 S. I^neside 141 54.5 Rotherham 
8 Bolton 140 54.5 Sheffield 
9 Rochdale 139 57.5 Cheshire 
10 Gateshead 138 57.5 E. Sussex 
11 Calderdale 137 59 Derbyshire 
12 Durham 135 60 Barnsley 
13 St. Helens 134 61 Hereford and Wore. 
15 Oldham 133 62.5 Humberside 
15 Newcastle 133 62.5 Waltham Forest 
15 Sandwell 133 64.5 KLrclees 
18 Coventry 132 64.5 Wiltshire 
18 Isle of Wight 132 66.5 Avon 
18 Stocl^ort 132 66.5 Gloucestershire 
20.5 Liverpool 131 68 Harrow 
20.5 Wigan 131 70 Riowesley 
22.5 Bury 130 70 N. Yorkshire 
22.5 Sefton 130 70 Vfolverharrpton 
24 Ifounslow 128 72 Staffordshire 
25.5 Cumbria 126 73 Birmingham 
25.5 Tameside 126 74 Devon 
27 Hillingdon 119 75 Suffolk 
28.5 Lincolnshire 118 76 ILEA 
28.5 Walsall 118 77 Bronley 
30.5 Brent 115 78 Bexl^ 
30.5 Ealing 115 79 Essex 
32 Lancashire 114 80.5 Nottinghamshire 
33 Wirral 112 80.5 Redbridge 
34 Haringey 111 82 Newham 
35 Enfield 110 83 Salop 
36 Barkirg 107 84.5 Kent 
37.5 Bamet 106 84.5 Surrey 
37.5 Merton 106 87 Bedfordshire 
39.5 Ifeverlng 105 87 Dorset 

39.5 Riclmond 105 87 rudley 
41 Warwickshire 101 90 Buckinghamshire 
42 Croydon 98 90 Hanpshire 
43 Cambridgeshire 71 90 W. Sussex 
44 Wakefield 95 92 Berkshire 
45 Kingston 91 93 Trafford 
46.5 Cornwall 90 94 Leic^tershire 
46.5 Leeds 90 95 Oxfordshire 
48 Nbrthanpton hire 89 96 Sutton 

89 
86 
84 
84 
83 
83 
83 
83 
81 
81 
77 
75 
72 
71 
71 
70 
70 
69 
69 
68 
66 
66 
66 
65 
63 
58 
56 
55 
52 
48 
47 
45 
45 
43 
41 

35 
35 
35 
30 
30 
30 
25 
21 
19 
17 
4 

Table 4 Rankings of reception class places for the under "fives in the 
English local authorities per 1000 population under five. 
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inner London boroughs and they easily doninate the ranks of highest providers, 

The rest of the data once again confiiro the distinction between the rdatively 

high levels of provision in the metrapolitan districts and the lower levels of 

provision in the norrtnetropolitan counties. However, the rankings are by no 

mewis identical to the ranking of mrsery school and nursery class provision. 

As Pig. 4 emphasises the distribution of day mrsery places is highly skewed 

in conparison with local authority nursery schools and mrsery classes. The 

London boroughs and metropolitan districts in I>1anchester, Liverpool and 

Brnningham have verjf high levels of places compared with much lower levels in 

the rest of the authorities. Nevertheless^the distinction between the 

metropolitan districts and the non-metropolitan counties appears to anerge 

with greater clarity in the case of local authority day nurseries. Tte nonr 

metropolitan counties with the highest provision of day nurseries include 

Lancashire, Leicestershire and Nottinghamshire - all areas with urban centres 

and histories of female aiploymenfc in textile factories. The other major 

exceptions to the general trend are of course the metropolitan districts with 

relatively low provision levels. These include Rotherham, Dudley, Doncaster, 

N. I^neside, Bexley, Sutton^ St. Helens, Solihull, Sandwell, Enfield, 

Wolverhairpton, Walsall, Gateshead, Redbridge, Croydon, Bury and Wigan. 

Blacks tone argued, on the basis of her analysis^ that mrsery schools and 

nursery classes and day nurseries were not generally regarded as substitutable 

ty local authorities. There would also seen to be little evidence of 

substitution effects in this context for although there are numerous changes 

of ranks, by and large the authorities which provide relatively high levels 

of mrsery education also provide high levels of day nurseries. In contrast, 

there are a large number of nonnnetropolitan counties and a smaller number of 

metropolitan districts that provide small amounts of either service. However, 

the relationship is by no means a sinple one. First, there are a number of 

metropolitan districts vMch rank low in terms of m^rsery education places but 

highly in terms of day nursery places. These include Trafford, Knowesl^ and 

Richnond. Conversely» there are a group of metropolitan districts including 

Rotherham, Dudley an! Doncaster with high levels of mrsery education but low 

levels of d%r nurseries. 

PLAYGROUPS 

A much more irrportant form of substitution may be that between the private and 

public sectors, for as with other forms of local service,it may be that some 

local authorities provide few services themselves tut rely upon voluntary and 
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1 Camden 95 54.5 Redbridge 8 
2 Islington 62 54.5 Sunderland 8 
3 Westminster 60 60 Bedfordshire 7 
4 Kensington 54 60 Cheshire 7 
5 Hairmersmith 50 60 Derbyshire 7 
6 Brent 42 60 Gateshead 7 
7 Southwark 41 60 Sheffield 7 
8 Tower Hamlets 40 60 Walsall 7 
10 Ifeckn^ 37 60 Wolverhampton 7 
10 Lambeth 37 65 Enfield 6 
10 Manchester 37 65 Hertfordshire 6 
13.5 Knowesley 29 65 Sandwell 6 
13.5 Liverpool 29 69 Cambridgeshire 5 
13,5 Tameside 29 69 E. Sussex 5 
13.5 Wandsworth 29 69 Solihull 5 
l6 Trafford 26 69 St. Helens 5 
17 S. lyneside 20 69 Sutton 5 
20.5 Birmingham 19 75.5 Bexley 4 
20.5 Coventry 19 75.5 Cumbria 4 
20.5 Harirgey 19 75.5 Durham 4 
30.5 Waltham Forest 19 75.5 Hampshire 4 
22 Ealing 18 75.5 N. Yorkshire 4 
23 Lewisham 17 75.5 Staffordshire 4 
25 Lancashire 16 75.5 Surr^ 4 
25 Rochdale 16 75.5 Wakefield 4 
25 Salford 16 8 2 . 5 Eromley 3 
28 Barking 15 82.5 Dorset 3 
28 Merton 15 82.5 Essex 3 
28 Richmond 15 82.5 N. lyneside 3 
33 Bradford 14 82.5 Oxfordshire 3 
33 Hillingdon 14 82.5 Sonerset 3 
33 Hounslow 14 89.5 Berkshire 2 
33 Newcastle 14 89.5 Devon 2 
33 Newborn 14 89.5 Gloucestershire 2 
33 Oldtam 14 89.5 Humberside 2 
33 Sefton 14 89.5 Lincolnshire 2 
38 &met 13 89.5 Northamptonshire 2 
38 Bolton 13 89.5 Northumberland 2 
38 Greenwhich 13 89.5 Suffolk 2 
4l Calderdale 12 95 Buckinghamshire 1 
4l Kirgston 12 95 Ifereford and Wore. 1 
4l Havering 12 95 Norfolk 1 
43.5 Cleveland 10 1 0 2 . 5 Broml^ -

43.5 Wirral 10 102.5 Cornwall -

48.5 Avon 9 102.5 Doncaster -

48.5 Harrow 9 102.5 Dudley -

48.5 Kirclees 9 102.5 Isle of Wight -

48.5 Leeds 9 
48.5 Leicestershire 9 102.5 Rotherham — 

48.5 Nottinghamshire 9 1 0 2 . 5 Salop -

48.5 Stockport 9 102.5 Warwickshire — 

48.5 Wigan 9 1 0 2 . 5 W. Sussex — 

54.5 Bury 8 102.5 Wiltshire -

54.5 Croydon 8 107 Kent * 

T^ble 5 Ranldr^s of local authority nursery places in the English 
local authorities per 1000 children under five. 
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private forms of provision. Strorg support for this expectation may be 

derived from the rankings of voluntary and private playgroups within the 

English local authorities (Table 6). The areas with high rates of playgroup 

provision are the suburban London boroughs such as Redbridge, Bexley, Richrond, 

Bronley, Harrow and Croydon together with the non-metropolitan counties such 

as Hampshire, Surrey, Buckinghamshire, Dorset and Cornwall. These are all 

relatively high status authorities vMch provide relatively small amounts of 

local authority nursery schools and nursery classes. Conversely, at the 

bottom of the rankirigs are the metropolitan districts with high levels of 

state provision but small playgroup provision such as Walsall, Manchester, 

Salford, Rotherham and Bolton. Knowsley merges as an interesting ananaly for 

it has a low level of playgroup provision together with a low level of nursery 

class and nursery school provision, but ranks highly in terms of day nurseries. 

Of the non-metrcpolitan counties with relatively low levels of playgroup 

provision - Lancashire, Cleveland, Durham, Hmberside, Cheshire, Nottinghamshire 

and Northumberland - the majority have relatively high levels of state 

provision. Finally, the remaining London boroughs are worthy of note for they 

fall into two distinct groups. The first group, including Camden, Islington, 

Merton, Greenwhich and Lewisham,have intermediate levels of playgroup provision 

and can be distir^ished from a second group coipossd of Haringey, Hammersmith, 

Hackney, Westminster and Tower Hamlets. This difference in provison can be 

seme extent be related to social class although this is by no means a ccirplete 

explanation. 

CHILTMIMJERS 

Table 7 shovzs the other major field of private sector provision ty childminders. 

Tine extent of places available with childminders is likely to reflect a conplex 

combination of factors. These include the extent of employment opportunities 

for women in an area, tte extent of derivation and the need for women to take 

up paid Qiployment, the incidence of single-parent families, the extent to which 

women have traditionally taken up paid employment, the availability of alternative 

forms of pre-school care and finally, the extent to which local authorities are 

pr^ared to enforce registration. The influence of these factors is likely 

to vary in complex combinations in different areas and it is not therefore 

surprising to find that the ranking of official childminder provision are 

rather more corrplex than the other variables presented above. 

The highest ranking authorities include a good mary of the London boroughs 

ana here it can be assumed that,despite an above average level of state 

provision in day nurseries,there is insufficient accommodation to meet the 
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1 Redtarldge 247 55 Lewisham 
2 Bronley 239 55 Sheffield 
3 Richnonl a 4 55 Southwark 
4 Hanpshire 186 58 St. Helens 
5 Surrey 174 60.5 Lambeth 
6 W. Sussex 172 60.5 Northumberland 
7 Buckinghamshire 171 60.5 Trafford 
8 Bexley 170 60.5 Wirral 
9 Dorset 168 63 Bury 
10 Cornwall 163 66.5 Barking 
11 Gloucestershire 159 66.5 Gateshead 
12 Devon 158 66.5 Nottinghamshire 
13.5 Harrow 157 66.5 Solihull 
13.5 Isle of Wight 157 68 Kingston 
15.5 Kensington 155 69 Coventry 
15.5 Somerset 155 70 Cheshire 
17.5 Croydon 152 71.5 Birmingham 
17.5 Oxfordshire 152 71.5 Hjmberside 
19 Essex 151 73 Brent 
20 E. Sussex 150 74 Durham 
21 Sutton 148 75 Kirclees 
22 Havering 145 76 Cleveland 
23.5 Waltham Forest l4l 77 Ealing 
23.5 Hereford and Vforc, 141 78.5 Hounslow 
26 Avon 140 78.5 Oldham 
26 N. Yorkshire 140 80 Sefton 
26 Vferwickshire 140 81 Lancashire 
28.5 Kent 137 82 Vfolverhanpton 
28.5 Northairptonshire 137 83 Liverpool 
30.5 Cumbria 136 84 Barnsley 
30.5 Norfolk 136 85.5 Bolton 
33 Bamet 135 85.5 Sunderland 
33 Lincolnshire 135 87.5 Dudley 
33 Suffolk 135 87.5 Newham 
36.5 Bedfordshire 133 89.5 N. lyneside 
36.5 Berkshire 133 89.5 T. HW-ets 
36.5 Hillingdon 133 91 Bradford 
36.5 Salop 

Enfield 
133 92.5 Rotherham 

39.5 
Salop 
Enfield 130 92.5 Wakefield 

39.5 Wiltshire 130 94.5 Hackney 
4l Hertfordshire 128 94.5 Rochdale 
42.5 Camden 126 96 Westminster 
42.5 Leicestershire 126 97.5 Salford 
44 Stockport 123 97.5 Wigan 
45 Islii^on 

Cambridgeshire 
118 99 Doncaster 

46 
Islii^on 
Cambridgeshire 117 100.5 Sandwell 

48 Merton 107 100.5 Tameside 
48 Newcastle 107 102 Manchester 
48 Wandsvrorth 107 103 Hammersmith 
50.5 Leeds 106 104 S. lyneside 
50.5 Staffordshire 106 105 Haringey 
52 Calderdale 105 106 Walsall 
55 Derbyshire 104 107 Kiowesley 
55 GreerWiich 104 

104 
104 
104 
103 
102 
102 
102 
102 
101 
100 
100 
100 
100 

97 
95 
95 
94 
93 
92 
91 
89 
88 
88 
87 
85 
83 
81 
80 
79 
79 
74 
74 
73 
73 
71 
69 
69 
68 
68 
64 
63 
63 
60 
59 
59 
57 
56 
55 
51 
50 
49 

T^ble 6 Rankir^s of private and voluntary playgroup places in the English 
local authorities per 1000 population under five. 
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RANK RANK 

1 Kingston 76 56 Birmingham 25 
2 Brent 68 56 Rochdale 25 
3 Richnond 65 56 Wirral 25 
k Wandsworth 64 58 Barking 24 

5 Trafford 6 l 59.5 Stockport 23 
6 Hackney 58 59.5 Waltham Forest 23 
7 Levdsham 57 6 1 . 5 Sefton 22 

8 Ealing 56 6 1 . 5 Wiltshire 22 

9.5 Harrow 51 64 Cheshire 2 1 

9.5 Salop 51 64 Hereford and Wore. 2 1 

11.5 Hampshire 49 64 Kirclees 21 
11.5 Lambeth 49 66 Bury 20 

13 Kent 48 67 East Sussex 19 
14.5 Cambridgeshire 47 71 Avon 18 

14.5 Surrey 47 71 Bamet 18 

16 Hanmersraith 46 71 Havering 18 
17.5 Greenwhich 45 71 Lincolnshire 18 

17.5 W. Sussex 45 71 Newcastle 18 
20 Leicestershire 44 71 Walsall 18 

20 Northanptonshire 44 71 Wigan 18 

20 Southwark 44 76 Bolton 17 
22 Dorset 41 76 N. Yorkshire 17 
23 Bromley 40 76 St. Helens 17 
25 Coventry 38 80 Calderdale 15 
25 Merton 38 8 0 Doncaster 15 
25 Staffordshire 38 80 Derbyshire 15 
28 Bexley 37 80 Salford 15 
28 Kensington 37 80 Tameside 15 
28 Somerset 37 84 HLllingdon 14 
30 Buckinghamshire 36 84 Isle of Wight 14 
32 Croydon 35 84 Sandwell 14 
32 Islington 35 86 Devon 13 
32 Tower Hamlets 36 8 8 . 5 Dudley 12 
34 Sutton 34 88.5 Humberside 12 
37 Bedfordshire 33 88.5 Manchester 12 
37 Gloucestershire 33 88.5 Northumberland 12 
37 Haringey 33 91.5 Bamsley 11 
37 Leeds 33 91.5 Sheffield 11 
37 Warwickshire 33 93 Nottinghamshire 10 
40.5 Enfield 32 95 Cornwall 9 
40.5 Essex 32 95 Liverpool 9 
42 Hounslow 31 95 Wolverhanpton 9 
44 Hertfordshire 30 97.5 Gateshead 8 
44 Oldham 30 97.5 S. Tyneside 8 
44 Oxfordshire 30 99 N. lyneside 7 
47 Solihull 29 100.5 Durham 6 

47 Suffolk 29 100.5 Wakefield 6 

47 Westminster 29 103.5 Cleveland 5 
49.5 Berkshire 28 103.5 Cumbria 5 
49.5 Bradford 28 103.5 Rotherham 5 
51.5 Camden 27 1 0 3 . 5 Sunderland 5 
51.5 Redbridge 27 106 Newham ? 
53.5 Lancashire 26 107 Khowesley • 

53.5 Norfolk 26 

Table 7 Rankings of number of places provided by registered childminders 
in the English local authorities per 1000 population under five. 
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donand for working mothers. A secord groxp of authorities with a relatively 

incidence of official childminders are the high status southern 

counties including Hampshire, Surrey, W. Sussex and Kent. These authorities 

have low levels of state provision but growir^ economies which have provided 

considerable job opportunities for women. The authorities with intermediate 

levels of childminders are a coirplex mixture of authorities of all types. 

However, once again there are authorities with distinctive characteristics 

in the lowest ranks. These are predoninantly northern metropolitan districts 

which make relatively high levels of provision through local authority sources. 

Devon and Cornwall have low levels of registered cliildminders and here it may 

be assumed that there are few job opportunities for women than in the major 

industrial areas. 

Finally Table 8 shows the rankings of places available in private day nurseries. 

As in the case of the local authority day nurseries,the distribution is 

ske-red with a few relatively; high status inner London boroughs daninating the 

ranks of highest provision. However, unlike tte local authority day nurseries, 

the distinction between metropolitan districts and non-metropolitan counties 

f^ils to emerge. Those authorities with little or no private nursery provision 

tend to be low status metropolitan districts together vnth counties such as 

Cornwall, Sonerset.and Devon. The distribution of private nurseries is also 

likriy to reflect a ccnplex canbination of factors including the ability of 

parents to pay for care, the availability of mployment for women and the 

extent to vMch private institutions Imve evolved in the area conpared with 

other forms of pre-school care. 

%ble 9 is an attaipt to summarise the inter-relationships between these 

various types of pre-school service in the form of a correlation matrix. 

All the types of local authority provision are positively correlated but the 

coefficient is strongest in the case of nursery schools and classes and day 

nurseries. Thus by and large local authorities which provide relatively 

high levels of nursery schools and classes through their education departments 

also provide relatively large amounts of day nurseries through their social 

services dt^mrtments. Reception classes have smaller correlations with the 

other forms of local authority provision. In contrast, voluntary and private 

playgroup provision is mgatively correlated with all types of local authority 

provision. Private and voluntary day nurseries have a small positive 

relationship with local authority day nurseries but childminders are 

restively correlated with the provision of local rursery classes and nursery 

schools. 
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RANK RANK 

1 Westminster 55 53 Ifereford and Wore, 6 
2 Camden 45 53 Warwickshire 6 
3 Sutton 36 59.5 Bradford 5 
n Kensington 35 59.5 Buckinghamshire 5 
5 Hounslow 33 59.5 Cumbria 5 
6.5 Brent 25 59.5 Newham 5 
6.5 S. lyneside 25 59.5 Norfolk 5 
8 Wandsworth 24 59.5 N. Tyneside 5 
9 Liverpool 22 66.5 Coventry 4 
10 N. Yorkshire 21 66.5 Ealing 4 
11.5 Cleveland 20 66.5 Greenwhich 4 
11.5 Northamptonshire 20 66.5 Leicestershire 4 
14 E. Sussex 19 66.5 Salop 4 
14 Islington 19 66.5 Suffolk 4 
14 Leeds 19 66.5 Waltham Forest 4 
17 Hackney 18 66.5 Wirral 4 
17 Kent 18 75.5 Cheshire 3 
17 Redbridge 18 75.5 Devon 3 
19.5 Bedfordshire 17 75.5 Doncaster 3 
19.5 Lambeth 17 75.5 Havering 3 
21.5 Merton 16 75.5 HLllingdon 3 
21.5 Riclmond 16 75.5 Lancashire 3 
23 Kingston 15 75.5 Lewisham 3 
24.5 Bexley 14 75.5 Lincolnshire 3 
24.5 W. Sussex 14 75.5 Northumberland 3 
28 Binningham 13 75.5 Tameside 3 
28 Dorset 13 85.5 Bamet 2 
28 Newcastle 13 85.5 Bolton 2 
28 Sefton 13 85.5 Calderdale 2 
28 T. Hamlets 13 85.5 Croydon 2 
31 Hertfordshire 12 85.5 Enfield 2 
32.5 Nottinghamshire 11 85.5 Kirclees 2 
32.5 Rochdale 11 85.5 Sandwell 2 
36 Bromley 10 85.5 Somerset 2 
36 Gloucestershire 10 85.5 Staffordshire 2 
36 Haringy 10 85.5 Sunderland 2 
36 Oxfordshire 10 91.5 Cornwall 1 
36 Trafford 10 91.5 Gateshead 1 
39.5 Humberside 9 100 Barking — 

39.5 Manchester 9 100 Bamsley 
42 Avon 8 100 Bury -

42 Cambridgeshire 8 100 Durham — 

42 Oldham 8 100 Isle of Wight — 

46.5 Hampshire 7 100 Kiiowesley -

46.5 Salford 7 100 Rotherham — 

46.5 Stockport 7 100 Sheffield — 

46.5 Surrey 7 100 Solihull — 

46.5 Walsall 7 100 Southwark — 

46.5 Wiltshire 7 100 St. Helens -

53 Berkshire 6 100 Wakefield — 

53 Dudley 6 100 Wigan — 

53 Essex 6 100 Wolverhampton — 

53 Hammersmith 6 100 Derbyshire — 

53 Harrow 6 

Table 8 Rankings of private nursery places in the English local 
authorities pec 1000 population under five. 
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The overall pattern is thus fairly clear cut. Where there are relatively 

large levels of local authority pro\d.sion, and in particular nursery schools 

ani mrserj'- classes, there are relatively low levels of private and voluntary 

services. Conyersely, where local authority provision is deficient play-

groups and to a lesser extent childminders can be expected in large numbers, 

NEED m ) PROVISION 

This section examines the extent to which these considerable variations in 

levels of pre-school services in the English local authorities may be 

related to the likely needs of the areas for these services. In recent 

years researchers Mve stressed the ways in which all children can benefit 

from sane form of pre-school care outside their own hone, and this would 

suggest that pre-school places be provided simply on the basis of the 

numbers of the under-fives in each area. However, there is evidence to 

suggest that children from certain backgrounds are most able to benefit 

fron pre-school services or have a greater need for care. 

A crucial factor determining the need for care and the type of service 

required is whether or not the nrother of an under five works full-time. In 

these circumstances day rurseries and or childminders are the only viable 

solution which provides care for a sufficient number of hours. Nursery 

schools, nursery classes and playgroups are usually only available in 2J hour 

sessions which cannot be fitted into a full tine working schedule without 

a group of friends or relatives willing to help. 

The first variable selected as an indication of need for nursery provision 

was thus the number of married wonen working full-time (i.e. more than 30 

hours per week) with at least one child under five, per 1000 married women 

with children under five. These data should be treated with caution because 

they are derived fron the lO per cent sanple census. Where numbers are small 

in certain areas sampling error is likely to be large and the data will be 

unreliable, but this should not be a problan with the large local authority 

areas considered here. A more important problem may be the tendency for 

working mothers to understate their working hours or sinply refuse to give 

information in the belief that they can avoid enquiries concerning taxation. 

The extent to which this is likely to vary between areas is difficult to 

assess tut may increase in low social status areas. The data in Figure 5 

show the distribution of this variable throughout the English local 

authorities. % far the largest proportions of working mothers occur in the 

London boroughs. The metropolitan districts tend to have higher rates than 

the counties but the pattern is by no means uniform. 
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Another limitation of the data relating to working mothers is ttet they exclude 

the sirgle, widowed, or divorced. This deficiency can partly be overcome with a 

second variable - the number of single-parent families with children, per 1000 

of all families with children. Single-parent families are much more likely to 

have a low income, and a parent working full-time and a correspondingly greater 

need for pre-school care. This variable is shown in Figure 6, Once again the 

London boroughs have proportions that are much higher than the rest of the country. 

In those situations in which mothers do not work, or only on a part-time basis, 

then nursery schools, nursery classes and playgroups are a much more acceptable 

form of provision. In these circumstances it is the child from a poorer low 

status family background who frequently has most to gain fron the stimulation 

which good quality pre-school care can provide, but who sadly is often more likely 

to miss such an experience. The final need indicator was thus the proportion of 

unskilled workers in each local authority as a measure of socio-economic status. 

The relationships between these three 'need' indicators and the indices of pre-

school provision are shown in Table 10. The proportion of working mothers with 

children under five is positively related with all forms of local authority 

provision but especially with the local day nurseries. As might be expected, the 

correlations with the nursery schools and classes and reception classes are small 

since th^e are largely unsuitable for mothers working full-time. Somewhat 

surprising, however, are the small correlations which the number of places 

provided by childminders and private day nurseries. This might result from the 

widespread use of unregistered childminders and the inability of working mothers 

to afford care in private nurseries. Private and voluntary playgroups are 

ne^tively correlated with the proportion of full-time working mothers while total 

provision has a near zero correlation. 

A broadly similar pattern of correlations is revealed ty the proportion of one-

parent families with children but in this case the associations with local 

authority provision are (with the exception of reception classes) much stronger. 

The young children of single-parent families are more likely to be given priority 

status in local day nurseries and this fom of provision has a high positive 

correlation (0.85) with the incidence of single parent families. Nursery schools 

and classes also have a relatively high correlation with single parent families 

but this is likely to result fron the tendency for authorities to provide large 

amounts of both day nurseries ani rursery schools and classes, rather than the 

relevance of the latter for single parent families. In most areas there is 

enormous danani for places in local authority day nurseries and it is of note 

that private day nurseries are also positively correlated with the incidence of 

single parent families. Private playgroups are once again negatively correlated 

with the need variable while childminders have only a small positive association. 
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% M a r r i e d Women 
w i t h C h i l d r e n 
u n d e r 5 Working 
more t h a n 30 h o u r s 

% S i n g l e P a r e n t 
F a m i l i e s w i t h 
C h i l d r e n 

% U n s k i l l e d 
Workers 

PROVIDED BY 
LOCAL AUTHORITY 

1 . N u r s e r y S c h o o l s 

and C l a s s e s .26 

2 . R e c e p t i o n C l a s s e s . 3 7 

3 . Day N u r s e r i e s . 5 9 

4 . T o t a l Local 
A u t h o r i t y . 3 7 

.51 

.28 

.85 

.63 

. 4 4 

.28 

.26 

. 4 5 

PRIVATE AND 
VOLUNTARY SECTORS 

5 . P l a y g r o u p s - . 3 2 

6 . C h i l d m i n d e r s . 2 7 

7 . Day N u r s e r i e s . 24 

8 . T o t a l ( E x c l u d i n g 
R e c e p t i o n C l a s s e s ) .06 

9. T o t a l ( I n c l u d i n g 
R e c e p t i o n C l a s s e s ) . 2 9 

.28 

.21 

. 5 0 

.17 

.41 

- .61 

- . 3 9 

. 1 3 

- , 56 

- .22 

T a b l e l O : C o r r e l a t i o n s be tween i n d i c e s o f need and p r e - s c h o o l p r o v i s i o n i n 

t h e E n g l i s h l o c a l a u t h o r i t i e s 
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The scatter diagrams revealed that London has an important influence upon the 

results. Here large proportions of single parent families are associated with 

large rates of nursery provision but limited numbers of playgroups and child-

minders. 

The correlations between pre-school provision and socio-econcmic status are amorgst 

the most interesting because both the "underclass" hypothesis (Lineberry; 1977) 

and the so called "inverse-care (Ifert, 197 ) would suggest that poorer groups 

in society are least likely to receive services. The evidence derived from a wide 

range of services is rather inconsistent and contradictory but in the pre-school 

field tte aggregate correlations derived for local authorities would support the 

assertion that lower status families are r^ativ^y disadvantaged. The association 

of nursery schools and classes with low status areas arises of course because of 

their historical evolution in the major conurbations as described above. What is 

surprising in this context therefore is tl:Ht the association is not stronger. The 

extent of a linear relationship is diminished by a number of authorities that 

provide relatively small numbers of places in nursery schools and classes in 

relation to their socio-econcmic structure (Humberside, Knowesley, St. Helens 

and Gateshead) and a number of authorities that provide relatively high numbers 

in relation to their need (Merton, Hertfordshire, ]^net, Kingston and Sutton). 

Day nursery provision has an extronely small positive correlation with the 

percentage of unskilled workers. Inner London boroughs,including Tower Relets, 

Southsn-aj'k and Newham,have less day nursery provision tten might be expected given 

their socio-econanic structures but in general thebe is wide variation in the 

extent of day nursety provision which has little connection with social class. 

Indeed, when the London boroughs are rmoved, any relationship with socio-economic 

status disappears almost corpletely. Playgroup provision is negatively correlated 

with socio-econcraic status, these being relatively small amounts of playgroup 

provision in the major conurbations and a similar pattern applies in the case of 

childminders. This might reflect a greater use of unregistered childminders or 

friends and relatives in low status areas. Private day nurseries Inave only a 

weak association with unskilled workers while total provision (excluding rec^tion 

classes) has a strong negative association. 

These results should be interpreted carefully because they refer to relative 

rather than absolute variations in levels of pre-school provision. Scxne areas 

have large amounts of provision conpared with others but still have an overall 

shortfall. There is evidence from these results that in areas where there are 

large proportions of working mothers and single-parent families local authority 

forms of care and in particular local day nurseries have developed on a scale 

larger than elsewhere (even if there is still insufficient supply to meet donard). 

Nevertheless, the overwhelming inpression left by these results is one of 

generally weak correlations between provision and needs indices. This is 
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especially true in the case of private and voluntary forms of provision upon 

which mary mothers are d^endant. To a large degree then these results from an 

aggre^te level confirm those derived fran individual studies. The crucial point 

is that many of the decision making processes responsible for these patterns are 

made at the local authority level and these provide an appropriate and useful 

starting point through which explanation of these patterns may be sought. 

PurthePmore the problen is not simply one of an overall shortfall in pre-schooi 

provision but also one of enormous inequalities in provision levels between 

different areas. 

INTRA AUTHDRITY PATTERNS OF PRE-SCHOOL PROVISION 

Problms of data collection mean that, as with many other types of service, our 

knowledge of relationships being need ani provision in the pre-school field is 

least at the intra-authority level. The section attenpts to ronedy this short-

coming examining geographical variations in pre-school services in the city of 

Southanpton. 

Southampton is a district within the county of Hanpshire - a local authority whose 

pre-school policies are similar to other Conservative controlled southern non-

metropolitan counties. In relation to other non-metropolitan counties Hanpshire 

ranks high in terms of total pre-school provision. However, the county is 

amongst the lowest ranks in terms of both local authority nursery schools and 

nuirsery classes and day nurseries. The vast bulk of the places are to be found 

in playgroups amongst which Hanpshire ranks high, as might be expected given the 

limited state provision. It also ranks high in the ranks of registered child-

minders but has an intermediate position in terms of private nursery places. 

In many respects Ifempshire therefore represents an extreme case of an authority 

which is essentially concerned to promote pre-school provision through the 

private and voluntary means with minimum levels of intervention from the public 

sector. This is reflected in a recent policy document on service provision for 

the under fives (Ifempshire County Council, 1978). The report contains numerous 

conments which recognise in general terms the dimensions of the problem. 

"MDSt of the ... services reach only a small proportion 

of ... children, typically those from the higher socio-

economic families .... To a certain extent the 

geographic distribution of resources is uneven ... The 

families that do not make use of the services are often 

found to be the same families that experience problans 

of low income, poor housing conditions and chronic 

child illness or handicap" (Ifenpshire County Council, 

1978). 

HDwever, it is quite clear that the major thane running through the report is the 

need to minimis: experditure. The rQ)ort contains mary interesting and useful 
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suggestions related to increased coordination between fieldworkesrs and the need 

for greater parental education and involvorient in pre-sctool services. Neverthe-

less, there is a careful avoidance of any policies which would raise expenditure 

or any explicit consideration of whether the types of measures outlined above are 

adequate to meet the scale of the problons. 

The priority objective of the report is stated as; 

"To help those parents with children under five years of age 

to fulfil and enjoy their parental role to the maximum" 

(Hampshire County Council, 1978, 2). 

The prime orphasis of services is seen as developing the involvement of parents 

with their children in the "family setting". The major inplication of this 

stance is that little or nothing will be done to encourage mothers with children 

under five to return to work. Ehphasis is placed upon the encouraganent of 

private and voluntary foims of provision through playgroups and mother and 

toddler groups. In those cases in which the mother wishes to return to work the 

document endorses the policy of central goverrment which is to promote 'low cost' 

care through childminders rather than in day nurseries. The role of the latter 

is seen very much as a residual one in those cases in which 'parental care is 

no longer available, or is judged to be highly prejudicial to the child's 

safety ani development'. 

A second objective of the report is: 

"To help every child to realise to the full his or ther 

development potential". 

Again however, there is no e)q)licit consideration of the value of the favoured 

voluntary services in meeting this role in comparison with alternative forms of 

provision. The report acknowledges that "In Hanpshire the County Council has not 

in recent years allocated resources to allow ar̂ y significant expansion of nursery 

education". It is also acknowledged that in view of the central policy that 

nursery education be expaned for 3 and 4 year olds that ... "it will be necessary 

in the years ahead - when hopefully financial constraints are a little easier 

than they are at present - to extend nursery education to meet goverrment policy 

guidelines". However, this requiranent is expressed in rather negative terms and 

no great enthisiasra or commitment to the policy is e)^ressed. 

Table 11 shows the distribution of pre-school services within the major urban 

centres of Ifenpshire. Southanpton provides rather more day nursery and nursery 

schools tten other areas (although its level of provision is far behind Portsmouth) 

but provides lower levels of childminders and playgroups. Southanpton and 

Portsmouth also have the largest concentrations of poor social conditions in the 

county and are under-represented in terms of the higher incone groups. The 

inequalities in pre-scbDol provision at the inter-authority level would therefore 

seen to be rplicated at the intra-̂ authority scale with playgroups and other forms 

of voluntary provision positively related with higher socio-econcraic status. 



T a b l e 11: V a r i a t i o n s i n P r e - S c h o o l P r o v i s i o n w i t h i n Hampshi re 

LOCATION PLACES IN 
DAY NURSERIES 

PLACES IN 
NURSERY SCHOOL 

PLAYGROUPS CHILDMINDERS 

POPULATION* 
( 1 0 0 0 s ) 

TOTAL RATE 
1000 

PER 
POP 

TOTAL RATE 
1000 

PER 
POP 

TOTAL RATE PER 
1000 POP 

TOTAL RATE PER 
1000 POP 

SOUTHAMPTON 2 2 1 . 7 90 0 . 4 0 367 1 . 7 3 1827 8 . 2 4 444 2 . 0 0 

PORTSMOUTH 1 9 1 . 2 215 1 . 1 2 566 2 . 9 1 1524 7 . 9 7 644 3 . 3 7 

BASINGSTOKE 127 30 0 . 2 4 58 0 . 3 8 2384 1 8 . 7 7 655 5 . 1 5 

ANDOVER 9 3 . 6 - - 52 0 . 2 8 1529 1 6 . 3 3 387 4 . 1 3 

WINCHESTER 9 1 . 4 - - 37 0 . 1 3 1512 1 6 . 5 4 175 1 . 9 1 

4=-
4=-

( * S o u r c e Hampshi re County C o u n c i l ) 
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PATTERNS OP PROVISION WITHIN SOUTHAMPTON 

Figure 7 shows the geographical distribution of pre-school facilities within the 

district of Soithanpton. The to this map serves to enphasise the enormous 

diversity of services, and to appreciate the differences in location of facilities 

it is necessary to consider the various types separately. 

Figure 8 shows the distribution of officially registered childninders within the 

city. This must be regarded as only a 'snapshot' of the distribution at one 

particular point in time, since the number and location of registered minders 

fluctuates considerably in a short period. This reflects the desire of mary 

minders to undertake the job for a short period (possibly while their own children 

are young) but also many short-term variations in the demand for minders in 

different areas. Nevertheless, the overall pattern at ary period is likely to 

replicate the most notable feature of Figure 8 - the high degree of clustering. 

It is known that many minders are prompted into this type of work by donand from 

saneone in the iirmediate vicinity (Bruner, 1980) and there would clearly seem to 

be some kind of 'neighbourhood effect' in operation here. It may also be that 

knowledge of the requironent to register with the local authority is unevenly 

distributed. The largest numbers of minders are to be found on the peripheral 

local authority estates. Anecdotal evidence suggests that these are the areas 

with large numbers of single-parent families and thus a high local danand for 

care, but th%r are also areas where there are women (many with young children) 

vftio find that minding is one of the few ways they can supplement their income. 

Ifowever, not all the children, and in many cases not the majority, come of 

the immediate locality of council estates. Interviews with local authority 

organisers and minders suggests that mary minders cater for the children of 

working professional parents. Sane of these live outside the Southanpton 

district and travel sane distance each day to receive day care. In this instance 

it is also interesting to note that mary of these local authority housing areas 

are in peripheral locations close to higher status estates. The spread of 

minders around the University is generally accepted as related to the large 

proportion of working wanen with small children employed on the campus. 

Conversely, near the city centre there is a distinct absence of registered 

childminders. This is also the area which has the largest concentration of 

inmigrant groups, young children and a tradition of mothers taking up paid 

srployment. There is a concentration of state-funded day nurseries and nursery 

classes in this area (Figure 9) but it is probable that the use of unregistered 

childminders is also greatest in this district. It is also possible that there 

is a greater degree of care by local relatives. 

Finally, Figure 10 shows that the distribution of voluntary playgroups is 

clustered, but generally well distributed throughout the city. This reflects 

to a large degree the vigour and enthusiasm of the Pre-Schools Playgroups 



F i g 7 

T h e d i s t r i b u t i o n o f D a y - C a r e f a c i l i t i e s 

f o r t h e U n d e r - F i v e s I n S o u t h a m p t o n 

Day nursery 

Childmindei 

First school 

Pre-en:ry class 

Private nursery school 

First school arxl nursery class 

Handicapped class 

Clinic 

Hospital play-group 

Halt play-group 

Mother and toddler group 

Scope group 

Home play-group 

S o c i a l S e r v i c e s 

E d u c a t i o n 

H e a i t h 

V o l u n t a r y 
S e r v i c e s 

T h e d i s t r i b u t i o n o f L o c a l A u t h o r i t y D a y N u r s e r i e s 

a n d C h l l d m i n d e r s I n S o u t h a m p t o n 

S Day nursery l 
Socia l S e r v i c e s 

Chtldminder J 

F i g 8 



F i g 9 

The distr ibut ion of Educat ional S e r v i c e s 
for t h e Under -F ives In S o u t h a m p t o n 

^ First school 

Q Pre-entry class 

(?) Private nursery school 

^ First school and nursery class 

( D Handicapped class 

- Education 

km 

The distr ibution of Voluntary S e r v i c e s 
for the Under -F ives In S o u t h a m p t o n 

AA 

A HaH pi ay-group 

A Mother and toddler group 

A Scope group 

^ Home olay-group 

- Voluntary Services 

F i g 10 



48 

Association in attempting to ensure an even geographical spread of facilities. 

Interviews with playgroup organisers indicates that the availability of suitable 

pranises was a crucial factor. Virtually all the playgroups are located in 

church halls and ccanmunity centres. Playgroup organisers suggested that the 

areas where it is often most difficult to provide playgroups are the new 

peripheral estates in the private sector which have a high birth rate and high 

danand for care, but frequently lack suitable premises. 

Quantitative support for these inferences is provided ty Table 12 which shows the 

sinple correlations between indices of pre-school provision and corresponding 

measures of need for these services, at a ward level in Southampton. Early 

results from the 198I Census made it possible to select measures of married 

women and single-parent families working either full-time or part-time with at 

least one child aged between 0 to 4 years. At the time of writing, results were 

not available for the socio-econcmic status of areas but indices of housing 

structure ani for car ownership provided an alternative yardstick of social 

composition. 

These results should be treated carefully since many of the facilities were on 

the border of wards and these are in any case large and relatively 

hetereogeneous spatial units. However, such was the corplexity of service 

centres with conplex overlapping catchnent areas that re-calculation of 

alternative catchment areas on the basis of enumeration districts was not 

considered to be an efficient or desirable research strategy. The simple 

i.ard-based correlations should therefore provide a broad measure of the 

correspondence between overall service levels and the social structure of the 

city. 

The concentration of nursery units in the inner city areas means that the number 

of session places in both playgroups and nurseries ccmbined are strongly 

associated with married women working fhll-time with children aged 0-4, the 

proportion of immigaants fran the New Ccranonwealth, private renting, households 

lacking amenities and the absence of a car. This r^licates the broad pattern 

observed previously at the inter-authority and inter county level. However, 

these nursery and playgroup facilities are better suited to mothers working 

part-time rather than full-time and it is noticeable that married women and 

single parents working part-time have negative associations with this "total 

provision" variable. Furthermore, when the total number of children rather 

than session places are considered,these negative correlations increase in 

magnitude. The number of childminders is positively associated with both 

married wonen and single parent families working full time with at least one 

child aged between 0-4,but the coefficients are, as with most of the remaining 

variable, rather small. 
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Number of session 
places in nursery 
classes and play-
groups per 1000 
pop. 0-4. 

Number of children 
attending nursery 
classes and play-
groups per 1000 
pop. 0-4. 

Number of child-
minders per 1000 
pop. 0-4. 

Married women 
working full-time 
with at least one 
child aged between 
0-4. 

fferried women 
working part-time 
with at least one 
child aged between 
0-4. 

Single-parents with 
at least one child 
aged between 0-4. 

Single parents 
working full-time 
with at least one 
child aged between 
0-4. 

Single parents 
working part-time 
with at least one 
child aged between 
0-4. 

Proportion of 
population New 
Cormonwealth 
immigrants 

Proportion of 
private households 

owner occupied 

rented frcxn council 

privately rented 
(furnished and 
unfVimished) 

lacking bath and 
inside W.C. 

without the use of 
a car 

.59 

- . 2 2 

- . 1 6 

-.00 

-.09 

0.81 

-.24 

-.34 

.78 

.55 

.65 

.20 

.19 

-.37 

-.46 

- .22 

.00 

-.03 

-.09 

.19 

.87 

.10 

.30 

-.26 

.13 

-.14 

.37 

-.25 

.02 

.42 

-.37 

Table 12 Correlations between indices of need and provision for pre-school 
services in Southanpton wards (N=15) 
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In the case of playgroups there are differing results depending upon the measure 

of provision used (Table 13). For exanple, although the total number of children 

attending playgroup facilities is negatively related with ethnic status, the 

number of session places available is positively related (albeit mildly) with 

this variable. Overall playgroups are negatively associated with areas with 

large proportions of local authority housing and over-represented in the inner 

wards with larger proportions of privately rented acccramodation lacking amenities. 

Although, in absolute terns, the peripheral estate areas often have considerable 

places, these are relatively small in relation to the large numbers of children 

below five. Other variables relating to single-parent families, car ownership, 

an3 owner occupied housing have small and inconsistent associations. 

Another method enployed to gauge equality of access to pre-school facilities was 

to examine the location of all enumeration districts whose centroid was more than 

half a mile fron either a playgroup or a nursery class (see Figure 11). Various 

threshold distances were considered including 1 kilonetre, but although mary 

parents walk considerable distances to visit the playgroup of their choice, a hsilf 

mile was comidarelto be the maximum desirable limit on a cold and wet winters 

day before lunch. Such is the spread of pre-school facilities in Southampton 

that only 49 of the 450 enumeration districts lie outside the half mile threshold. 

There is sane tendency for these enumeration districts to predominate in 

peripheral wards while the inner areas are relatively accessible to facilities. 

However, given the tendency for playgroups to concentrate in centres with suitable 

premises, the least accessible areas just happen to be in the 'watersheds' between 

these clusters of playgroups and nursery classes. It is hardly surprising 

therefore that these districts have little in caimon in terms of their housing 

and social ccxrposition. Taken as a whole they have slightly less children below 

five, fewer owner occupiers, comonwealth imnigrants and car owning households 

than the Southampton average, bit the differences are not inportant. Indeed, a 

detailed comparison of the enumeration districts in each ward in comparison with 

the ward average revealed considerable variations lAich would undermine the view 

that certain areas are systematically disadvantaged in terms of obtaining access 

to pre-school facilities. 

At this finest scale of analysis much of the regularity previously observed in 

the geographical distribution of facilities at the inter-urban scale ter^ to 

break down. Superficially there is some correspondence of state nursery provision 

in the poorest inner-city areas but, as elsewhere, the whole system is dominated 

tv the private and voluntary sectors. Here the efforts of the Pre-School 

Playgroups Association have ensured that there is no gross inequality in provision 

levels between areas which would support any "underclass" hypothesis. The most 

suitable type of explanation in this context might be termed 'ecological' or 



^brried wonen working 
part-time with at least 
om child aged between 
0-4. 

Single parents working 
part-time with at least 
one child aged between 
0-4. 

Proportion of population 
New Ccranonwealth 
iirmigrants 

Proportion of private 
households: 

owner occupied 

rented from council 

privately rented 
(furnished and unfurnished) 

lacking bath or inside W.C. 

withDut the use of a car 

51 

Number of session 
places in plsygroups 
per 1000 population 
0-4. 

.08 

.05 

.30 

.06 

-.51 

.65 

.51 

.06 

Number of children 
attendir® playgroups 
per iOOO population 
0-4. 

.25 

-.25 

-.28 

-.18 

-.16 

.10 

.82 

- .21 

Table 13 Correlations between indices of need and playgroup provision in 
Southanpton wards (N=15) 
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related to the physical and spatial structure of areas. As in the case of certain 

health care facilities, it is the peripheral estates which lack facilities, largely 

because of the absence of suitable pranises. Th^ also tend to be sanewhat further 

from the older centres, with their abundance of church halls, where facilities 

tend to cluster. Conversely, the donographic structure of peripheral estates 

results in a large proportion of children requiring pre-school services. This may 

however, be a time lag effect as service provision adjusts to a more decentralised 

city form. In Southanpton there has been a considerable improvement in pre-school 

service provision in certain peripheral areas as carmunity centres and schools 

have caught up with the initial wave of residential construction. 

What is clear from interviews with various individuals however, is that the syston 

of pre-school care is ccxiplex, inter-dependent and to a large degree vulnerable 

and fragile. The structure is dependent upon a great deal of cooperation, hard 

work and often make-shift organization which can easily be threatened by relatively 

small events such as loss of particularly enthusiastic organisers, a sudden drcp 

in local demand,cr difficulties in obtaining local pranises. These factors create 

a close inter-dependence between various forms of service at the micro-level. 

However, documentation of such processes, together with details of need, donand 

and supply, are virtually impossible throughout a large area such as Southampton 

without an enormous research team which would JBve to engage in almost clandestine 

research methods (Jackson and Jackson, 1980). 

EXPLANATORy FRAMEWORKS 

The crucial issue facing urban analysts is how to explain such variations in 

service provision. This is a daunting task not only because of the numerous 

scales or levels at which inequalities may be identified but also because of the 

numerous theoretical perspectives available. Nevertheless, in Britain there has 

been a growing recognition of three broad positions - the 'pluralist', 

'managerialist' and 'structuralist', to which in the case of pre-school services 

must also be added the 'faninist' perspective. What then do these approaches 

have to offer as explamtions of pre-school services? 

PLURALISM 

The pluralist view is based upon an analogy with private markets. Local politics 

is envisaged as a political marketplace in which politicians respond to the 

wishes of the public. Pluralists argue these responses will not reflect any 

overall class bias for the local state is a neutral arbiter between competing 

interests. This diversity of interest groups is seen as a guarantor of broad 

equality of outcomes,for individuals will find themselves in very different and 

non-overlapping groups according to different issues. Coupled to this are the 

ever present periodic elections through which politicians may be brought to 

account. 
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This perspective has been subject to enormous criticism in the past for reasons 

#]ich are by now well known, although recently there has been a restatement of 

pluralist positions in scmewhat revised form. Saunders (1979) for exanple, makes 

a distinction between the corporate and non-corporate (or pluralist) sectors of 

state policy making. The corporate sector is concerned with production and 

involves the state taking a directive role in coryunction with big business and 

organised labour. The 'pluralist' sector is mainly concerned with social 

consumption and involves the state responding to pressures from the locality for 

housing, social services and the like. 

As shown above, local authority services for the under-fives have developed to 

the greatest extent in the cities with the greatest need for these services and 

this might suggest that the authorities have responded in sane measure to 'demands' 

from the local envirorment. Prominent amongst the high providers are metrcpolitan 

districts in the North and Midlands including M^hester, Salford, Barnsley, Bolton, 

Rotherham, Walsall, Liverpool and Newcastle. This pattern serves to enphasise 

historical factors and past decisions affecting current distributions. Ihe donand 

for care was inevitably greater in the northern textile towns with large 

proportions of women at work in the factories. The pattern is also replicated to 

seme degree within Hanpshire and within Southampton. 

Saunders (1979) cites as the best exanple of a successful canpaign by a pressure 

group the campaign for a day nursery in an area of Croydon. This authority has 

an extranely low level of local authority provision but the protesters managed 

to obtain a new day-care centre. Saunders notes how, despite demonstrations, the 

campaign organisers managed a careful balance between conciliation and coercion. 

They were carefUl not to use ary tactic which could have been defined by the 

local authority as irresponsible or illegitimate. 

Nevertheless in genaial terms it is difficult to find much evidence fof the 

effectivehess of pressure groups affecting the level of pre-school service in 

Britain. Indeed, the evidence presented early in the introduction indicated a 

wide disparity between the wishes of mothers and the attitudes of policy makers. 

It must therefore be concluded tlmt despite considerable strength of feeling in 

favour of more pre-school provision, mothers lack sufficient 'purchasing power' 

of both an economic and political kind to achieve their objectives. In the 

private sector, with the exception of a small minority, most parents are unable 

to ccnmand incomes sufficient to pay the cost of full-time nursery care so that 

such facilities are limited in Britain. Within the political sphere mothers lack 

sufficient organisation to mobilise for a widespread system of pre-school services. 

Looking after young children is typically a time consuming, exhausting and isolated 

activity and as such tends to inhibit collective organisation for political ends. 

Although many womo' 's groups have been fonned in the last decade these are 

typified by a concern with a diverse set of aims,Including 'consciousness raising'. 
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which are not always overtly concerned with govemnent policy. Many groins have 

purposely distanced thanselves from conventional policies and have tended to 

build their own alternatives (Crote and Hewitt, 198O). This is not to argue that 

wanen are not involved in local campaigns for nurserys, playgroups and the like. 

Indeed these are the canpaigns th^r are most likely to be found in, although as 

Ifermer (1977) points out, paradoxically this serves to cohflm their primary 

definition as child minders. 

Saunders (1979) notes that the successful day nursery canpaign in Croydon was 

largely or^nised and supported by middle class residents could invest the 

considerable time, money and effort necessary to influence the local council. He 

also observes that in overall terms the new day nurseiy was relatively 

insignificant; the overall low level of nursery provision in the borough was 

unaffected. Indeed, it could be argued that this carrpaign was successful at the 

expense of others in more needy but politically disorganised areas. 

Generally speaking, however, even the middle classes have been unable to reap 

significant rewards fron tte political system in tenns of pre-school provision. 

In Southampton the widespread growth of the voluntary playgroup movonent was 

largely a response to the lack of nursery education. Thus playgroups were 

initially seen as some fom of interim arrangement until extensive nursery 

education could be developed. The playgroup movement was not an aggressive 

canpaign for well developed facilities but rather a patient wait until a state 

initiative onerged. Thus many of the members readily accepted the reasons 

forwarded by the local authorities why extensive State provision was not possible. 

Since then many of those involved in the playgroup movement have accepted that 

the Pre-School playgroups movenent - with its oiphasis upon parental involvement -

has advantages that the State system cannot provide. Indeed, the movement is 

now actively encouraged by local authorities through the provision of paid 

organisers and the provision of premises. Mary would undoubtedly still like a 

system of state nursery education with purpose-built premises and trained staff 

but there is a widespread recognition that this would be 'expensive' and that the 

'country cannot afford it'. Participation in the voluntary sector has therefore 

served to reinforce the existing lack of provision, legitimising the existing 

syston without securing ary major concessions. In this context it should be 

noted that the Nursery Schools Association founded in 1923 has gradually become 

less visionary in its aspirations as it has been incorporated into policy making. 

It is therefore hardly sur{)rising that SauhdetMs qualifies his 'pluralist' sector 

(in which the state responds to pressures from the locality) with the observation 

that these pressures are mediated by bureaucratic definitions of what is possible 

and the financial corstraints inposed ty both the local reserve base and central 

control. 
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MANAGEKTALISM 

It has not been the purpose of this paper to systOTatically evaluate tte 

managerialist thesis but there is enou^ evidence to suggest that this has more 

to offQT* than pluralism as an explanation of spatial variations in pre-school 

services. Pahl's original (1970) version of managerialism has of course been 

subject to considerable criticism and some amendment over the years. Managers are 

no longer seen as 'ind^oident variables' but'key agents' mediating between the 

private ani public sectors with resources whose overall scale is determined by the 

corporatist tendencies of central govemnent (Pahl, 1977). Nevertheless, the 

importance given to local discretion in the relevant pre-school legislation 

suggests that this is a field where key officials have been crucial in determining 

levels of resource allocation. 

One of the most inportant criticisms of the early managerialist approach was that 

it ignored the issue of tte relative inportance of paid officials and local 

councillors. Certainly the ideologies of the two major political parties which 

have cone to daninate local politics canrwt be discourted when considering pre 

school services. Generally speaking, the Labour Party, with its ideology of 

state provision, has been in favour of local authority day nurseries and nursery 

schools. It was this tradition of 'municipal socialism' and public provision which 

did much to facilitate the response in the northern industrial towns as documented 

previously. In contrast, as dononstrated by Hampshire,Conservative councillors 

have generally been against state provision of pre-school services on the grounds 

that it will require unnecessary public expenditure. The argument is often used 

that nothing should be done to encourage worien with young children to return to 

work, although this is a stand also taken by many labour councillors. 

Whatever the influence of local politicians there are still grounds (and some 

evidence) for believing that local managers do have considerable Influence upon 

both the overall level of pre-school services in an authoMty and the distribution 

of facilities to specific neighbourhoods within the authority. Mary would today 

assert that the majority of local politicians and junior officials have a 

relatively little evidence upon policy making whereas the activities of chief 

officers and the chairman of sub-conmittees is crucial. Certainly ELackstone's 

(1971) evidence noted previously regarding the influence of the chief education 

officer upon nursery school provision in Hertfordshire must be one of the best 

documented examples of local managerial influences in operation. In this context 

it is also interesting to note that Cusden (1937) in a much earlier study 

attributed the variations in levels of nursery education to: 

" the vision of an enlightened director here, the 

driving power of an enthusiastic local organiser there, 

and the tireless devotion of a group of teachers else-

where " (Cusden, 1937, 25). 



57 

She also indicates that the early rapid progress made in Bradford and Manchester 

was largely the result of their active Directors of Education. 

The influence of intermediate and lower level personnel upon service outcomes is 

likely but much more difficult to demonstrate. The extent to which departmaital 

rules and conventions provide guidelines and give discretion to lower level 

officers is likely to vary between local authorities and between d^)artments within 

local authorities. Webster (1977) notes that the nature of service organisation 

and the way in which this is delivered to areas may affect the nature of provision. 

It may be that different practices are etiployed in different social services 

divisions and that the provision of services is shaped by professional and personal 

attitudes and values rather than the needs and preferences of neighbourhoods. A 

good deal of the local authority work in this context is regulatory, inspecting 

standards of childminders and nurseries. There is a good deal of anecdotal 

evidence concerning the attitude of such fieldworkers to facilities but systematic 

analysis of their iirpact awaits further study. 

Today most researchers who point to the influaice of local agents tpon resource 

allocations would also accept that the activities of there persons must be in-

corporated into some broader framework of political economy (Williams, 1982). 

In so attoipting to explain the position of pre-school services in advanced 

capitalist economies one is faced with two basic types of explanation - the neo-

marxist, and the feminist approaches - with various sub-divisions, hybrids and 

combinations of radical, liberal and socialist faninist theory. 

NEO-MARXIST EXPLANATIONS 

Contmporary neo-roarxist theories stress the role of the state and its local 

r^resentatives in supporting the capitalist mode of production. One of the most 

widely cited examples is O'Connors (1973) distinction between 'social investment', 

'social consunption' and 'social expenses'. Social investment (such as roads) and 

social consunption consumption (such as housing) are seen as forms of expenditure 

by the state which are necessaiy to maintain the rate of profit in the private 

sector. In contrast, social expenses (such as education) do not directly affect 

capital accummulation tut are envisaged as necessary to maintain social cohesion 

and to legitimise the existing social order by offsetting problems which would 

threaten its ideological stability. 

Clearly, these functions need not be exclusive to particular types of expenditure 

or service. Ihus pre-school services might be envisaged as a part of social 

consunption lowering the costs of class reproduction; but like social expenses 

might perfom a legitimising role of 'buying off popular discontent and 

inculcating values to the very young. Nevertheless, this does not invalidate the 

core of O'Connor's argument which is that conflicts and tensions arise because of 
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the need to satisfy these differing functions. In particular, welfare policies 

designed to create popular support for the system may undermine social investnrent 

which is directly necessary to maintain profitability in the private sector. 

As Saunders (1979) points out, one does not have to be a Marxist to accept this 

type of taxonomy or to see the numerous conflicts of interest which merge in 

the modem state - indeed, such problons are a major concern of liberal and 

conservative perspectives. The crucial issue is whether one envisages these 

functions as inevitably tied to the interests of capital or some notion of the 

'collective national interest'. What makes pre-school services so interesting 

in this context is that their form and extent varies so enormously between 

different capitalist economies. Many western European societies with their 

extensive services stand in marked contrast to the lack of provision in Britain 

and the United States. Sweden has especially well developed facilities and Adams 

and Winston (1980) argue that the syston there has more in comnon with China than 

N. America. In Britain pre-school services have been particularly vulnerable to 

expenditure cuts aimed at diverting resources away from consunption and into 

investment. 

The Marxist response to such variations in provision between capitalist economies 

is, in essence, to argue that the class struggle can take various forms in 

different places at different tlims. The contradictions between the need for 

social consunption and social investment necessary for profitable production are 

claimed to produce lacunae in vast areas of consunption. Offe (1972) argues that; 

"This seons to be symytonatic of a phase of capitalist 

developmait in which areas of crisis peripheral to the 

central group of problons however, segregated and 

insignificant they may be within the institutional system, 

are hindered frcan generating further disturbances to the 

system ...... This would mean that the pauperism of the 

early capitalist proletariat has given way to the modem 

pauperism of depressed areas; the areas of education, 

transportation, housing and health which affect the entire 

population are obvious cases in point. Institutions that 

are marginal to the mainstream of life, such as the pre-

school socializing phase, unenployment, old age after 

retironent, mentally ill and criminals are further 

exanples (orphasis added, Offe, 1972, 102). 

It follows therefore that within capitalist economies, low levels of pre-school 

provision, the ease with which plans for expansion may be reduced or abandoned, 

and the vulnerability of existing services to closure, is made possible because 

these services are not directly responsible or necessary for maintaining profit 



59 

accumulation in the same manner as roads or public utilities. In oomnunist 

societies with a strong need for fonale labour to support the productive 

infrastructure a widespread syston of nurseries is more often provided. In 

capitalist economies however, widespread fanale employment has only been necessary 

to ensure national survival in times of war. Female participation in the paid 

workforce is of course inportant in capitalist economies in times of peace but, 

although the state has intervened to provide accommodation for those in most need, 

and is ostensibly concamed to provide certain minimum standards, there is an 

avoidance of responsibility for the working mother. 

Thus Offe argues 

"The capacity for conflict refers to the capacity of an 

organisation or the corresponding functional group, to 

collectively refuse to perform, or to present a plausible 

threat of such a refusal to the system in a relevant way. 

A collection of status groups and functional groups is 

indeed organizable but not capable of conflict 

Groups consisting of housewives,secondary school pupils, 

college students,the unemployed, the mentally ill, and 

ethnic minorities may be cited as exanples. The capacity 

of these groups to bring their influence successfully to 

bear is small in as much as their functional utility is 

minimal" (emphasis added, Offe 1976, 87 )• 

The major problon with such explanations based on the 'needs of capital' is that 

in one sense they explain 'everything and nothing' for there is little or no 

specific indication of pre-school services should vary so considerably between 

societies. Indeed, there would seem to be no reason wty capitalism should be 

associated with any particular level of pre-school provision. Humphries (1977) 

argues that it is possible to envisage a system of state childrearing agencies 

which would benefit fron econcxnies of scale arxi which could provide the 'docile' 

workforce in a similar manner to that currently provided by the family. Although 

undeniably expensive, the centralisation of support involved in the substitution 

of state for family services would give capital greater control over the 

administration of resources which could be streamlined in the interests of capital 

production. Barrett (1980) claims it has yet to be danonstrated that capitalism 

could not survive without the present systan of domestic labour and chlldrmring, 

and that explanations based around the smooth r^roduction of capitalist social 

relations run the risk of ignoring conflict and political struggle. 

Furthermore, Saunders (1979) argues that these theories face the same problems as 

functionalist sociology in eixplaining causes in terms of effects. Low levels of 

pre-school provision in Britain may be compatible with class interests but there 
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is little evidence that the policy was deliberate created with these interests 

in mind. Concern was expressed at the time of the Boer War about the poor quality 

of British conscripts and inadequate nutrition and poor childrearing standards in 

the working class were blamed (Lewis, 198O). Thus merged the cairpaign to 

"glorifV, dignify and purify motherhood" which included infant welfare clinics, 

h^ilth visitors and hospital facilities for women and infants. These policies 

were based upon the underlying assunption that needs were due to individual moral 

failure than broader social conditions - hence the emphasis upon education. 

This focus upon motherhood strengthened the role of wonen in the hone and helped 

to undermine the needs for pre-school provision. Hall (1979) argues that the 

ideology of domesticity was strongly advocated by the evangelical movanent and 

initially adopted by the new bourgeoisie during the rapid industrialisation of 

Britain between 178O and I830. This ideology was not primarily developed to 

subordinate wanen in the hcane but was subsequently moulded by economic forces to 

achieve this end when disseminated amongst the workiiig classes. 

In a similar vein Barrett notes that although industrial capitalism brought about 

sweeping changes in the position of women many changes related to the increased 

possibilities of divorce and the rise of notions of romantic love are less 

plausibly related to specifically capitalist modes of production (Barrett, 198O). 

Other developments such as protective legislation for working women and the limited 

growth of pre-school services are not explicable strictly within the logic of 

capitalist development. The initial state involvement in nursery education also 

arose from a concern with health needs but there is little indication that this 

policy was primarily motivated with the interests of business in mind. Indeed, 

following in the wake of the Factory Acts the early legislation introducing 

educational provision threatened the profitability of the private sector by 

removing a cheap source of labour. The introduction of the relatively early 

starting age of 5 meant that education would be accaiplished quickly and children 

of ten would be able to enter the workforce (Blackstone, 1971). Although nursery 

education may have contributed to the creation of a healthier workforce the 

initial inpetus came from the zeal of the early social reformers - teachers, 

social workers and Medical Officers of Health. Similarly,in the 1960s when the 

value of pre-school experience was rediscovered >the primary movers were not 

industrialists concerned to create a workforce more conpatible with the needs of 

industry but educationalists, psychologists and social reformers attempting to 

create greater equality of opportunity. 

FEMINIST APPROACHES 

The factor conspicuously absent fron these Neo-Marxist theories of the state is 

the role of women in society and it is therefore to feminist approaches that one 

must turn for further elaboration of the role of pre-school services. Such 

approaches suggest that pre-school services are vulnerable and limited in scope 
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because the role of vfcmen in modern industrialised societies is primarily 

identified with looking after children in the hcxne (Oakley, 1972). This 'fsnale' 

role within the family is not biologically linkaJ with motherhood but is a 

culturally ascribed 'gender-role'. Thus 

"Par from being womans "natural" role, the allocation 

of the responsibility for the full-time care of pre-

school children to the biological mother alone is a 

pehnonenon peculiar to twentieth century industrial 

society" (Ginsberg, 1977, 75). 

In pre-industrial Britain the family was the main unit of production and wcmen 

undertook a wide range of functions to support their families (Oakley, 1974). 

Industrial capitalism called for the concentration of economically productive 

effort into large organisations outside the family and this led to the distinction 

between the private world of economically non-productive work and the public world 

of wage earning work. Thus, as described previously, the role of wanen became 

focused upon childrearing durirg the course of the nineteenth century. In recent 

years increasing numbers of wcmm, many with young children, have taken up paid 

Qiployment outside the hone. Nevertheless, for a variety of reasons, including 

inadequate child-care facilities, a generally unequal division of labour in the 

hone, socialisation into conventional gender roles and discrimination against women 

by atployers and trade unions, wanen are severely constrained in the forms of 

employment they can obtain, typically being restricted to low paid semi-c. or 

unskilled occupations, frequently on a part-time basis with little security of 

aiployment. 

A radical faninist perspective suggests that at the root of this oppressed 

position is the systen of patriarchy. This is generally defined as a system of 

male suĝ ranacy which pre-dates capitalism having existed in many diverse forms 

for thousands of years. It is maintained by sexist ideology, this being defined 

as situations where differences between men and women are consistently otphasised 

to the detriment of women (Allen and Barker, 1976). 

The case for the influeice of patriarchy as a determinant of pre-school services 

is put forcefully by Hughes and Associates 

" those who hold political and econanic power are pre-

dcaninantly men with little understanding of the realities 

of motherhood and no day-to-day responsibilities thanselves 

for pre-school children. Imagine the reaction of govern-

ment and employers to a situation where all civil servants, 

managers and professional men with pre-school children 

suddenly found themselves actually responsible for tte 

daily care of their children. Would th^ be left to make 

their own arrangements as best they could? Or be given 
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an outdated list of childminders and be told to find a 

vacancy as best they could? Or be told to chose between 

a family and a career? Or would nursery schools and 

anploymmt measures suddenly becane a major item on the 

political and econcmic agenda, an essential feature of 

the industrial strategy, while ccnpary nurseries arxi child 

care allowances joined the conpary car and BUPA membership 

and help with school fees as a standard fringe benefit?" 

(Hughes et al 1980). 

This emphasis upon patriarchal forms of power relationships suggests a more 

general form of explanation which is applicable to pre-school services than tte 

'needs of capitalism' arguments. Given tlmt gender divisions preceded the rise 

of capitalism,these divisions (and the position of pre-school services) would not 

necessarily be altered by a transformation of capitalist modes of production. In 

the case of the syston of patriarchy, however, any radical transformation must 

inevitably have a crucial inpact upon pre-school facilities. 

Of course, pre-school services are only one aspect of the oppression of wanen. 

The wcm© 's liberation movement has a wide range of other concerns including 

equal pay and opportunities, abortion on danand, adequate birth control facilities 

and the stereotyped representation of wonen in advertising. It is therefore 

possible to have extensive pre-school services but considerable dimensions of 

inequality between men and women on other spheres. For example, in many communist 

societies despite widespread nursery provision,there is typically a highly unequal 

division of labour between men and women both in the hOTie and in the formal 

economy. A similar situation exists in capitalist economies in whdch extensive 

nurseries have been provided. In Sweden there is evidence that the expansion of 

services for working mothers may have served to reinforce occupational segregation 

ana sexual stereotypes between men and wanen. The development of nurseries, home-

helps and other welfare services has created a strata of relatively low paid 

public sector jobs primarily undertaken by women performing the tasks they have 

traditionally undertaken on an unpaid basis in the home - cooking, cleaning and 

child care (Adams and Winston, 1980). Nevertheless, the importance of adequate 

child care is crucial, for while alone not sufficient, it is a necessary condition 

for greater sexual equality. As Adams and Winston (1980) note, women are currently 

caught in a viscious circle. Husbands and policy makers see wcmens role as 

secondary, and economically this is the case. In this situation wanen will 

continue to identify thonselves primarily with donestic responsibilities. A 

rearrangement of household roles will not therefore emerge until both husband and 

wife identify t hens elves as both breadwinner and hanemaker,but women cannot expect 

to obtain more than relatively marginal jobs until th^ receive help with these 

domestic responsibilities. The logical conclusion from this situation must be 
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that womens participation in the workforce cannot await a massive change of 

attitudes to household responsibilities (such a policy would in ary case not help 

the growing numbers of single parent families). It will only come about when 

women have more than marginal jobs and this is critically d^enient î xjn adequate 

child care. 

There is enornraus controversy at present as to how this may be achieved. The 

crucial issue is the extent to vMch the oppression of women is ind^endent of 

the material econanic factors or grounded in ideology. Liberal foninists have 

Qiphasised the ideological basis of women's oppression and believe that social 

equality can be achieved within deirocratic capitalist societies without a class 

revolution. Socialist feminists have tended to stress a material analysis in 

which the struggle of women is part of the broader struggle against the dominant 

nrode of production. This controversy has led to many attempts at a fusion 

between the perspectives of gender and class. There is now a growing recognition 

that although patriarchy existed prior to the rise of industrial capitalism, this 

in turn shaped patriarchal relations in crucial ways. There was not a ccnplete 

break with the past for there had always been a degree of separation between work 

and family before the Industrial Revolution - not all work was done in or near 

the home and wonen did a great deal of work concerned with the care of children. 

Indeed, the beginning of the Industrial Revolution pronpted a rise in home 

working as the newly mechanised industries required increased capacity in other 

uimechanised sectors. Nevertheless, vtet distinguished the rise of capitalism 

was the privatisation of danestic labour by wanen in the heme and their 

exclusion fron the world of social labour. 

Mazy would therefore assert that society can only be adequately understood in 

tentffi of both capitalist ani patriarchal relations. The capital accumulation 

process has accommodated itself to patriarchal structures and at the same time 

helps to perpetuate than. This does not mean, as many have asserted, that 

capitalism and patriarchy are one and the same thing, but that although 

conceptually distinct they are in reality highly inter-dependent 

This is still far from satisfactory for it leaves mary questions unanswered. As 

Barrett (1980) notes, the crucial task for the fbture is how to conceptualise 

the role of women in a way that is not eitter coipletely autonomous from, or 

totally determined by, the econanic relations of the capitalist mode of production. 

What is clear however, is that pre-school services are but one aspect of the 

constraints upon women, and that extensive pre-school services need not be 

incompatible with the interests of capitalism. It is true that in Sweden pre-

school facilities served an economic function, allowing women to satisfy a need 

for labour in the economy which, in other capitalist economies, has been 

satisfied by immigrants. Nevertheless, the crucial factor which has permitted 
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the Swedes to adopt this solution has been difforir^ attitudes to the role of 

motherhood which have been translated into political processes. This contrasts 

with Britain and the United States where,at the level of goverrment^motherhood 

and full-time aiploymait are generally considered to be fundamentally incoipatible. 

It is therefore difficult to escape the conclusion that, when considering pre-

school services (rather than the position of wonen in society as a whole),the 

ideology of fanininity has been a crucial determinant affecting the overall scope 

of provision. 

CONCLUSIONS 

There are three basic reasons for a geographical perspective upon the distribution 

of services. The first reason is because of jurisdictional partitioning - the 

need for nations to be divided into local goverrmental or administrative units 

which, for many complex reasons, provide widely differing service levels. The 

second reason is because of 'tiering' - the decline in the use of facilities 

within these local areas through increasing distance fron these facilities. Third, 

there are the problems of positive and negative externalities imposed upon 

neighbourhoods by the desirable or undesirable aspects of service infrastructure. 

The third issue is clearly not relevant to pre-school services - nurseries and 

playgroups cannot be regarded as noxious facilities in the same league as urban 

motorways, refUge tips or heavy industries, while the possession of pre-school 

facilities is not likely to radically increase housevalues in an area in the same 

manner as good primary or secondary schools. 

Of the two ranaining issues it would seen that jurisdictional partitioning is the 

more important reason, for there appears to be greater inequality^of pre-school 

provision levels between local goverrments than within their boundaries. This 

concluiion is of course derived fran one case study, and Southampton may be an 

exertion ty virtue of its dverse social structure and vigorous playgroups 

movement. Patterns of intra-city provision might be different in a larger 

northern conurbation with greater social deprivation. Nevertheless, there seems 

little doubt that decisions node at the local government level are inportant and 

require flirt her study. The relative imnobility of mothers with young children 

means that 'tapering' effects are also important, although experience in 

Southampton indicates that considerable ingenuity and determination displayed by 

those transporting their children considerable distances to partake in the 

desired fom of pre-school experieme. At this level it is therefore more 

difficult to match the correspondence between needs of areas and provision. 

Measuring the degree of 'territorial justice' in the allocation of services is 

most appropriate in situations (such as the personal social services) where 

inequalities between areas are large in relation to the overall shortfall in 

provision. Large though the areal-inequalities may be in the pre-school field, , 

it should always be rê ionbered that the crucial source of deprivation is the 



65 

absolute stortage of such facilities in the nation as a vSiole. With increasing 

female unorployment the demand for full-time day care is diminishing in certain 

areas. In Southanpton for exanple, sane registered childminders have been unable 

to obtain children to care for because of insufficient danand. (This may of course 

arisen because th^r are beir^ 'undercut' by unregistered minders offering services 

at cheaper rates). Eut whatever the explanation some makeshift form of solution 

will emerge to both full-time and part-time day care. The inportant point is that 

this is not the type of solution which mai^ parents appear to want or vtot is most 

desirable in the interests of young children. 

Drawing together the evidence presented above it is also possible to make some 

speculations about the link between these scales of inequality and the various 

modes of explanations. Saunders (1979) has made a vertical division of explanatory 

modes depeMirg upon the type of service with'pluralisCI influences most pertinent 

to housing and social services. However, within a particular set of services such 

as pre-school facilities it is possible to envisage a geographical division of 

explanatory influerces. As suggested above, pluralist bargaining-type explanations 

seen inappropriate in the pre-school context but their influence is most likely to 

be found in particular areas within local goverrments affecting an isolated nursery 

here or playgroup there. The most plausible explanation of spatial variations at 

the intra-authority, however, can be labelled 'ecological' d^ending upon the 

availability of prenises, donographic structure and physical location of estates. 

In contrast, 'managerial' influences, in the broad sense of the term, are most 

likely to be useful in unierstanJing the overall level of service allocations made 

by the authority and the administrative milieu in #iich the diverse voluntary and 

private organisations have to operate. Finally, aggregate social theories can 

help to specify sane of the constraints within which local agents operate and the 

total amount of resources allocated at the national level. 

Prom the policy perspective a spatial analysis can help to illuminate at various 

scale the areas of relative deprivation vftiesre local campaigns can be directed for 

flirther saivice provision. However, the more inportant absolute level of 

deprivation will only be countered with a radical shift in the position of wanen 

in British society which in turn dqpends upon greater provision of pre-school 

facilities - a situation somewhat reminiscent of catch 22. 
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