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The Urgent Need for New Measures

This report introduces a new set of measures called Social Wealth Economic Indicators, or
SWEIs. These measures inform us that care work, which is the work of caring for others, such as
children or the sick and disabled or the elderly, yields significant economic value. Yet, this work
is consistently not valued or undervalued in contemporary economic measurements such as
Gross Domestic Product, or GDP. This is a significant problem because we are no longer living
in an economy based on manufacturing, which is the kind of economy that measurements such
as GDP were constructed for. Rather, the present economic scenario is one where knowledge
and services yield the greatest value, and the essential element for thriving in the new
knowledge-service era is high quality human capital.

The failure to recognize the value of care work is also at the root of major social problems. It is
a major factor in the disproportionate poverty of women (who do most of the care work) and
of children. Not investing in care and education prevents capacity development, especially for
disadvantaged children, and perpetuates cycles of poverty.

The shortcomings of GDP have resulted in a host of new economic indicators being proposed
in recent years, but these primarily focus on national comparisons of outputs, such as rates of
poverty, infant mortality, educational attainment, or environmental conditions. That is, these
new indicators ignore the critical matter of inputs, or what is needed for better outputs.

SWEIs fill these gaps. They are largely motivated by findings from neuroscience that the most
effective approach to developing human capacity is supporting care and education in early childhood
and throughout the life span. Accordingly, SWElIs shine a spotlight on the extent to which a country
provides support for the care work performed not only in the market but also in homes.

SWEIs reveal that there is a close link between the persistence of poverty and the
undervaluation of care work, because the latter is usually considered “women'’s work” and
women are the mass of the poor all over the world. SWElIs also capture the present condition
of the environment because economic prosperity depends on the ability of human beings to
work in alliance with nature.

In these and other ways, SWEIls widen our lens of analysis to provide a more accurate
perspective on the government and business policies required at this time of massive social,
economic, and environmental change. They provide the missing information policy makers
need to promote optimal human, economic, business, and social development in our new
knowledge-service era.

SWEIs use Existing Data in a New Framework

Data for SWEIs have been drawn from existing sources such as the Organization for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD), the World Health Organization (WHO), and the
United Nations (UN). The value of SWEIs is that they collect data that are already in the public
domain and embed them within a new conceptual framework that shows that care work is a
key driver of economic and business success.
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SWEIs are collected into two broad categories: Human Capacity Indicators (HCls) and Care
Investment Indicators (Clls). HCls measure the output dimension, i.e., the degree of human
capacity development, where human capacity is understood to refer to the capacities that
people learn to utilize not only in service of their own advancement but also in collaboration
with others for the advancement of the society and economy in which they live. Clls, on

the other hand, measure the input dimension, i.e., the extent of government and business
support for care work, in the form of budgetary allocations, family-friendly laws and workplace
practices, and so on.

In their current version, SWEls represent country-level measures and allow for comparisons
between the US and other countries. One conclusion that clearly emerges from the country-
level data is that the US significantly lags behind other developed countries in both the SWEIs
categories.

HUMAN CAPACITY INDICATORS

HCls are divided into seven subcategories: (1) Caregiving Measures, (2) Education Measures,
(3) Health Measures, (4) Social Cohesion Measures, (5) Environmental Measures, (6) Social
Equity Measures, and (7) Entrepreneurship and Innovation Measures.

Caregiving Measures capture the extent and value of care work, whether paid or unpaid,

that takes place in OECD countries. When paid, care work is remunerated in countries such

as the US and the UK at much lower wages rates relative to the average wage rate. When
unpaid, care work may still be valued, and its imputed value is found to account for very large
proportions of country GDP (e.g. 26% in the US, and 50% in Australia, the difference between
the two being due to a more comprehensive method of valuation used in the latter case).
Caregiving measures also include enrollment of children in preschool and pre-K programs, and
statistics relating to long-term care (or direct-care), which involves caring for older persons, and
the sick and/or disabled.

Education Measures capture enrollment in OECD countries at all levels of education -
preschool, primary, secondary, and tertiary. In most countries, men spend more time in formal
education than women, but the US is one of a handful of countries where the converse is now
true.

Health Measures include life expectancy rates, infant and child vaccination rates, infant and
maternal mortality rates, teen birth rates, and also environmental factors (such as air pollution
and climate change) that affect health. Relative to other developed countries, the US is found
to perform poorly in such domains as infant and maternal mortality rates, and also has the
highest teen birth rate at 40 per 1000 women aged 15-19 years.

Social Cohesion Measures reflect the potential for collaboration and constructive dialogue
across cultural, religious, and ideological boundaries in a country. Measures include the extent
to which young people participate in groups, the extent to which minority groups are able to
find acceptance in civil society, and incarceration and recidivism rates. In this last domain, the
US is once again found to have one of the poorest records among developed countries.

CENTER FOR PARTNERSHIP STUDIES 2014
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Environmental Measures capture the quality of the natural environment, in terms of pollution
levels sourced to carbon dioxide and greenhouse gas emissions, and the depletion of
renewable resources such as fresh water. Also included is a measure of the ecological footprint
of consumption, and the US is found to be one of 12 countries around the world where
consumption is running down ecological resources on net.

Social Equity Measures report the degree of social inequity along a variety of different
dimensions. Income and wealth inequalities are found to have increased over the last three
decades in both developed and developing countries. Child poverty is alarmingly high in the
US (more than 20%) relative to other OECD countries.

Gender inequity remains a pervasive problem around the world. In OECD countries, women
are less likely to be employed than men and when they do find employment, women earn
less, are concentrated in fewer occupations, are less likely to find themselves in managerial
positions, and often have fewer opportunities to change working hours than men. Of the 136
countries studied in the World Economic Forum'’s 2013 Global Gender Gap report, the Nordic
countries are shown to have the smallest gender gaps while the US ranks twenty-third overall.
Violence against women remains a worldwide problem. Finally, the devaluing of care work
means that women are disproportionately among the poor in both poor and affluent nations.

Race and ethnicity are two other important categories for studying persistent social inequities.
While these inequities are a disturbing issue in all countries, the report focuses on the US
where racial and ethnic categories are clearly delineated. Data show that relative to White
Americans, Black Americans are performing very poorly in the contemporary US economy.
Blacks are much poorer than Whites, are two times less likely to find a job, ten times more
likely to be incarcerated, and have lower public high-school graduation rates, higher child
poverty rates, and higher teen birth rates.

Finally, Entrepreneurship and Innovation Measures track the human capital available in

a country to start new businesses and innovate creative solutions to some of the most
pressing problems of our time. New business density, patent applications filed by residents,
researchers in R&D (Research & Development), and high-tech exports are the measures in this
subcategory. Again, except for patent applications, the US is not among the top performers in
this subcategory.

CARE INVESTMENT INDICATORS

Clls, which measure inputs into the creation of human capacity, are divided into four
subcategories: (1) Government Investment in Care Work, (2) Business Investment in Care
Work, (3) Public and Private Investment in Protecting the Environment, and (4) Comparative
Investment Data.

Government Investment in Care Work refers to a number of different components. The
most important of these is investment in caring for children through investment in childcare
and early education, family benefits (both cash and in kind), and mandated paid leave for
caregiving and family time. Governments can also support human capacity development
through public funding of primary, secondary, and tertiary education.
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OECD countries spent on average 2.6% of their GDP on families in 2009, but there were large
variations across countries, with the share for the US being lower than the OECD average at a
little over 1%. The US is one of the highest spenders in middle childhood (6-11 years) and late
childhood, but one of the lowest in early childhood (0-5 years). Overall, with respect to public
spending on education, the US share in 2009 was slightly higher than the OECD average of
4.6% for that year.

In the domain of parental and family leave, data from the International Labor Organization
(ILO) indicate that there has been a gradual shift towards maternity leave periods that meet
or exceed the ILO standard of 14 weeks, with the longest durations in Eastern Europe and
Central Asia (almost 27 weeks) and in developed countries (21 weeks). The US offers statutory
leave of 12 weeks, and it is unpaid leave. In fact, the US is one of only two countries among
the 185 studied by the ILO (the other being Papua New Guinea) that does not provide paid
leave. The US also does not mandate paid care leave, which is leave from work specifically
designated for taking care of sick children or relatives. This form of paid leave is available in
three quarters of OECD countries.

Business Investment in Care Work takes the form of family-friendly workplace practices, which
include leave-from-work arrangements, employer-provided childcare, out-of-school-hours-
care, elderly care supports, and flexible working time arrangements. In most OECD countries,
businesses are seen to support care work by offering or funding childcare services, and also by
offering some form of paid parental leave. The US does not mandate paid parental leave, and
in 2012, only 7% of employers in the US offered childcare at or near the worksite.

Public and Private Investment in Protecting the Environment refers to expenditures by
governments and businesses towards the prevention, reduction, and elimination of pollution or
other degradation of the environment. Data for European countries indicate that in 2011, the
public sector in the EU-27 spent approximately 0.67% of GDP on environmental protection. By
contrast, federal spending in the US on natural resources and the environment amounted to
0.22% of GDP in 2008.

Comparative Investment Data is the final subcategory in Clls and it captures the importance
that the public sector accords to expenditure items that create social wealth, relative to
expenditure items that do not contribute to, and perhaps even destroy, social wealth. At
present, the report only includes data for the US, and the picture that emerges clearly indicates
a disproportionate emphasis on the second kind of expenditure.

Core Indicators

Together, HCls and CllIs include a very wide variety of measures, the total number exceeding
50. In order to focus the reader’s attention on the most important ones, we have identified a
set of “core indicators” in each category, 16 for HCls and 8 for ClIs. These are presented in
two tables immediately following the Executive Summary. The relevant sections of the report
in which they appear are also indicated to assist the reader who may want to become quickly
acquainted with SWEls.

CENTER FOR PARTNERSHIP STUDIES 2014
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Implications for Policy: Analysis and Correlations

In addition to describing SWElIs, the report also digs deeper by highlighting critical correlations
that show how care work matters for both equity and economic efficiency.

The first of these is the importance of caring for children and early childhood education. In the
new knowledge-service era, our children should be able to think in new and creative ways and
work collaboratively with others from all over the world when they reach working age. These
skills are to be deliberately cultivated, and the only way to achieve this is through extensive
investment in early childhood development.

The report presents research from a wide cross-section of countries (including the US, the UK,
Denmark, France, Germany, Argentina, and India), that shows that investment in high-quality
early childhood education and care (ECEC) delivers significant benefits in the long- and short-
terms. Preschool and pre-K programs are shown to not only have a positive impact on primary
schooling performance, but also on socio-emotional development, and on adult outcomes
such as employment and earnings. Furthermore, society also benefits through reduced
deviancy, reduced crime rates, and reduced reliance on public benefits. Moreover, these
effects are found to be particularly important for children from disadvantaged backgrounds.

The report also highlights the importance of designing family-friendly policies that will allow
parents to balance their paid work and family lives. For only then will high-quality parenting
become a reality, as more mothers and fathers are able to spend time with their children

and help them grow into strong, mature, creative, and caring individuals. Moreover, research
indicates that paid parental leave delivers benefits not only for families and children, but also
for businesses and the economy.

Families benefit in terms of lasting health and well-being improvements for children. Research
shows that women are more likely to breastfeed when they take maternity leave, and longer
leave increases both the likelihood and duration of breastfeeding. In turn, breastfeeding
increases bonding between the child and the nursing mother, stimulates positive neurological
and psycho-social development, and strengthens a child’s immune system. Furthermore,
women who take maternity leave report fewer depressive symptoms, a reduction in severe
depression, and, when leave is paid, an improvement in overall and mental health.

Businesses benefit through greater worker retention since women and men are more likely
to stay in the workforce when they take paid parental leave. Also, research shows that firms
do not suffer a loss of productivity when employees take leave, and often benefit in terms of
improved worker morale and cost-savings.

The economy benefits since paid parental leave increases women'’s labor force participation.
Estimates show that allowing women’s labor force participation rates to equal that of their
male counterparts would increase GDP substantially in most countries (in the US, 5%,; in
some other countries, more than 30%). Furthermore, paid parental leave is shown to reduce
unemployment, boost overall productivity, and reduce the burden on government, since
women and men that take such leave are less likely to depend on public assistance.
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SWEIs also point to a correlation generally overlooked by both policymakers and the public:
that the status of women is an especially important factor for long-term economic prosperity.
Therefore, closing gender gaps is not only a matter of human rights and equity — it is also a
matter of efficiency, productivity, and economic growth.

The 2013 Global Gender Gap report demonstrates that countries with a smaller gender gap
are also more competitive economically, have greater GDP per capita, and score higher on
the Human Development Index. Investment in girls’ education has significant multiplier effects
— it reduces high fertility rates, lowers infant and child mortality, lowers maternal mortality,
increases women'’s labor force participation rates and earnings, and fosters educational
investment in children.

Gender equity matters as well for the quality of life. Research shows that measures of the
status of women can be an even better predictor of quality of life than conventional indicators
such as GDP. For example, gender equity variables correlated more highly with overall literacy
than GDP.

The ideals of democracy are also served by enhancing gender equity, and the relationship
between support for gender equity in politics and the society’s level of political rights and civil
liberties is shown to be remarkably strong.

Finally, violence against women is shown to impose significant direct and indirect
economic costs.

The Future of SWEIs

It is of the utmost importance that countries invest in high quality human capital and build
networks of provision and care and cultures of trust, collaboration, and generosity if they are to
ensure social progress and economic prosperity for their citizens. The information presented in
this report clearly attests to this.

The challenge that lies ahead is ensuring SWElIs — as the first metrics that adequately reflect

an economic system in which care, care work, and social equity in all forms count and are
counted — are used by our national policy makers. At the same time, further development of
SWEIs will focus on adapting these metrics for pilot projects at the state and local levels in the
public sector as well as for specific business uses in the private sector. In such development
work, critical attention will have to be accorded to the dynamic interaction between policy
changes in the public sector and policy changes in the private sector. Thus, for example,
governments mandating paid parental leave help businesses reduce turnover and save costs,
and conversely, businesses instituting family-friendly workplace practices help reduce the need
for public assistance and help curtail public spending on health and law and order.

The next phase of development of SWElIs also involves the construction of a single, composite
Social Wealth Index from all of the various measures presented in this report. This will be
accomplished in steps. First we will create sub-indices for each subcategory of HCls and Clls.
Once seven subcategory indices are available for HCls, and four for Clls, we will create two
category indices, one for HCls and one for Clis. Finally, the two indices, one each for HCls and
Clls, will be aggregated “up” to a single composite country-level Social Wealth Index.
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Once a set of indices is available, not only will comparisons with other social wealth
measures become simpler and more efficient, but the indices can also be used for cross-
country regression analysis in order to verify and illustrate the central conclusion from our
new conceptual framework: that care work matters for economic competitiveness, growth,
and prosperity.

In their current iteration, SWEIs provide a stark and telling account of the US’ at-best mediocre
performance relative to other developed countries in both the input and output domains of
care work. Therefore, our report concludes with a set of recommendations for US government
and business leaders on how to close this “care gap.” US government leaders are called to (1)
increase public investment in family benefits, (2) increase public spending on early childhood
education and care, and (3) invest in programs that support work/life balance. US business
leaders are called to also invest in programs that support work/life balance. The public and
private sectors are called to invest more in protecting the environment, with the public sector
leading the way.

The overarching thrust of the recommendations is the importance of effective investments
that reflect the economic and social concerns of US citizens and benefit our economy and
society. US government and business leaders are called to tip the balance of public and
private investments towards supporting the work of care, which this report shows very clearly
is critical both for a good general quality of life and a successful and sustainable economy.
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Together, HCls and CllIs include a very wide variety of measures, the total number exceeding
50. In order to focus the reader’s attention on the most important ones, we have identified

a set of “core indicators” in each category, 16 for HCls and 8 for Clls. The relevant sections
of the report in which they appear are also indicated to assist the reader who may want to
become quickly acquainted with SWEls.

HUMAN CAPACITY INDICATORS HCI SUBCATEGORIES
(Outputs)

Measure the degree of human capacity 2.1 2.2 2.3
development — both for economic CAREGIVING EDUCATION HEALTH

MEASURES MEASURES MEASURES

success and for healthy and meaningful
lives, including development of our
capacities for caring and creativity

S D . OF . 2.4 SOCIAL 2.5 2.6 SOCIAL
mdmdually, 'n. families, and in grgups COHESION ENVIRONMENTAL EQUITY
and organlzatlons. Human capaCIty MEASURES MEASURES MEASURES

measures pay special attention to
social equity, keeping in mind studies
showing that addressing inequity makes 27

for a more productive, harmonious, ENTREPRENEURSHIP
and healthy society. These measures & INNOVATION
show where the United States stands in
comparison to other nations, especially
other developed nations.

CII SUBCATEGORIES CARE INVESTMENT INDICATORS
(Inputs)
3.1 GOVERNMENT 3.2 BUSINESS Measure our national investment
INVESTMENT IN INVESTMENT IN (government at all levels, business, and

CARE WORK CARE WORK

nonprofit sectors) in caring for people so as

to promote their optimal development and

meet their human needs and our nation’s
need for success in the post-industrial

3.3 PUBLIC AND 3.4 P

PRIVATE INVESTMENT COMPARATIVE knowledge/service age.

ENVIRONMENT
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

HUMAN CAPACITY INDICATORS (Outputs)

Indicator Name Subcategory Country Coverage
Section in report

2. Enrollment rates in Childcare Centers,  Caregiving OECD
3-5 years
2.1.4.a

4. Educational Attainment Education OECD
2.2.1

6. Maternal Mortality rates Health Various (180+
(Risk of Maternal Death) Countries)
2.3.2.a

8. Incarceration and Recidivism rates Social Cohesion 19 Countries
2.4.3 Measures

10. Carbon Dioxide Emissions Environment Various
2.5.2.c (200+ countries)

12. Gender Gap in Earnings Social Equity OECD

2.6.2.a

14. American Human Development Index  Social Equity us
2.6.3.1

16. Researchers in R&D Entrepreneurship Various
2.7.3 and Innovation (60+ Countries)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

CARE INVESTMENT INDICATORS (Inputs)

Indicator Name Subcategory Country Coverage
Section in report

2. Percentage of GDP for Public Funding  Gov't Investment in OECD
for Childcare and Early Education Care work
3.1.2.a

4. Government investment in Gov't Investment in OECD
Long-Term Care Care work
3.1.5

6. Extent of Employee Control over Business Investment OECD
Working Times in Care work
3.24

8. Education versus prison costs Comparative us
in the US Investment Data
3.4.1
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FOR READERS

The document has 5 sections. It is possible for a section to drill down 4 levels so as to be divided
into sub-sections, sub-sub-sections, and sub-sub-sub-sections. To aid the reader in distinguishing
the levels, headers are printed in different fonts and indented as described below.

HUMAN CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT INDICTAORS
CARE INVESTMENT INDICATORS

SUBCATEGORIES OF INDICATORS APPEAR IN 13 POINT AVENIR SMALL-
CAPS FONT AND ARE INDENTED BY 1/4TH OF AN INCH.

HUMAN CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT SUBCATEGORIES

CARE INVESTMENT SUBCATEGORIES

Individual data points are listed in Avenir Bold 11pt font, and underlined in each
section, and indented by 3/8th of an inch.

Data issues are explained in grey, italic Avenir 8pt font

All charts, figures, maps and tables are presented in an Appendix. There are links that
appear in grey boxes (which say “See Chart” or “See Table” and so on) from the main text
to these charts figures, maps and tables, and links (which say “Go Back” and appear usually
at the bottom of the chart or figure etc.) back from them to the main text.

Supplementary information marked More on a particular data point or topic appears in an
outlined box, like this one, in Avenir Book 10pt font.

Abbreviations: Finally, “the United States of America” and “the United Kingdom" are
abbreviated to “the US” and “the UK" respectively in the main text, except where these country
names appear in quotations from reports, which are rendered verbatim.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.

The rapid shift from a manufacturing to a knowledge-service era is bringing unprecedented
economic, social, and environmental challenges. Social Wealth Economic Indicators (SWEIs)
provide the missing information leaders in government, business, and civil society need to
meet these challenges. They show where the US stands in comparison with other developed
countries (and some other countries) in critical determinants of both economic competitiveness
and quality of life.

SWEIs recognize that both economic health and quality of life are prerequisites for robust
businesses, economic competitiveness, and fulfilling lives. They show how quality of life and
economic health and competitiveness interrelate to ensure human capacity development or
“high quality human capital”: the main ingredient for personal, business, and national success
in our new knowledge-service technological era. They demonstrate how seemingly intractable
problems, including the suffering caused by chronic poverty, lack of support of care for the
elderly, and racial and gender inequities, can be solved by taking into account data missing
from other measures of progress.

SWEIs provide the empirical grounding for a new conceptual framework — and the data that
supports it — demonstrating that social equity and economic success are not at odds as is often
claimed but are in fact mutually supportive, indeed inextricably interconnected.

SWE Is further show that counting in the work of care in economic metrics is essential to:
understand the hidden economic value of care, break through patterns of poverty, empower
women and girls, make the case for investing in childcare and education (especially for
disadvantaged children), and ensure success in the new knowledge/service age. They
demonstrate the high return on investment from supporting this work for both a nation’s
economy and a higher quality of life for all.

SWElIs provide building blocks for a more sustainable and caring economy. They demonstrate
the substantial financial return from caring for people and nature — and the enormous costs
of not doing so. They point the way to more effective government, business, and civil society
investments.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 NEW INDICATORS FOR NEW TIMES

New times require new measures. Today, the measure of a nation’s economic health used by
policy makers is Gross Domestic Product (GDP). GDP was developed in the early 20th century
when the main driver of economic productivity was manufacturing, which accounted for the
largest percentage of GDP. Today the largest sectors of the market are in the more intangible
knowledge and service sectors. For instance in 2011 in the US, manufacturing only accounted
for 14 percent of GDP and service accounted for 79 percent. Not only has employment in
the manufacturing sector shrunk radically; good jobs in the service sector today require what
economists call “high quality human capital.” In other words, today the key to market-based
production, economic growth, and global competitiveness, as well as to a high quality of life
for a nation’s people, is human capacity development.

While GDP still provides important data, it fails to measure this essential component of
personal, business, and national success in our new knowledge-service age. Neither does
it provide data on what kinds of investments and policies are required for human capacity
development.

Moreover, GDP does not factor in activities outside the market such as the care for household
members primarily performed by women that directly fuels and impacts the economy -- even
though this care is essential for humans to survive and thrive, and hence for personal, business,
and national economic success. Neither does GDP address how people on the ground are
actually doing, or economic disparities based on racial and gender discrimination.

In recognition of the shortcomings of GDP, new economic indicators are beginning to
Society: Measuring Economic Success and Human Well Being, they primarily focus on national
comparisons of outputs, such as rates of poverty, infant mortality, educational attainment, or
environmental conditions. Unlike SWElIs, they ignore the critical matter of inputs, or what is
needed for better outputs. A particular shortcoming of these newer indicators is that they fail
to include the economic impact of inputs such as care work and high quality early childhood
education on human capacity development. Most of these new indicators also fail to provide
adequate data by gender and race, and information on the state of a nation’s human capital
and what is needed to ensure it is developed.

SWEIs fill these gaps. These new measures are based on the latest scientific data. For
example, they take into account findings from neuroscience that the most effective approach
to developing human capacity is supporting care and education starting in early childhood and
throughout the lifespan. They also take into account studies showing that the status of women
can be a more accurate determinant of a nation’s prosperity than GDP; for example, the
pioneering study by the Center for Partnership Studies entitled Vomen, Men and the Global

See Figure: The Economy And The Care Sector
Source: United Nations

20 ‘ <‘= SOCIAL WEALTH ECONOMIC INDICATORS

1. INTRODUCTION

New times require not only new measures but also new language. Otherwise we remain
prisoners of the old worldviews. In this report, key words and phrases such as social wealth
and caring economy are used to underline the inextricable link between quality of life and
economic competitiveness, between gender equity, human rights, and economic prosperity,
and between caring and human capacity development.

1.2 SOCIAL WEALTH & SOCIAL WEALTH ECONOMIC INDICATORS (SWElIs)

The old view of wealth includes strictly material or financial wealth, such as land, stocks, and
earnings. As we shift into the knowledge-service era, there is growing recognition that a
prosperous economy and a vibrant society largely hinge on the contributions of people. Social
wealth is a new term that describes the collective contributions of members of a society to
economic success and quality of life.

The extent of peoples’ collective contributions depends on human capacity development,
especially the great human capacities for innovativeness and creativity, problem solving and
perseverance, empathy, resilience, civility, caring, and working in teams. And human capacity
development in turn largely depends on the quality of care and education people receive,
starting in early childhood.

Accordingly, SWEIs shine a spotlight on the extent to which a country provides support for the
caregiving work performed not only in the market but also in homes. They include data from
national surveys on the economic contribution of this work, showing for example that if the
value of care work in homes were included in a nation’s GDP, it would constitute between 30 to
50 percent of reported GDP (depending on what method of calculation is used).

SWEIs also reveal the availability of, and extent of investments in, high quality early
childhood education, as well as the results of studies showing the enormous return on this
investment. In addition, Social Wealth Economic Indicators show the costs of failing to shift
to environmentally sustainable practices, as well as the long-term economic benefits from
investing in a healthy natural environment.

As well as providing a new perspective on what is needed for personal, national, and business
success in today’s rapidly changing world, SWEIs also provide tools for more effectively
addressing seemingly intractable social and environmental problems. For instance, most
indicators ignore the fact that worldwide women are the mass of the poor, and that a major
reason for their disproportionate poverty is that the work of care is still primarily done by
women for little or no pay (see Unpaid and Undervalued Care Work Keeps Women _on

the Brinl in the 2014 Shriver report). By viewing this work as “reproductive” rather than
“productive” work, existing indicators are of no use in cutting through cycles of poverty
through support for this essential work, whether in workplaces or homes.

In these and other ways, SWEIs widen our lens of analysis to provide a more accurate
perspective on the government and business policies required at this time of massive social,
economic, and environmental change. They provide the missing information policy makers
need to promote optimal human, economic, business, and social development in our new
knowledge-service era, and compare the US with other developed nations, showing what is
needed if US businesses are to be competitive.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Accordingly, SWEIs include data not only measuring activities in the market economic sector,
but also in the three life-sustaining and capacity-building sectors: the household, natural, and
community volunteer economic sectors which make essential contributions to both economic
prosperity and quality of life. A “full spectrum economics” should include these three sectors
in a new economic map that more accurately reflects the economic system that we live in.

See Figure: Old vs. New Economic Maps
Source: Center for Partnership Studies

In short, SWEIs measure both the state of our nation’s human capacity development, such
as levels of education and health (outputs), and the factors that ensure human capacity
development (inputs), such as support for care work, early childhood education, gender and
racial equity, and other investments in the development of every individual’s full capacities
throughout the whole lifespan.

Together, these indicators present a clear picture of a nation’s social wealth, including both
the contributions of its people and the impact these contributions have on human capacity
development, human health, environmental health, and social cohesion and equity.
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1.3 SWEI ECONOMIC BENEFITS

Economists tell us that the most important capital for our knowledge-service age is “high
quality human capital.” SWEIs measure both the state of this “human capital” and the factors
required to develop and maintain it.

This information is of paramount importance for government policy makers who recognize
that old ways of thinking and old prescriptions for funding allocations are not adequate. For
instance, as we shift from a time when manufacturing plants employed many thousands of
people to one when the same plant is run through automation with just a handful of people,
when even service jobs such as receptionists, telephone customer service personnel, and
increasingly also middle management positions are being replaced by automation, it is time to
rethink the definition of “productive work.”

Of particular interest to policy makers will be the correlations shown by SWElIs. To illustrate,
countries that provide more support for care -- countries that the World Economic Forum’s
Global Gender Gap reports show also have the lowest gender gaps — not only have far lower
poverty rates but also are regularly in the highest ranks of the World Economic Forum’s Global
Competitiveness reports. SWElIs are the first indicators to reveal the systematic link between
gender equity and economic competitiveness.

SWEIs document that the US lags behind other OECD countries in both the condition of our
present human capital and the amount of investment in ensuring high quality future human
capital. The economic implications of this lag are dire, yet current indicators do not give this
information to policy makers so they can ensure we change our current course.

SWEIs also show the economic implications on the ground for individuals and families,
documenting how countries that invest more adequately in supporting caring and education
have far less poverty, crime, and fare better on international tests of educational achievement.
Again this has enormous implications for national, state, and local policies both to avoid the
huge back-end public costs of such neglect and to enable the investment in human capacity
development that fuels and drives personal, economic and business success.

The current set of Social Wealth Economic Indicators primarily draws on national data from
OECD countries. However, with further development, these indicators will provide useful and
revealing data at the state and local levels.

Local indicators will present policy makers with new performance measures that reflect the
long-term return on investment (ROI) of policies that support care and care work, such as tax
credits for care givers and paid parental leave. Performance measures in local government are
currently limited in their ability to track long-term outcomes and impact of policies, making it
difficult to make the economic case for social programs and policies. SWEIs provide a starting
block for translating social benefits of these policies into economic benefits, speaking the
language of decision makers at all levels.

For one example of how SWElIs can be applied at the local level, please see
Social Wealth: Implementing a Caring Economy in Monterey County.
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1.4 SWEI BUSINESS BENEFITS

Since businesses do not function in a vacuum but as part of the larger economy and society,
SWEIs provide essential information to businesses. They document that business success
today largely hinges on human capacity, and also demonstrate the high price companies pay
when this is neglected by government policy makers.

SWEIs also provide businesses with an understanding of both the short-term and long- term
benefits of family-friendly policies. Studies show that firms that invest in caring for their people
through paid parental leave, childcare support, and flexible time for families have a higher
return to investors. For example, companies that regularly are in the Fortune 500 and Working
Mother lists of best companies to work for have a substantially higher return to investors, as
described in Sandra Burud and Marie Tumolo’s Leveraging the New Human Capital.

Studies also show the ROI for our national and regional economies from businesses that
support caring for people and their families. This understanding should lead to national,
state, and local policies that reward such companies through tax breaks and other forms of
government support.

SWEIs provide a new language for articulating the economic benefits of social policies, and
are a tool for business leaders making the economic or financial case for investing in care.
Currently, many social policies are expressed in terms of their social benefits. SWEIls provide
the evidence that these benefits also can, and should, be expressed in economic terms to
bring these policies out from the fringes into mainstream business evaluation.

The extension of SWEIs to the state and local levels of government will enable businesses
to more effectively work with state and local officials towards instituting worker- and family-
friendly policies.

In addition, SWEIs provide caring companies with perception and marketing benefits.
Moreover, as care work is given more value and support, purchasing capacity increases, which
is good for businesses across the board.

SWElIs can help caring companies in marketing and promotion by gaining them good will and
a larger customer base. Women are the main purchasers of consumer goods in developed
nations such as the United States. By highlighting the economic contribution of the “women'’s
work” of care — whether done by women or men — SWElIs will bring positive attention to
companies that give value to this work through family-friendly policies.

1.5 SWEI SOCIAL BENEFITS

The government and business policies that flow from attention to SWElIs will greatly benefit
our general quality of life. With more attention to the economic return from investing in
people’s physical and mental health, education, and good care for children and the sick,
disabled, and elderly, many social problems and costs (for instance, from crime and prison
rates) are avoided. SWEIs further show the ROI from investing in a healthy natural environment
for both quality of life and economic sustainability.
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SWEIs pay special attention to gender and race, which are ignored or marginalized in most socio-
economic indicators. For example, they include empirical measures of the economic value of care
work, thus promoting better pay for the women of color and immigrants who do such work for poverty
level wages in the US, as well as recognition of its economic contribution when performed in homes.

SWEIs show the impact of a gendered system of values that marginalizes so-called women'’s issues
and at the same time devalues anything stereotypically associated with women or the “feminine”
such as care work — whether performed by women or men. They show how this devaluation
negatively impacts equality of rights and opportunities for women and men. They further highlight
how this system of gendered values has been reflected in and perpetuated by both economic
measures and social and economic policies. SWElIs shine a much-needed spotlight on economic
inequality. They highlight the fact that worldwide women are the poorest of the poor and the mass
of the poor, and show that women'’s disproportionate poverty rates — and with these, child poverty
rates — can be massively reduced through policies that support the work of care still primarily done
by women. They further show the enormous human benefits and public cost savings from investing
in caring and educating children, especially disadvantaged children.

SWEIs shine a much-needed spotlight on economic inequality. They highlight the fact that
worldwide women are the poorest of the poor and the mass of the poor, and show that women’s
disproportionate poverty rates -- and with these, child poverty rates -- can be massively reduced
through policies that support the work of care still primarily done by women.

SWEIs show how family friendly policies lead to lower poverty rates and a better quality of life for
families (as in the “balancing of family and employment”) as well as business and national economic
success. They show that caring and caregiving can no longer be dismissed as ineffective because
they are “soft” or “feminine” — and hence devalued - but that in reality caring economic policies and
practices are more effective and beneficial for people, businesses, and the larger economy.

In short, SWEIs show connections that are otherwise not visible. They provide a more complete
economic, business, and social picture that makes sense of where we really are as a nation. This
picture, in turn, provides the data for policy makers to effectively deal with our unprecedented
challenges at this time of massive technological, economic, and social transition.

1.6 TWO SOCIAL WEALTH INDICATOR DOMAINS

The conceptual framework for the development of SWElIs is described in the report [National
Indlicators and Social Wealth, and is based on meetings of economists and other experts convened
by the Center for Partnership Studies and the Urban Institute in 2012 in Washington DC.

These new indicators draw from both earlier and new scientific findings, including findings
from neuroscience showing that whether or not people grow up to develop their capacities
both for economic success and for healthy and meaningful lives — that is, whether they can be
counted as “high quality human capital — heavily hinges on the quality of care and education
children receive early on.

While SWElIs pay particular attention to the importance of caring and caregiving, they measure
a wide range of factors, from those affecting the health and education of a nation’s people

to those impacting the state of its natural resources and environment. They show how these
factors interact, and point to what is needed to move forward.
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1. INTRODUCTION

SWEIs are divided into two main areas:

Human Capacity Indicators

Measures the degree of human capacity development — both for economic success
and for healthy and meaningful lives, including development of our capacities for
caring and creativity individually, in families, and in groups and organizations. Human
capacity indicators pay special attention to social (including gender) equity, keeping
in mind studies showing that addressing inequity makes for a more productive,
harmonious, and healthy society.

Care Investment Indicators

Measure our national investment (government at all levels, business, and nonprofit
sectors) in caring for people so as to promote their optimal development and meet
their human needs and our nation’s need for success in the post-industrial
knowledge/service age.

1.7 IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY: INTERACTIONS AND CORRELATIONS

While individual indicators or clusters of related indicators provide important information on the
various dimensions of social wealth, they do not give us an overall sense of how these different
indicators interrelate. Nor do they tell us how the accumulation of social wealth matters for
human, economic, and societal development.

Therefore, after presenting the SWElIs, we devote a section to the correlations between different
indicators, and explore the strength of the relationship between measures of social wealth and
measures of economic growth, productivity, and competitiveness.

For example, we look at US studies that show that greater investment in high quality early
childhood care and education is associated with fewer behavioral problems such as delinquency,
as well as lower child poverty and lower crime rates. We explore other key matters not generally
addressed in economic analyses, such as how the status of women correlates with measures of
human, economic, and social development.

To illustrate, one measure of the status of women is the gender gap in a particular country, or
the gap between men and women along various dimensions of economic, social, and political
participation. We present evidence drawn from the Global Gender Gap report (2013) and earlier
studies that demonstrates that countries with a smaller gender gap are also countries that are
more prosperous, more competitive, and more developed in terms of human capacity. We also
present data, drawn from the World Values Survey (2000) that demonstrate a positive correlation
between the status of women in a country, and that country’s record in fostering democracy and
promoting human rights. In addition, we present the results of studies showing that violence
against women imposes substantial economic as well as human costs for a nation.
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1.8 SELECTED SOCIAL WEALTH ECONOMIC INDICATORS

In compiling data on the various dimension of social wealth, we have focused primarily on
comparisons of the US to other developed nations. We have therefore drawn heavily from
metrics for the 34 countries belonging to the OECD (the Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development) because of their rigor and relative comparability.

While global data is less comparable, we have, for a number of indicators, also used these data,
for example, information from WHO (the World Health Organization) and other UN metrics from
both developed and developing countries.

Wherever possible, the data have included breakdowns by gender, given the fact that this
information is lacking in most other indexes and indicators. The SWElIs described below may
in the future provide a partial basis for one aggregate SWEI figure (a la GDP). However, at this
point such a figure has not yet been developed, although this is a projected next step.

1.9 WHY SWEIs ARE DIFFERENT AND ESSENTIAL

What is new and different about Social Wealth Economic Indicators is that while we have drawn
data from a wide variety of existing sources, they embed these scattered measures within a

new conceptual framework that shows connections that are otherwise not visible. In other
words, SWElIs provide a cross cutting integrative set of indicators that connects dots, or existing,
isolated indicators, into a coherent new whole.

The dots are isolated statistical data that are scattered in a number of existing and proposed
economic indicators. They do not tell us what we need in order to move forward unless they are
put into a new pattern or conceptual framework that shows the importance of matters that are
still generally ignored or at best marginalized.

The provision of a new conceptual framework or perspective underlies all progress, be it in
economics, society, or science. For example, the conceptual framework of evolution brought
together scattered data from many earlier observations to form a new coherent paradigm or
theoretical framework that made visible what otherwise was not visible because it did not fit into the
old explanatory frame.

The conceptual framework provide by SWElIs is an important step toward a new paradigm for
understanding economics that translates social benefit into economic benefits in ways that
have not been done before. It shows that the current concept of a conflict between improving
people’s quality of life and economic success is erroneous.

Specifically, SWEIs bring together existing data from sources like the OECD, the World Health
Organization, and the United Nations. Using existing indicators, but in new combinations, allows SWEIs
to connect these data to illuminate hitherto hidden interactions between supporting care work through
business and government policy and human capacity development, and hence economic prosperity.
SWEIs are the only set of indicators that show the social and economic impact of policies such as paid
parental leave, support for child and elder care givers, and investment in early childhood education.

By using existing data within the new conceptual framework of social wealth, these indicators reveal
previously invisible interactions between human capacity development and economic prosperity.
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To illustrate, SWElIs are unique because:

1. SWElIs provide a new language that translates social wellbeing into economic impact, in
ways that other alternative economic indicators do not. Many alternative sets of economic
indicators draw on wellbeing or quality of life data, and report on health, educational
attainment, etc. SWElIs also do this, but they are different in that they connect this
information with economic data, offering empirical evidence of the long-term economic and
business impact of caring policies, i.e. policies that support wellbeing and quality of life.

For instance, we know from time use surveys how much people in a community or nation
spend on unpaid care work in the home per week. But SWEIls go an essential step further.
They couple this information with data on the value of that care work as a percentage

of GDP, showing its enormous economic impact (with numbers varying depending on
whether the methodology use is replacement cost, opportunity cost, or a combination of
both as shown in what follows).

2. Unlike mainstream and most alternative indicators, SWEIs give special attention to
gender as critical for human capacity development. The gender piece is increasingly
recognized as a major factor in social equity and inequity, and SWElIs also show this. But
again, SWElIs take this an essential step further by showing the impact of gender equity or
inequity on economic and business success.

To illustrate, as noted earlier, a number of studies (which will be detailed below) show
that the status of women is one of the best predictors of general quality of life as well

as economic competitiveness. Other studies show that women are disproportionately
poorer worldwide, including in the US as documented in the 2014 Shriver Report. SWElIs
include these types of data, but again go an important step further by showing that this
disproportionate poverty of women (and with them, also children) is a major obstacle to
both a society’s general quality of life and its economic competitiveness, and has its roots
in the devaluation of the care work still primarily considered “women’s work.”

3. SWEIs create a conceptual framework that tracks both inputs and outputs of the system.

Some sets of indicators track inputs, while others track outputs. Rather than segregating
this information by reporting it separately, SWEIs bring together data on outputs and
inputs to reveal the interaction between the two.

To illustrate, a number of new indicators focus on outputs such as health, educational
attainment, and economic productivity. Others measure inputs such as budget allocations
and spending on education, parental leave, or defense. SWElIs bring together data

on outputs and inputs in ways that show the economic value of caring policies and
investment in care.

In short, SWElIs provide essential new information for realistic long term thinking and planning,
by showing patterns or connections and configurations that point to work that needs to be done
for both a good general quality of life and economic success in our new knowledge-service era.
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2. HUMAN CAPACITY
NDICATORS

Human Capacity Indicators offer essential information for sound policy, as society cannot hope
to flourish if its members are not empowered to take responsibility for their individual and
collective futures. Since social science and neuroscience show that this empowerment must

be cultivated from the earliest stages of life, Human Capacity Indicators include measures

of the care and education children can access, both in homes and through high quality child-
care. Since children must continue to receive loving care that will fully awaken their creative
potential, social wealth measures also look at factors such as primary and secondary education,
health, and environmental conditions, and situate the US in all these kinds of measures in
comparison with other developed countries.

HUMAN CAPACITY SUB-CATEGORIES

2.1 2.2 2.3
EDUCATION HEALTH
MEASURES

CAREGIVING

MEASURES MEASURES

2.4 SOCIAL 2.5 2.6 SOCIAL
COHESION ENVIRONMENTAL EQUITY
MEASURES MEASURES MEASURES

2.7
ENTREPRENEURSHIP
& INNOVATION
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2. HUMAN CAPACITY INDICATORS 2. HUMAN CAPACITY INDICATORS: WHERE THE US STANDS

INTRODUCTION
TO HUMAN CAPACITY INDICATORS SEEEEEELL.. .
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 usEEEsEsssEsssEsEsEEE H U MAN CAPAC'
We define human capacity as capacities that people learn to utilize not only in service of ":??:EEE EEEEEEEEEE' ' WHERE THE US STAN DS
their own advancement but also in collaboration with others for the advancement of the Bt 1 o
society and economy in which they live. Human capacity resides in all members of the o o
society — as much in children and youth as in the middle-aged and old, as much in the able
as in the disabled. Therefore, Human Capacity Indicators also reflect the efforts of long-
term care (or direct-care) workers who tend to the elderly and disabled, as well as those of
family members and others who do this work for free.
. The US has a child poverty rate that is nearly twice the OECD average.
Human Capacity Indicators also measure the capacity of human beings to live in harmony y The US ranks 30th in maternal mortality rates
with one another. Disharmony may manifest in the form of disconnection and hostility that o - ; )
individuals may feel towards others because of differences in identity and beliefs. Although y Infant mortality in the US is higher than all major developed nations.
there is nothing wrong with individuals identifying with groups on the basis of certain . The US has lower enroliment rates for young children in early childhood

differentiating factors, such as ethnicity or religious beliefs, the accumulation of social wealth
suffers when certain groups deny other groups rights and/or resources on the basis of such
differences. Similarly, the sense of interconnectedness that human beings have a natural
tendency to feel towards one another is ruptured by the presence of social inequities.
Therefore, Human Capacity Indicators reflect the degree of social cohesion and connectivity
and the degree of social equity that exist in a society.

education programs than other developed nations

J The US has a higher gender gap in earnings than the OECD average (at 22%,
compared to the 17.3% OECD avg.)

. In the US, according to time use surveys, men spend more time on care work

Finally, high quality human capital often manifests in the form of entrepreneurial talent and the than men in other developed nations.

capacity to innovate, and so these aspects of human capacity are also included among Human

Capacity Indicators - Women spend less time on household work than women in other

developed nations.

Ultimately, the flourishing of human capacity makes for a more cohesive and connected
society, a more productive economy, and a culture of care, trust, collaboration, and generosity
that enhances a society’s ability to create, adapt, and transform.

. In the US, childcare work is one of the lowest paid occupations.

. The teen birth rate in the US is higher than all other developed nations, at
approximately 44 births per 1,000 women aged 15-19. Switzerland has the
lowest teen birth rate, at 4 births per 1,000 teens. The Nordic nations have
5-10 births per 1,000 teens.

J The US is one of only 12 countries running an ecological deficit larger than
4 global hectares per capita, while many other developed nations (and
developing nations in Latin American and elsewhere) are running
ecological reserves.
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2. HUMAN CAPACITY INDICATORS: CAREGIVING

2.1

2.1 s
CAREGIVING
MEASURES

Caring and caregiving produce real tangible value that augments social wealth in terms of
nurturing the human capacity of a society’s members to become active co-creators in the
social process.

The work of caring and caregiving may take many forms. It may involve a mother caring for
her children, or an adult caring for his/her aged parents or other relatives. Caregivers may be
community members who go unpaid for their contributions in households or as volunteers, or
they may be workers in the labor force who are paid for their activities.

Neuroscience demonstrates that the neural architecture in our brains is shaped by our
interactions with the environment of our early childhood years, especially by the quality of care
we receive. Children who receive high-quality care in their early years tend to grow up to be
strong individuals — physically, mentally, psychologically, and emotionally. Kindness and caring
are integral to our humanity. There is a natural human yearning for mutuality and caring, and
studies show that levels of happiness are closely related to whether this yearning is fulfilled.

An indispensable component of social wealth is the wisdom of a society’s elders. Not only
adults and children, but also policymakers and thought-leaders benefit from such wisdom.
Caring for the elderly is therefore a special input into building strong and resilient societies.

Yet not a single country in the contemporary world values the work of caring and caregiving
adequately in monetary terms at a national level. A major reason is that this work is largely
undertaken by women, and “women’s work” has been devalued in both economic theory and
measures of economic health. So even when this work is paid, it is at rates far lower than the
value of what it contributes. A related reason is that much of the work of caring and caregiving
takes place in the informal, household sector, whose production is still not counted among
measures of national output or income.
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2.1.1 PAID AND UNPAID CARE WORK

Care work can be paid or unpaid. Paid work can be performed inside the home (usually by
paid non-family members) and in outside locations (care centers, workplaces, etc.). Unpaid
care work may be performed in a household by one or more members of that household or by
volunteers who do not belong to that household.

There are data on market pay for care work in conventional sources, and these show that

the rates of pay are extremely low in general. However, the study of the value of unpaid care
work is only now gaining traction. Hence, barring a few national surveys (such as those from
Switzerland, the US, and Australia described below), as well as a handful of localized reports
(such as the Wellington region of New Zealand report below), we are at this time only able to
construct indirect measures of the value a society places on caring and caregiving.

2.1.2 THE VALUE OF UNPAID CARE WORK

Where data are available on the value of unpaid care work, we must consider the methodology
of valuation that was used, since estimated valuations are quite sensitive to the methodology.

The replacement cost methodology uses the average wage (per unit of time) in the relevant
paid care industry.

The opportunity cost methodology considers what income opportunities were lost by unpaid
caregivers. The rationale for the opportunity cost methodology is that, in the absence of caring
responsibilities, the equivalent time/effort would be spent in the paid workforce. In other
words, this method is based on the proposition that unpaid care work entails income losses. It
sometimes uses the average wage for all industries to determine this figure.

To illustrate, the charts below represent the findings from a US study which calculated the
value of unpaid care work using replacement value. The valuation of care work using this
method was low because wages in the care work industries and occupations are substantially
lower than average earnings in the labor market as a whole.

See Chart Differential Between Average Wages of All Workers and Average Wages of
Household Workers, US
Source: US Bureau of Economic Analysis

See Chart Average Wages of Household Workers As A Percentage Of Average Wages of All
Workers, US
Source: US Bureau of Economic Analysis

CENTER FOR PARTNERSHIP STUDIES 2014 33


http://www.bea.gov/scb/pdf/2012/05%20May/0512_household.pdf

2. HUMAN CAPACITY INDICATORS: CAREGIVING

By contrast, a recent Australian study used an averaging of replacement and opportunity cost
methodologies, with dramatically different results. It found that if the unpaid work of care

in homes (mostly performed by women) were included it would constitute 50 percent of the
reported Australian GDP.

See Chart Total Unpaid Care Sector Hours, Australia
Source: Security4Women

2.1.2.a US Survey of the Value of Unpaid Care Work Using Replacement Value, 2010

Incorporating the value of nonmarket household production in the US raises the level of
nominal GDP 26% in 2010.

More: For the full report, see:
http://www.bea.gov/scb/pdf/2012/05%20May/0512_household.pdf

2.1.2.b Australian Survey of the Value of Unpaid Care Work Averaging Replacement
and Opportunity Cost, 2012

The table below provides a high order overview of the key data findings from this studly.

See Table Findings from Australia study
Source: Security4Women

More: See page iv of the full report for the key implications of the research conducted
throughout the project, and also its limitations.

2.1.2.c Value of Household and Community Work, Wellington region, New Zealand,
2001-2011

The value of household and community work in the Wellington region of New Zealand has
been estimated by the government of New Zealand at NZD (New Zealand Dollars) 5.48 billion
in 2011, an increase of 33.1% since 2001. This value is calculated by multiplying hours spent
on unpaid work (including household work, caregiving for household members, purchasing
goods and services for own household, and unpaid work outside the home) by the national
minimum wage and adjusting by CPI.
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More: A Massachusetts study estimated that unpaid care work is worth $151.6 billion per
year in the state, and if it were counted as part of gross domestic product in 2007, it would
account for 30.1% of the state’s output. Source: M. Duffy, R. Albelda, and C. Hammonds,
Counting Care Work: The Empirical and Policy Applications of Care Theory, Social Problems
60 (2) (2013): 145-167.

A Swiss government survey showed that if unpaid work performed in households — primarily
caring for people — were counted, it would constitute 40% of Swiss GDP. Source: U. Schiess
and J. Schén-Buhlmann, Satellitenkonto Haushaltsproduktion: Pilotversuch fiir die Schweiz.
(Satellite Account of Household Production for Switzerland). Neuchatel, CH: Statistik der
Schweiz, 2004.

An AARP Public Policy Institute Report found that in 2009, about 42.1 million family
caregivers in the United States provided care to an adult with limitations in daily activities at
any given point in time, and about 61.6 million provided care at some time during the year.

The estimated economic value of their unpaid contributions was approximately $450 billion
in 2009, up from an estimated $375 billion in 2007.

A Chinese Survey on the Value of Unpaid Care reports: “Depending on the method used,
the value assigned to unpaid work varies from 25 to 32 per cent of China’s official GDP, from
52 to 66 per cent of final consumption and from 63 to 80 per cent of the gross products of
the tertiary industry. These estimates show that unpaid work represents a huge contribution
to national economic wellbeing.”

The United Nations Research Institute for Social Development (UNRISD) has published

some research work on unpaid care work in seven, mostly developing, countries (Argentina,
India, Japan, Korea, Nicaragua, South Africa, and Tanzania). See here and here. In these
countries, the value of unpaid care work is many times the public sector expenditures in
social services. These data clearly show that the provision of care services in these countries
is overwhelmingly supported by the unpaid work carried out within households and families,
and provide arguments for the need to increase social expenditures to reduce the burden on
households and the women in them.

2.1.3 TIME SPENT ON UNPAID CARE WORK

The importance of the work of caring and caregiving for those who receive it as well as those
perform it may be inferred from the time spent on such work. Here we have two kinds of data.

2.1.3.a Data from Time Use Surveys

The first kind comes from Time Use Surveys, which record information on how people allocate
their time across different day-to-day activities. The surveys involve respondents keeping

a diary of their activities over one or several representative days for a given period. This
information on daily activities is then re-coded into a set of descriptive categories, so that

a 24-hour period (or 1440 minutes) can be “split” into a sequence of “primary” activities in
which respondents are involved during a day.
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At this time, many surveys classify activities into “main” or “primary” activities or as “parallel”
or “secondary” activities. However, as economists such as Nancy Folbre note, this distinction
has led to a failure to give adequate value to what have been classified as “secondary”
activities. This is especially important for the identification of the total time dedicated

to childcare, where both primary activities (such as the provision of personal care, the
supervision and the education of a child, including reading and talking with children, as well
as transporting children) and secondary activities (such as being within earshot when a baby
is sleeping to ensure she or he is ok, watching TV or going to the cinema with the child to
monitor and explain where needed, etc) should be counted under the definition of care work
for children.

The data reported in the table below provides a view of primary and secondary care activities
by men and women (age 25-44) with children below school age in OECD countries. Not
surprisingly, women spend substantially more time with children. Somewhat surprisingly, the
amount of time spent on care work as reported across countries (and surveys) varies most
significantly for women. For example, mothers in Mexico with two or more children spent
about twice as much time on care work as mothers in France.

In the case of men, the time spent on care work in the US was among the highest for OECD
countries, but in the case of women, the US ranked at the lower end of the scale. For instance,
women with two or more children in the US spent about 12.5% of their time on care work,
ahead of only Latvia (11.3%) and Canada (8.8%), compared to 22.6% in Mexico, 22.2% in the
UK and 21.2% in Germany.

See Table Time Dedicated To Care Work, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Time spent on care work increases with the number of children for both mothers and fathers, but
the increase is most significant for women. However, the increase in time spent on caring when a
second child arrives in a household is considerably smaller than when the first child was born.

Data issues

Several factors affect data comparability across countries, including differences in: sample composition,

the categorization of activities; and, the sampling of diary days even when data collection complies with
standardized guidelines. Large differences are also related to how simultaneous activities are recorded — and
if they are recorded at all, as in general, data is coded so as to categorize people engaged in one activity

at a time. In some cases, surveys include separate questions designed to learn about simultaneous activities
(i.e. watching television while cooking, or caring for children while performing other activities), which allows
distinction of activities in “primary” and “secondary” activities. However, the reality is that while “primary”
activities are comprehensively tracked, the recording of “secondary” is more prone to error because they
are often omitted by respondents. The comparability of estimates on secondary activities also suffers
because some activities only take a few minutes of one’s time (for example, moving laundry from the washer
to the dryer) so that they are not reported consistently enough to produce reliable estimates. Because of
the omission of secondary activities, the amount of time devoted to specific tasks that may be performed
simultaneously with other tasks is typically under-reported among primary activities.
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2.1.3.b Data from Other Surveys

The second kind of data on time allocations comes from the Second European Survey on the
Quality of Life, which asked the question: “on average, how many hours in a week do you
spend on these activities? (a) Caring for and educating children; (b) Cooking and housework;
(c) Caring for elderly/disabled relatives; (d) Voluntary and charitable activities.”

The data reported in the chart below show the responses for (a) and (c) for men and women
aged 18 and over in a broad group of European countries. We see that once again, women
spend substantially more time on unpaid care work than men (except in Denmark, where men
spend substantially more time on caring for elderly/disabled relatives). With the exception of
Norway, the difference is small for Nordic countries (being negative for Denmark, meaning
men spend more time on unpaid care work than women), and the difference is greatest in
Germany and the Netherlands.

In addition, the cross-country variation appears to be larger for women than for men. To
illustrate, among OECD countries, women in Estonia, the Netherlands, Germany, Poland, Ireland
and the UK spend around 50 hours per week on caring, almost three times as much as women
in Finland. Time spent on caring for and educating children is highest in the Netherlands (48
hours per week) and Estonia (44 hours per week) while time spent on caring for elderly/disabled
relatives is highest in Spain (17 hours per week) and Ireland (16 hours per week).

See Table Time Allocated to Unpaid Care Work, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Data Issues
Data collected in this format is not based on regular recording of activities in a diary and may therefore be
of lesser quality than the data collected from Time Use Surveys.

2.1.4 AVAILABILITY OF CHILDCARE AND EARLY EDUCATION IN OECD COUNTRIES

A society’s ability to develop human capacity is also crucially dependent on the quality of care
and education it provides to its youngest members. The first five years of childhood are a time
of tremendous learning and development, so the quality of care and education that children
receive in these years is a significant determinant of the capacities that they will be able to
develop in later years.

Pre-school and pre-K programs provide children their first opportunity to come together and
socialize with others from a diversity of backgrounds. Accordingly, these programs represent
one of the most far-reaching investments in the accumulation of social wealth.

2.1.4.a Enrolment Rates in Childcare Centers in OECD Countries

Another important childcare measure is the availability and/or enrollment of children in
childcare centers. This too differs greatly from country to country.

While average enrolment is 30% for 0-2 year olds, there is wide variation in enrolment rates
across countries. Denmark, the Netherlands, and Iceland report the highest enrolment rates of
above 50%, while the US reports 31.4%, just above the OECD average of 30.1%.
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For 3-5 year olds, enrolment rates are close to 100% for Belgium, France, ltaly, and Spain,
indicating that children are expected to spend close to 3 years in pre-school. By contrast, the
time is 1.7 years for the US (which is below the OECD average of 2.3 years) and less than 1.5
years in Greece, Poland, Switzerland, and Turkey.

See Table Early Childcare Enrolment, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Data Issues

Data on the participation of very young children (under 3 years) in formal day-care services have been
taken from different sources: the ABS Childcare service 2005 in Australia; the National Longitudinal Survey
of Children and Youth 2008 in Canada; the Early Childhood Program Participation Survey 2005 in the US;
EU-SIC 2008; Germany: administrative data, Early Childhood and Education in Europe; Tackling Social

and Cultural Inequalities (2009); Korea: Ministry of Health and Welfare; the NOSOSCO reviews of social
protection in Nordic Countries and various publications by National Statistical Offices and national sources.

For estimates of childcare enrolment rates for children <3 years old using EU-SILC information, these
include the following types of services: childcare at a day-care center, childcare by a professional child-
minder at child’s home or at a child-minder’s office, education at pre-school or equivalent (kindergarten,
nursery school). According to EU-SILC’s definitions the child-minder category may include a relative, friend,
neighbor or baby sitter if the carer received a payment for this activity.

Where children are enrolled in more than one part-time program the issue of double counting arises. For
example, in some countries, kindergartens are only open for half a day. It is therefore possible that the child
could attend kindergarten in the morning and then family day care in the afternoon, which could over-
estimate participation rates. Estimates using EU-SILC data do not present this problem. When children are
reported to attend more than one childcare service, the child only counted once in overall enrolment rates.

In some countries (including Canada, Switzerland and the US) where early care and education supports are
delivered and/or partially or entirely financed by local government, central recording of enrolment data

is often less than perfect, which means that reported data may underestimate “true” participation rates.

In the case of Mexico, data does not include services provided by the private sector, which account for a
substantial part of the participation rate.

Canadian data are from the National Longitudinal Survey of Children and Youth (2008). The survey does
not include children living in the territories, children living on First Nation reserves and children living in
institutions. Availability of kindergarten programs varies by province since the Canadian educational system
is provincially regulated.

Enrolment rates of three to five year olds are mainly sourced from the UOE Education data collection (an
inter-organizational data collection undertaken jointly by UNESCO, OECD and EUROSTAT) based upon
head counts. Pre-school programs are classified as ISCED 0 (ISCED refers to education levels as described
by the International Standard Classification of Education) where education programs must be center- or
school-based and designed to meet the educational and developmental needs of children. In some
countries, however, a significant number of 4 and 5 year olds are enrolled in primary school programs
(ISCED 1), as for example, in Australia, Ireland, New Zealand and the UK. Enrolment rates presented here
include all children aged three to five inclusive, irrespective of the ISCED-level under which they are classified.

Different sources use different methods of data collection which may further hamper international
comparisons. Enrolment in pre-school facilities presented in the OECD Education database is based

upon actual numbers of students participating in these programs and a percentage is calculated by using
population data as a denominator. The same rule applies to some countries who collect actual enrolments in
childcare facilities for the under threes. In other countries, however, data on childcare facilities has been
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collected through the medium of household surveys (EU-SILC, for example) and its quality may be affected
by sample size and sample selection issues. Enrolment rates as in EU-SILC are broadly in line with the
administrative data for countries for which both sources are available. There are sample selection issues with
the German EU-SILC survey, which suggest that EU-SILC is likely to overestimate childcare enrolment rates.
For this reason the administrative data from the German Statistics Office are used.

More: The enrolment rates in the table above for 0-2 year olds concern formal childcare
arrangements such as group care in childcare centers, registered childminders based

in their own homes looking after one or more children, and care provided by a carer

(a professional child-minder, usually a relative, friend, neighbor or baby-sitter who is
registered and receives a payment for the activity) at the home of the child. The enrolment
rates for 3-5 year olds concern those enrolled in formal pre-school services, and in some
countries 4 and 5 year olds in primary schools.

For the 0-2 year olds, only aggregate age group data is provided since for some countries, this
is all that is available. For 3-5 year olds, enrolment rates can be calculated for each age year.

2.1.5 PAY FOR CHILDCARE WORK IN THE US

Another measure of how the organization of childcare differs from country to country is how
much childcare workers are paid.

In the US, childcare work is one of the lowest paid occupations: $19,510 per year, or $9.38 per
hour. As W. Steven Barnett, Director of the National Institute for Early Education Research at
Rutgers University, has noted, this is less than what dog walkers earn.

The two charts that follow are from the Occupational Outlook Handbook prepared by the
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. They show pay levels for two occupations that require a high
school diploma: one that entails care work and another that does not.

2.1.5.a Median Pay for Childcare Workers in the US

See Table Quick Facts: Childcare Workers, US
Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics

2.1.5.b Median Pay for Plumbers, Pipefitters, and Steamfitters in the US

See Table Quick Facts: Plumbers, Piperfitters, and Stemfitters, US
Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics

More: Video of W. Steven Barnett at Congressional Briefing Presented by the Center for
Partnership Studies’ Caring Economy Campaign in Washington DC in 2013.
http://www.caringeconomy.org/multimedia/dr-steve-barnett-value-care-congressional-
briefing-march-20-2013
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2.1.6 DIRECT-CARE WORKERS IN THE US

Not only is childcare poorly paid in the US, so also is caring for disabled or chronically

ill people as well as for the nation’s growing elderly population. The latter is especially
problematic, given that according to AARP projections, the population aged 65 or older in the
US is projected to grow between 2007 and 2030 by 89%, more than four times as fast as the
population as a whole.

According to a PHI (Paraprofessional Healthcare Institute) factsheet: “Direct-care workers
provide an estimated 70 to 80 percent of the paid hands-on long-term care and personal
assistance received by Americans who are elderly or living with disabilities or other chronic
conditions. These workers help their clients bathe, dress, and negotiate a host of other daily
tasks. They are a lifeline for those they serve, as well as for families and friends struggling to
provide quality care.”

Furthermore: “Direct-care workers account for 30 percent of the U.S. health care workforce,
far outnumbering other health care practitioner occupations such as physicians, nurses, and
therapists. Direct-care workers also outnumber by more than two to one all allied health
occupations, such as medical and dental assistants, and therapy assistants and aides.”

The following info-graphic provides an overview of direct-care workers in the US.

See Table Direct-Care Workforce, US
Source: PHI

Despite their critical role in the health care workforce, direct-care workers earned a median
hourly wage of $10.63 in 2012 (compared to $16.71 for the average US worker), and have
actually experienced declining real wages in the last 10 years.

See Table Wages of Direct-Care Workers, US
Source: PHI

As the info-graphic suggests, more than half of the direct-care workforce do not have
health coverage and almost half of them are below the federal poverty level income and
therefore dependent on various forms of public assistance benefits. Given such working
conditions, it is not surprising that organizations such as Elder Care Workforce project a
critical shortage of the geriatric workforce in the coming years.

More: See http://www.eldercareworkforce.org/files/QA_Issue_Brief_-_FINAL.pdf and
http://www.rosalynncarter.org/UserFiles/File/RCI_Position_Paper100310_Final.pdf
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2.1.7 SOCIAL CARE WORKFORCE IN THE UK

The US is not the only nation where care work is poorly paid. According to the Social Care

Workforce Research Unit at King's College, London, the care sector in the UK is one of the

low paying sectors and has been for several years, even after the introduction of a National
Minimum Wage. In a report published by the SCWRU, it is estimated that between 9.2 and
12.9% of direct-care workers in the UK earn below the National Minimum Wage.

2.1.8 LONG-TERM CARE IN OECD COUNTRIES

With the rapid growth of the elderly population, especially in developed nations where life
spans have greatly expanded, the need for long-term care is also expanding exponentially.

According to a 2011 OECD report Help Wanted? Providing and Paying for Long-Term Care:

“Long-term is the care for people needing support in many facets of living over a prolonged
period of time. Typically, this refers to help with so-called activities of daily living (ADL), such as
bathing, dressing, and getting in and out of bed, which are often performed by family, friends
and lower-skilled caregivers or nurses.”

2.1.8.a Long-Term Care Users in OECD Countries

As the following chart indicates, most LTC users in OECD countries receive care at home rather
than in institutions. The proportion of LTC users is highest in Austria, Sweden, Switzerland and
Norway, and lowest in Poland, Korea, Ireland and the US.

See Chart LTC Users, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Health Policies and Data

The majority of LTC users in OECD countries are women over 80. Women also do most of the
care work, as shown in the metrics that follow.

See Chart LTC Users By Age/Gender, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Health Policies and Data

2.1.8.b Long-Term Care Workers in OECD Countries

LTC workers are either family carers or paid care workers. In countries like Denmark, family
carers outnumber paid care workers 2 to 1, and in countries like the US, Canada, New Zealand
and the Netherlands, the ratio is as high as 10 to 1.

In all cases, family carers are mostly women and go unpaid but render substantial economic
value, estimated in Europe at between 20.1 and 36.8% of GDP, depending on the method
used, and in the US, $375 billion in 2007, relative to a value of $230 billion for paid LTC
services in the same year (see p. 44 in Ch. 1 of the report for citations).
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The following chart indicates that there may be a significant unmet demand for LTC workers,
with this demand being highest in Eastern Europe, and lowest in Sweden, Norway and the US.

See Chart LTC Workforce, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Health Policies and Data

Existing discrepancies between demand and supply are likely to be exacerbated as the
numbers of the elderly are projected to increase significantly in the next few decades.

See Chart Aging Quickly, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Health Policies and Data

Finally, despite the fact that LTC work is burdensome, leading often to early retirement due to
stress or burnout, wages for such work are generally low, as the following table documents.
This may be one of the principal reasons for potential shortfalls in the supply of such workers.

See Chart LTC Wages, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Health Policies and Data
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2.2

2.2 e
EDUCATION
MEASURES

In addition to care, education is vital. It is especially critical if children are to develop the
unique gifts and talents that each individual is born with. Education is not only a major factor
in a nation’s standard of living; it is also one of the most important inputs to building a society’s
capacity to cultivate the values of caring, trust, collaboration, and generosity in its members.

Members of a highly educated society are more actively engaged politically and socially in the
work of improving and transforming social conditions for the betterment of all concerned. This
is especially true when all the members of a society, irrespective of gender, race, ethnicity, age,
or ability, receive the benefits of education. Such an equitable distribution of education enables
diversity to manifest its true creative potential in a multifaceted citizenry equipped to confront
the unique challenges and opportunities presented by our knowledge-service-based economy.

The first table in this section reports the general state of education at all levels in OECD
nations. Since neuroscience shows that the years from 0-5 are critical for human capacity
development, we then revisit this matter in the later parts of this section, which supplement
the materials in Care Investment Indicators (see Section 3). The section ends with an
international comparison of higher education attainment that is also crucial for human capacity
development.

2.2.1 LEVELS OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT FOR OECD COUNTRIES

Education is a key factor in human capacity development. In measuring educational
attainment, the norm is to classify attainment levels according to the International Standard
Classification of Education (ISCED), the framework used to compare statistics on the education
systems of countries worldwide. The educational levels included in the ISCED range from 0
(early childhood education) to 8 (doctoral or equivalent).

The table on OECD countries below indicates that people in Norway spend the most years in

formal education, at nearly 14 years on average, whereas people in Portugal spend the fewest
years, at 8.5 years on average.
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Overall, for all age groups, men spend more time in formal education than women, except in
Belgium, New Zealand, Norway, and Spain, where men and women spend equal amount of
time in formal education, and Canada, Finland, Iceland, Ireland, Poland, Portugal, Sweden,
and the US, where women spend more time in formal education than men. The table also
shows that, relative to the older cohort (55-64 year olds), the younger cohort (25-34 year olds)
spend more time in formal education, except for young men in Denmark, Germany, and the US.

See Table Educational Attainment, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Data Issues
Data on population and educational attainment are taken from the OECD and EUROSTAT databases.

Although the guidelines for categorizing of educational programs (ISCED) are comprehensive it is possible
that a formal education program in one country is classified differently than in another. Thus, a vocational
educational program may be classified as upper secondary education in one country whilst in others it
might be classified as a tertiary education program. For example, in Belgium, Canada, Finland, Japan and
Sweden a high proportion of university graduates have obtained what some other countries would classify
as vocational type qualifications.

Average years of successfully completed formal education, however, are not a perfect indicator of cross-
country differences in educational attainment across the population. Broadly speaking this is for two
reasons.

First, within an education level, there are cross- and within-country differences in the time taken to
successfully complete an educational program. For example, a degree course in law or medicine may lead
to a similar level of educational attainment as a degree in computer sciences but may take considerably

longer to complete. Also, there are cross-country differences in years of study required for similar degrees in

similar fields of study.

Second, data for Australia, Austria, Japan, New Zealand and Poland assume that all children complete
compulsory education. Data for other countries suggest, however, that a significant proportion of children
drop out before completing the period of mandatory schooling. In 2009, this proportion ranged from 1%
in Denmark and 7% in the Netherlands to over 50% in Mexico and Turkey. Therefore, the data for Australia,
Austria, Japan, New Zealand and Poland may overestimate the proportion of children who attain lower
secondary education, and thus overestimate the average years of successfully completed formal education.
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More: ISCED levels were first developed by UNESCO in 1976, but as education systems are
constantly evolving, it was revised once in 1997 and again in 2011.

While more information on the 2011 classification may be found at http://www.uis.unesco.
org/Education/Pages/isced-new-classification.aspx, the table that follows presents a
summary of the 2011 classification and how it compares to the 1997 classification:

ISCED Level, | Program ISCED Level, ISCED Level,
2011 2011 1997
0 Early childhood, Pre-primary | N duration criteria 0

typically covers ages 0-2
for early childhood, and 3-5
for pre-primary

1 Primary 4-7 years 1
2 Lower Secondary 2-5 years 2
3 Upper Secondary 2-5 years 3
4 Post-Secondary/Non-Tertiary | 6 months - 2-3years 4
5 Short-cycle Tertiary 2-3 years 5
6 Bachelor's or equivalent 3-4 years

7 Master’s or equivalent 1-4 years

8 Doctoral or equivalent Minimum of 3 years 6

Educational attainment for adults can be expressed in average years of formal education for
those who have successfully attained a given level of education (e.g. for those who do not
complete lower secondary education, only the years in primary school are counted). For
example, if 50% of the population receives a university degree, and the weighted typical
duration of this type of program is 3 years, educational attainment (expressed in average
years) is calculated as 1.5 years. These average years are summed together for different
levels of education (e.g. primary school, secondary school, university) to calculate the
average number of years of successfully completed formal education.

2.2.2 RATES OF PRE-SCHOOL ENROLMENT IN OECD COUNTRIES

The table that follows covers enrolment rates for 3-5 year olds in formal pre-school services
and, in some countries, of 4 and 5 year olds in primary schools.

The table shows that enrolment rates for children under 6 years of age are close to 100% for
Belgium, France, ltaly, and Spain, indicating that children are expected to spend close to 3
years in pre-school. By contrast, the time is 1.7 years for the US (which is below the OECD
average of 2.3 years) and less than 1.5 years in Greece, Poland, Switzerland, and Turkey. The
enrolment rate in the US for children aged 3-5 is 57%, whereas it is 98 % in Sweden, 94.5% in
New Zealand, 91.5% in Denmark, and 90% in Japan.
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While other factors, including support for childcare in homes and availability of high quality 2.2.3.b Funding trends for Pre-K programs
childcare from outside sources, must be considered, these numbers give some indication of
the degree to which a nation ensures that the education that children receive in their earliest

years is supported. See Chart Pre-K Funding, US

Source: National Institute for Early Education Research

See Table Pre-School Participation, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database 2.2.4 TERTIARY EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT IN OECD COUNTRIES

The following chart demonstrates that in 2011, the US ranked 12th among OECD countries in
Data lssues t f tertiary educational attai t, with an attai t rate of just above 40% 25-
Enrolment rates of three to five year olds are mainly sourced from the UOE Education data collection (an erms ot tertiary € UC? lonal a amr,nen , with an attainment rate o Ju,s above o a:nong
inter-organizational data collection undertaken jointly by UNESCO, OECD and EUROSTAT) based upon 34 year olds. The attainment rates in Korea, Japan, Canada and Russia exceeded 50% while
head counts. Pre-school programs are classified as ISCED 0 (ISCED refers to education levels as described Italy, Turkey and Brazil had the lowest rates at under 20%.

by the International Standard Classification of Education) where education programs must be center- or
school-based and designed to meet the educational and developmental needs of children. In some

countries, however, a significant number of 4 and 5 year olds are enrolled in primary school programs See Chart Tertiary Educational Attainment, OECD Countries
(ISCED 1), as for example, in Australia, Ireland, New Zealand and the UK. Enrolment rates presented Source: OECD Directorate for Education and Skills

here include all children aged three to five inclusive, irrespective of the ISCED-level under which they are ’

classified.

Different sources use different methods of data collection which may further hamper international
comparisons. Enrolment in pre-school facilities presented in the OECD Education database is based

upon actual numbers of students participating in these programs and a percentage is calculated by using
population data as a denominator. The same rule applies to some countries who collect actual enrolments
in childcare facilities for the under threes. In other countries, however, data on childcare facilities has been
collected through the medium of household surveys (EU-SILC, for example) and its quality may be affected
by sample size and sample selection issues. Enrolment rates as in EU-SILC are broadly in line with the
administrative data for countries for which both sources are available. There are sample selection issues with
the German EU-SILC survey, which suggest that EU-SILC is likely to overestimate childcare enrolment rates.

For this reason the administrative data from the German Statistics Office are used.

2.2.3 ENROLLMENT IN AND FUNDING FOR US STATE PRE-K PROGRAMS,
2011/2012

The following figures from an NIEER report show that although the enrolment rates in pre-K
programs in the US have been growing, funding allocations for this education has been going

in the opposite direction.

2.2.3.a Enrolment in Pre-K programs

See Chart Pre-K Enrolment, US
Source: National Institute for Early Education Research
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2.3

2.3
HEALTH
MEASURES

A society that invests in the physical and emotional wellbeing of its members creates the
opportunity for an ongoing process of social adaptation and renewal that nurtures and grows
social wealth.

Health is crucial for flourishing. Therefore measures of social wealth include health outcomes,
life expectancy being the most common indicator. From the perspective of human capacity
development, a special consideration is the health of mothers and infants, and of children

of all ages. If these demographics are not adequately served by healthcare, a society may

be deemed to have skewed its priorities away from regeneration and renewal and towards
attrition and perhaps even extinction.

Maternal health is positively correlated with the efficient use of household resources and
overall community health. Studies show that when mothers enjoy better health, they are better
able to care for their children, and this in turn helps children become healthier, more creative,
and more productive adults, which ultimately results in higher long-term economic growth.

Therefore the category of “Health Measures” pays special attention to health outcomes for
mothers, infants, and children.

2.3.1 INFANT MORTALITY RATES IN OECD COUNTRIES

The infant mortality rate is presented in the table below, and refers to the number of deaths of
children under 1 year of age in a given year, expressed per 1000 live births. Neonatal mortality
refers to the death of children not yet 28 days. Post-neonatal mortality refers to the death of
children between 28 days and 11 months of life (inclusive).

In 2010, infant mortality among OECD countries ranged from a low of under 3 deaths per 1000
live births in the Czech Republic, Japan, the Nordic countries (with the exception of Denmark),
Portugal, and Slovenia, up to a high of over 10 deaths per 1000 live births in Mexico, Romania
and Turkey. Infant mortality rates were also relatively high (more than 6 deaths per 1000 live
births) in Chile, some Central and Eastern European countries, and the US.
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Around two thirds of the deaths that occur during the first year of life are neonatal deaths.
Congenital malformations, pre-maturity, and other conditions arising during pregnancy are the
principal factors contributing to neonatal mortality in developed countries. For deaths beyond
a month (post-neonatal mortality), there tends to be a greater range of causes — the most
common being SIDS (Sudden Infant Death Syndrome, more commonly known as “cot death”),
birth defects, infections, and accidents.

See Table Infant Mortality, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Data Issues

Some of the international variation in infant and neonatal mortality rates may be due to variations among
countries in the registration of premature deaths of infants (whether they are reported as live births or fetal
deaths). In several countries, such as in Canada, Japan, the Nordic countries and the US, very premature
babies with relatively low odds of survival are registered as live births. This increases mortality rates
compared with other countries that register them as fetal deaths instead of live births.

2.3.2 MATERNAL MORTALITY RATES

High maternal mortality rates and poor health of infants and children are generally strong
predictors of poorly functioning health systems overall. This indicates that mothers are the
most important bearers of social wealth, and their inputs into a society’s productive capacity
are also the most important determinants of a society’s long-term economic prospects.

2.3.2.a Risk of Maternal Death in 180+ Countries

The table that follows shows the probability that a 15-year old female will die eventually from a
maternal cause. It takes into account both the probability of becoming pregnant and the probability
of dying as a result of that pregnancy, accumulated across a woman's reproductive years.

See Table Maternal Death, Many Countries
Sources: Save The Children

On average, Western European countries have the lowest rates whereas Southeast Asian and
African countries have the highest rates. The US rate is higher than that of most developed countries.

More: The table also indicates the status of mothers in a wide cross-section of countries. The
complete report State of the World's Mothers 2014 explains the variables used to determine
the best and worst places in the world to be a mother. The US receives a rank of 30 on

the Mother’s Index, after Singapore (15), Canada (22), and Lithuania (26), while the Nordic
countries are at the top of the rank ordering.

2.3.2.b Maternal Mortality Rates in 180+ countries
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The table that follows shows the number of women who die during pregnancy and childbirth,
per 100,000 live births. The data are estimated with a regression model using information

on fertility, birth attendants, and HIV prevalence. Its rankings roughly follow those in the
preceding table.

See Table Maternal Mortality, Many Countries
Source: World Bank

2.3.3 INFANT AND CHILD VACCINATION RATES

Immunization rates are a good predictor of the probabilities of infant and child mortality. The
maps below offer a snapshot of the global situation with respect to immunizations for measles
and DTP3 (diphtheria-tetanus-pertussis). These maps indicate that like most other developed
countries, the US has very good measles coverage, and also that many Latin American and
South Asian countries have good immunization coverage for measles but not for DTP3.

See Map Measles Coverage, Many Countries
Source: United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF)

See Map DTP3 Coverage, Developing and Transition Countries
Source: United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF)

See Map DTP3 Coverage, Many Countries
Source: United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF)

More: For more information, see the full report published by UNICEF and WHO.
http://www.childinfo.org/files/immunization_summary_2012_en.pdf

2.3.4 LIFE EXPECTANCY AND HEALTH-ADJUSTED LIFE EXPECTANCY
(HALE) RATES IN OECD COUNTRIES

Life expectancy is the average number of years a newborn can expect to live, but does not
provide a picture of the health status of a population, since the extra years of life are not
necessarily lived in good health. Health-adjusted life expectancy (HALE) is the average number
of years a newborn can expect to live in good health or free of disease and injury.

On average, in 2008, life expectancy in OECD countries for girls and boys was 82 and 76
respectively, but HALE was 74 and 70, respectively. This means that the proportion of their
lifespan that could be limited by disease or injury was 10% for girls, and 8% for boys. For both
boys and girls, the US rates for life expectancy and HALE were below the OECD average.
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It is to be noted that the HALE gender gap is smaller than that for life expectancy. However,
on the whole the ranking of countries for HALE is very similar to that for life expectancy,
suggesting that countries with the longest life expectancies are also the healthiest (Japan,
France, Spain, ltaly, Iceland, Sweden, Australia and Switzerland).

See Table Life Expectancy, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Data Issues

Life expectancy is estimated using life tables constructed by WHO using Sullivan’s method. HALE is
calculated using the WHO Global Burden of Disease (GBD) study, WHO Multi-Country Survey Study
(MCSS) and World Health Survey (WHS). Data from the WHOGBD study are used to estimate severity-
adjusted prevalence by age and sex for all countries. Data from the WHOMCSS and WHS are used to make
independent estimates of severity-adjusted prevalence by age and sex for survey countries. Prevalence for
all countries is calculated based on GBD, MCSS and WHS estimates.

2.3.5 TEEN BIRTHS IN DEVELOPED COUNTRIES

Among developed countries, the US has the highest teen birth rate at approximately 40 births
per 1000 women aged 15-19 years. Switzerland has the lowest teen birth rate at 4 births per
1000 women aged 15-19 years, while the Nordic countries also have low birth rates between 5
and 10 births per 1000 women aged 15-19 years.

See Figure: Teen Birth Rates, Developed Countries
Source: United States Department of Health and Human Services

2.3.6 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS THAT AFFECT HEALTH

The quality of the environment people live in is an important, though often still ignored,
factor in determining health. The World Health Organization tracks the health impact of
environmental factors along a variety of different dimensions. A complete list of topics is
available here: http://www.who.int/phe/health_topics/en/

Here we excerpt some information from two of these topics:

2.3.6.a Global Effects of Air Pollution

Outdoor air pollution can fatally affect children, as the following map illustrates.

See Map Air Pollution and Child Deaths, Many Countries
Source: World Health Organization

Globally in 2012, 7 million deaths were attributable to the joint effects of household air
pollution and ambient air pollution. Most of these deaths occurred in middle- and low-income
countries, which represent 82% of the world’s population, with the Western Pacific and South
East Asian regions witnessing the most deaths, at 2.8 million and 2.3 million, respectively. The
following chart provides more detail.
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See Chart Deaths Attributabe to Air Pollution, Many Countries
Source: World Health Organization

More: For more information, see:
http://www.who.int/phe/health_topics/outdoorair/databases/FINAL_HAP_AAP
BoD_24March2014.pdf?ua=1

2.3.6.b Global Impact of Climate Change

There are three primary exposure pathways by which climate change affects health: directly
through weather variables such as heat and storms; indirectly through natural systems such
as disease vectors; and pathways heavily mediated through human systems such as under-
nutrition. The following figure describes these pathways in a conceptual diagram.

See Figure Pathways from Climate Change to Health
Source: Inter-governmental Panel on Climate Change

The following map indicates that looking ahead, increasingly frequent heat extremes will
combine with rapidly growing numbers of older people living in cities.

See Map Heat Extremes, Many Countries
Source: Inter-governmental Panel on Climate Change

The following table presents examples of recent research studies on the co-benefits of climate
change mitigation and public health policies.

See Table Policy Approaches
Source: Inter-governmental Panel on Climate Change

More: For more information, see:
http://ipcc-wg2.gov/AR5/images/uploads/WGIIAR5-Chap11_FGDall.pdf
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2.4 SOCIAL

A society that is divided and fragmented, with its members isolated and alienated from one
another, cannot hope to grow networks of provision and care. Only through such a coming
together, whether in communities, schools, churches, or other kinds of groups, are people able
to develop a sense of being, belonging, and becoming. Whether the occasion for coming
together is celebratory or commiserative, the natural human tendency to think and feel in the
company of others supports, widens, and deepens the values of caring, trust, collaboration,
and generosity that are the hallmark of a caring economy and society.

The coming together of people in groups also holds out the potential for constructive
dialogue across cultural, religious, and ideological boundaries, and out of such dialogue may
emerge innovative approaches for solving social problems and for visioning a shared future.
Even though the proliferation of social media appears to have occasioned a migration online
of our social lives with its attendant problems, it has also increased awareness of the problems
and concerns that face humanity as a whole so our coming together offline can now be infused
with a more informed, and more directed intentionality than before.

One measure of social connectivity and cohesion is the extent to which a society excludes
offenders through incarceration. In the data presented below, the US is seen to be one of the
worst performers with regard to incarceration rates, largely because the US justice system is
not focused on rehabilitation but rather on punishment. Consequently, relative to a country like
Norway, the US also has a high recidivism rate.

Perhaps the most important aspect of social connectivity that is relevant to social wealth is that
there are no finite limits to the variety of forms that such connectivity can take. Human beings
have an extraordinary capacity to relate to one another in new and interesting ways. “Social
Cohesion Measures” highlight the ways in which people come together in modes of relating
that nurture and grow networks of provision and care that are a vital component of social wealth.
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2.4.1 PERCENTAGE OF YOUNG PEOPLE ACTIVE IN GROUPS IN OECD COUNTRIES

The extent to which young people participate in formal and informal organizations is an
indication of their social participation. The data in the table below is from the 2005-2007
World Values Survey that asked respondents whether they belonged to groups of a particular
type, and whether they considered themselves to be “active” or “inactive” members of the groups.

The table shows diversity across countries in the formal groups to which young people
belong. In general, young people are most likely to be members of a “sport or cultural
association” rather than any other group. However, in Finland, Mexico, Sweden, Romania, and
the US, young people are most likely to belong to a church (or other religious organization).
Membership in an association with a political orientation, including labor unions, is more
frequent in Sweden, Finland, the US, and Norway than anywhere else.

In the US one-fifth of young people are members of a charitable or humanitarian organization. In
Canada and Sweden the percentage is one third, about twice as high as for the OECD on average.

See Table Active Youth, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family

Data Issues

The World Values Survey (WVS) is a worldwide network of representative national surveys carried out in 97
societies covering almost 90 percent of the world’s population. Five waves of surveys have been released
from 1981 to 2007. The last wave was carried out over the 2005-2007 period. Sample sizes in OECD
countries vary from approximately 1000 individuals in France, the Netherland, New Zealand, Poland or the

UK to more than 2000 in Canada or Germany.

2.4.2 COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE OF MINORITY GROUPS IN OECD COUNTRIES

Data on the tolerance of minority groups is based on binary questions created by the Gallup
World Poll, which is conducted in more than 150 countries.

Questions asked take the form of: “Is the city or area where you live a good place or not a
good place to live for immigrants from other countries? Is the city or area where you live a
good place or not a good place to live for racial and ethnic minorities? Is the city or area where
you live a good place or not a good place to live for gays and lesbians?”

We present three charts below, pertaining to the three above questions, for OECD Countries
and some others (Argentina, Brazil, India, Indonesia, Russia and South Africa).

In Australia, Canada, Iceland, New Zealand and Norway at least 90% of people think that their
country is a good place for immigrants to live. On the other side of the spectrum are Estonia,
Greece and Poland, where less than the half of the people think that their country is a good
place for immigrants to live. The US is ranked tenth in its tolerance of immigrants. On average,
people in the OECD area believe that their countries have become a slightly worse place to
live for immigrants between 2007 and 2012. Austria and Slovenia saw a significant increase in
positive sentiment on this point, whereas a large drop was noted in Greece, Mexico and Poland.
This decrease was balanced out due to the small changes seen in the majority of the OECD.
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See Chart Tolerance of Immigrants, OECD Countries
Source: OECD llibrary

Tolerance of ethnic minorities shows similar features. Overall, there is a slight decline in the
share of people who think that their area is a good place to live for racial and ethnic minorities.
However, a large variation across countries can be observed, with the US in seventeenth place,
registering a very slight increase in tolerance.

See Chart Tolerance of Ethnic Minorities, OECD Countries
Source: OECD llibrary

Tolerance perceptions towards gays and lesbians showed a slightly more positive change
overall from 2007 to 2012. The increase in tolerance was largest in Austria, Norway and
Portugal, while the largest decline was observed in Greece, Hungary and Turkey. The US was
ranked fifth, registering a large increase in tolerance of gays and lesbians between 2007 and
2012.

See Chart Tolerance of Gays and Lesbians, OECD Countries
Source: OECD llibrary

2.4.3 INCARCERATION AND RECIDIVISM RATES IN SELECT COUNTRIES
According to a 2014 Pell Center for International Relations and Public Policy report:

“The United States has about 5% of the world’s population yet it accounts for about 25% of
the world’s prisoners. Despite a steady decline in the crime rate over the past two decades,
the United States incarcerates more of its citizens than any other country-716 people per every
100,000, according to the International Centre for Prison Studies (ICPS). This translates to
about one in every 100 American adults being in prison. As a point of comparison, the next
closely ranked English-speaking, industrialized country is the United Kingdom (England and
Wales), at 102 in the ICPS ranking of 221 countries. As a proportion of the population, the
United States has 15 times as many prisoners as Iceland, 14 times as many as Japan and 10
times as many as Norway.”

See Table Prison Populations in Select Countries
Source: Pell Center for International Relations and Public Policy

On recidivism, the report states that relative to other countries: “the U.S. rate does not appear
exceptional. It should be noted that comparing international recidivism rates can be tricky.
Countries track them differently, often using different terms (reconviction, re-arrest, relapse,
re- imprisonment) and varied lengths of time for studies (1 yr, 3 yrs, 10 yrs). Difficulties with
comparison aside, the recidivism rates in other countries, even on the high end, reveal an
interesting truth-recidivism does not have a significant impact on their prison population rates.
Unfortunately, this does not hold true for the United States, most likely because Americans are
imprisoned for crimes that may not lead to prison sentences in other countries such as passing
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bad checks, minor drug offenses, and other non-violent crimes. Also, prisoners in the United
States are often incarcerated for a lot longer than in other countries. For instance, burglars in
the United States serve an average of 16 months in prison compared with 5 months in Canada
and 7 months in England.2 With an emphasis on punishment rather than rehabilitation, U.S.
prisoners are often released with no better skills to cope in society and are offered little
support after their release, increasing the chances of re-offending.”

In contrast to the US penal system, the Norwegian system is held up as a model of successful
incarceration practices, with a 20% recidivism rate, one of the lowest in the world, largely

because the government actively assists released prisoners to re-integrate into society through
support with housing, employment, education, health care and addiction treatment (if needed).

See Table Recidivism Rates in Select Countries
Source: Pell Center for International Relations and Public Policy
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2.5

ENVIRONMENTAL
MEASURES

25

Care for our natural environment is critical, as nature not only provides the essentials to sustain
human life but directly affects a society’s economic prospects. Not only does the environment
nourish and support human life, but its cleanliness and natural beauty contribute to the good
health and psychological wellbeing of human beings.

Human beings co-create social reality in alliance with other life forms and the natural
environment. Therefore, proper care for the environment is crucial for human capacity to flourish.

Social wealth consists of such flourishing and is an input for economic prosperity. Therefore,
damage to the environment not only impedes the accumulation of social wealth but also
adversely affects long-term economic health.

Conventional measures of economic prosperity such as GDP completely overlook the
importance of environmental quality for long-term economic health. Yet current economic
practices, including activities included as positives in GDP, inflict a huge cost on the
environment by way of resource depletion, pollution, and climate change.

SWEIs reflect the irreversible damage that current economic assumptions and practices
are inflicting on the environment. In this section, we highlight a number of measures of
environmental quality and the impact that environmental degradation is having on human
health and flourishing.

2.5.1 KEY ENVIRONMENTAL INDICATORS FOR OECD COUNTRIES

The 2008 OECD publication “Environmental Indicators” reports data for OECD countries on
two topics: pollution issues (climate change, ozone layer, air quality, waste generation, and
freshwater quality) and natural resources and assets (freshwater resources, forest resources, fish
resources, energy resources, and biodiversity).

Although many OECD countries have made significant strides through the 1990s and 2000s

in addressing environmental concerns, large differences remain between countries and much
remains to be accomplished.
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The following charts indicate that overall, OECD countries have made important progress

in measuring their carbon dioxide and greenhouse gas emissions as a separate and highly
significant factor in human and economic development, rather than only relying on GDP
growth. However, most countries have not succeeded in meeting their own national
commitments. Their emissions continued to increase throughout the 1990s, particularly in the
Asia-Pacific region and North America (US and Canada), despite gains in energy efficiency.
Since 1980, carbon dioxide emissions from energy use have grown more slowly in OECD
countries as a group than they have worldwide. For both greenhouse gases and carbon
dioxide, the US and Canada are among the highest polluters in the OECD.

See Chart Emissions, OECD vs. World
Source: OECD Environment Directorate

See Chart Emissions, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Environment Directorate

More: The full report is available here:
http://www.oecd.org/env/indicators-modelling-outlooks/37551205.pdf

2.5.2 CONSUMPTION MEASURES FOR A LARGER CROSS-SECTION OF COUNTRIES

Patterns of consumption are an important factor in environmental conditions because current
patterns are depleting ecological resources, as shown by the data below.

2.5.2.a Ecological Footprint of Consumption and Ecological Deficit/Reserve for 150+ Countries

The table below provides information for the ecological impact of consumption across the
globe in 2007. In the majority of the continents, countries are running ecological deficits,
meaning that their consumption is running down ecological resources on net. The US is one
of 12 countries running a deficit larger than 4 global hectares per capita. In Latin America,
however, a large number of countries are running ecological reserves. This is also true for
Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and select European countries (Estonia, Finland, Latvia,
Russia, and Sweden).

See Table Ecological Impact of Consumption, Many Countries
Source: Global Footprint Network

2.5.2.b Consumption of Ozone-Depleting Substances in 150+ Countries

The map below indicates large differences among countries with respect to the consumption
of ozone depleting substances in 2008. India, Brazil, China, and the United States were the
worst offenders, while the EU countries were (collectively) the best performers.
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See Map Ozone Depletion, Many Countries
Source: United Nations Statistics Division

The data for the map is available at:
http://unstats.un.org/unsd/environment/ODS_Consumption.htm

2.5.2.c Carbon Dioxide Emissions in 200+ Countries

The map below indicates carbon dioxide emissions per capita for 200+ countries in 2007.
Industrialized countries (especially the US, Canada, Australia, Germany, Japan and Russia) are
the worst offenders, while South Asia, Africa, and Latin America have the cleanest record.

See Map Carbon Dioxide Emissions, Many Countries
Source: United Nations Statistics Division

The data for the map is available at:
http://unstats.un.org/unsd/environment/air_co2_emissions.htm

2.5.3 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS IN 150+ COUNTRIES

The map below indicates greenhouse gas emissions per capita for 150+ countries during the
years 1994-2008. The US, Canada, and Australia (for all of which, data is available for 2008)
are the worst offenders, while South Asia, Africa, and Latin America have the cleanest record
(although for many of these countries, data is only available for the 1990s).

See Map Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Many Countries
Source: United Nations Statistics Division

The data for the map is available at:
http://unstats.un.org/unsd/environment/air_greenhouse_emissions.htm

2.5.4 RESOURCE DEPLETION MEASURES

2.5.4.a Freshwater resources in 180+ countries

The map below indicates renewable freshwater resources per capita for 180+ countries in
terms of a long-term annual average (1990-2005). Apart from the desert regions of North
Africa and the Arabian Peninsula, where it is natural to expect a shortage of renewable
freshwater resources, the most critical shortages appear in the two most populated countries
of the world, India and China, as well as in Mexico and parts of continental Europe.

See Map Freshwater Resources, Many Countries
Source: United Nations Statistics Division

The data for the map is available at:
http://unstats.un.org/unsd/environment/waterresources.htm
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2.6
SOCIAL
EQUITY ERSLRES
MEASURES

2.6 SOCIAL

To build social wealth, a society must able to effect an equitable provision of resources to all its
members. Social Equity Indicators include a variety of measures of the extent to which resources,
opportunities, and rights (e.g., to safety and security) are equitably distributed across a society.

Equity requires that special consideration be given to those members of a society whose
contributions have been historically undervalued. Without adequate resources, these members
have an uphill struggle to grow into flexible, creative, and productive human beings.

Inequity is not only a problem in the domains of income and wealth, but also in the domains
of access to education, health-care, and employment. Inequity manifests according to
differing social and demographic stratifications. For example, gender is a universal category of
stratification and therefore not country- or geography-specific

When we restrict our focus to the US, race (White, Black, Asian or Pacific Islander, American
Indian or Alaskan Native, etc.) and ethnicity (Hispanic, non-Hispanic) also emerge as primary
stratifications for the measurement of equity. In India, caste remains a major source of
stratification, whereas in some areas religion is used to subordinate “out-groups.”

To be sensitive to these differences, we include various subcategories of measures. We begin
with broad-based measures of inequity in the domains of income and wealth, i.e., without
drilling down to the level of social and demographic stratifications. We then introduce
measures of inequity based on gender, followed by measures based on race/ethnicity (relevant
to the US), and finally present measures based on other/miscellaneous stratifications (relevant
to other regions or countries). In whatever form inequity manifests, it is a hindrance to the
accumulation of social wealth.

2.6.1 INCOME AND WEALTH

Many economists take the view that some measure of income and wealth inequity may be a good
thing since it creates the necessary incentives for hard work and innovation. There remains, however,
little agreement on exactly how much inequity is the “right” amount, because economists have not
yet devised a reasonable analytical framework to address this question. From the perspective of
creating social wealth, persistent and large wealth and income inequities are harmful.
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To begin with, such inequities interfere with a proper functioning of the democratic process.

In countries where the rich own a growing share of income and wealth, the political process

is inevitably captured by their interests, and the poor become objects of disenfranchisement
and therefore discrimination. Social mistrust then grows and political and civil disorder
become increasingly likely. Certainly, such has been the reality in recent times in many Western
countries such as the US (the 2011-2012 Occupy Movement), the UK (the 2010 student riots),
and parts of continental Europe (anti-austerity riots in Spain, Portugal, Greece).

Another critical issue with respect to income is the status of children, who are unable to
support themselves and must therefore rely on adults for sustenance. Child poverty is
especially pernicious. Therefore, in what follows, we report measures not only of income and
wealth inequities for the population at large but also for children. For many countries reliable
information on child poverty is not available, so we have included only OECD countries.

2.6.1.a Single Observations for Income Inequality in a Cross-Section of Countries

The map that follows compares income inequality for 63 countries. It reports the Gini index,
where an index of O represents perfect equality, while an index of 100 implies perfect
inequality. It indicates that income inequality is particularly high in Latin America, Asia, parts of
Africa, and countries that composed the former Soviet Union.

See Map Gini Index, Many Countries
Source: World Bank

2.6.1.b Time-Series for Income Inequality in Anglo-Saxon and Developing/Emerging Countries

Data compiled by Thomas Piketty for his book Capital in the 21st Century (2014) provides
information on trends in income inequality for a large group of countries.

Since 1980, the share of national income going to the top 1% of the population has risen
sharply for four Anglo-Saxon countries — the US, the UK, Canada, and Australia — with the US
share, at around 18%, being the highest of the four.

See Chart Income Inequality, Anglo-Saxon Countries
Source: New Yorker

The trend is broadly similar for six developing/emerging countries: Argentina, China,
Colombia, India, Indonesia, and South Africa. That is, we see once again a U shape: during the
past few decades, more and more income has been accumulating at the top. In most of these
countries, however, the share taken by the one per cent is quite a bit lower than it is in the US.

See Chart Income Inequality, Developing Countries
Source: New Yorker

2.6.1.c Time-Series for Wealth Inequality in the US and Europe
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Also documented by Thomas Piketty is that wealth inequality has been growing in both the US
and Europe since 1970 but most sharply in the US. In 2010, the American one per cent owned
about a third of all the wealth while the European one per cent owned about a quarter.

See Chart Wealth Inequality, US and Europe
Source: New Yorker

2.6.1.d Child Poverty in OECD Countries

Approximately 13% of children in OECD countries were poor in 2009-11. However, there
is wide variation across countries. Child poverty rates were below 9% in Austria, the Nordic
countries, and Slovenia. But they exceeded 20% in the US, Chile, Israel, Mexico, and Turkey.

See Table Child Poverty, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

More: The child poverty rate represents the percentage of children living in households
with an equivalized disposable income of less than 50% of the median for the total
population. Equivalization assigns different weightings to different members of a
household, and total household income is then divided by the sum of the weightings to
yield a representative income. In general, poverty rates for children are higher than those
for the entire population, except in Denmark, Finland, Japan, Korea, Norway, Slovenia,
Sweden, and the United Kingdom.

2.6.1.e Concentrated Child Poverty in the US

According to the Annie E. Casey Foundation, 13% of children in the US were living in areas of
concentrated poverty (poverty rates of 30% or more) in 2008-2012, up from 9% in 2000. These
high-poverty census tracts are much more likely than others to have high rates of crime and
violence, physical and mental health issues, unemployment and other problems.

See Chart Concentrated Child Poverty, US
Source: Annie E. Casey Foundation

2.6.2 GENDER

The personal, social, and economic effects of gender stratification have in recent decades
become the subject of intensive scientific study. Slowly these effects are gaining public
awareness as well as the attention of policy makers.

Many studies show that globally systematic social discrimination based on gender limits the
opportunities of women and girls, and hence deprives society of the social and economic
contributions they would make if the development of their full capacities were supported. But
the damage from gender inequity has other, equally damaging, systemic effects.
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The devaluation of women and the feminine has led to a gendered system of values where
so-called “masculine” rather than “feminine” values drive much of the social and economic
agenda-setting. One result has been that the work of caring and caregiving, mostly performed
by women and stereotypically considered “soft” or “feminine,” is either not valued at all or
undervalued at best — with negative results all around.

These kinds of systems dynamics help explain why studies indicate that the status of women
is essential for understanding social and economic outcomes in a country. To illustrate, in its
study Women, Men and the Global Quality of Life, the Center for Partnership Studies found
that measures of the status of women can be an even better predictor of quality of life than
conventional indicators such as GNP or GDP. For example, gender equity variables correlated
more highly with overall literacy than GDP. For more on such studies, please refer to

Section 4.4 below.

The status of women may be gauged from measuring the so-called “gender gap” in diverse
domains such as employment, health, political participation, and educational attainment.

For example, in the domain of employment, it matters not only whether women lag

behind men in terms of earnings (which they do), but also whether women are able to find
employment in as varied a set of occupations as men, whether there is a “glass ceiling” for
women in terms of the highest position within an organization that they can aspire to, and
whether “the women’s work” of caring for children, the elderly, and others in families is or is
not supported by business and government policies.

Women's physical security is also a key measure of the status of women, as well as of a nation’s
social wealth. For example, countries that tolerate a high level of violence against girls and
women reduce their nation’s capacity to accumulate social wealth by not only countenancing
the negative physical, mental, and emotional effects on women and girls, but by ignoring the
effects on mothers’ capacities to care for children. Moreover, a pernicious lesson children take
away from the acceptability of domestic violence is that violence is an acceptable means of
imposing one’s will on others.

Ultimately then, the status of women affects what is considered normal or abnormal and what
is or is not valued. Specifically, the status of women emerges as a key measure of whether or
not a society is able to cultivate the value of care vital to creating and growing social wealth,
rather than devaluing it as “soft” or stereotypically “feminine” — be it in women or men as well
as in social and economic policy.

What follows are a variety of indicators that measure the status of women both directly and
indirectly, once again primarily based on the more readily available data comparing OECD
nations.

2.6.2.a Gender Gap in Earnings for OECD Countries

The “gender wage gap” is measured as the difference between male and female earnings
expressed as a percentage of male earnings. The chart that follows shows that men typically
earn more than women. Belgium, Poland and Spain are among the countries with smaller
pay gaps. Greece and Portugal also have relatively low gender pay gaps based on average
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earnings. Austria, Israel, Japan and Korea have high gender pay gaps based on both

median and average wage measures. The gender gap in earnings in the US is 22 percent,
compared to the average OECD gap of 17.3%. Hungary and Norway have high gender gaps
in terms of average earnings, relative to median earnings, but these numbers are biased by a
disproportionally high gender gap at the top of the distribution. For these countries the gap
between median earnings of males and females is a more reliable indicator.

See Chart Earnings Gap, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Data Issues

Data for the OECD earnings database on full-time earners are collected annually through both labor force
surveys and household surveys. Depending on the country, earnings data provided can refer to hourly,
weekly, monthly or average annual earnings on a gross or net basis. This means that the data is best
presented as a relative measure, such as the gender wage gap (and in percentiles over the distribution

of this gap) rather than earnings’ differences in absolute terms. Gender differences may be slightly over-
estimated where measurement is based on a gross wage because of the inclusion of taxes and social
security contributions (for example, second earners who are often women, will be subject to different tax
thresholds than their partners in many countries).

For OECD countries, the data refers to full-time employees working more than 30 hours per week, while for
non-OECD countries, the data was collected through EU-SILC for all employees working more than 15 hours

per week. This is likely to produce artificially lower wage gaps for non-OECD countries.

2.6.2.b Gender Differences in Employment in OECD Countries

The chart that follows indicates that the OECD gender gap in employment rates varies
considerably across countries. In 2011, it was greatest in Mexico and Turkey (above 35%), and
the smallest in Estonia and the Nordic countries (below 10%), with the US registering a gap of
approximately 10%. Full time employment rates indicate that the gender gaps in employment
are wide in all OECD countries. For instance, in the Netherlands, where working part-time is
common the FTE employment gap is considerably larger because women tend to work part-
time more (61%) than men (17%).

See Chart Employment Gap, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Data Issues
The calculations of gender differences in employment outcomes measure the difference between
employment rates of men and women in terms of both full and part-time employment.

The definition of part-time work varies considerably across the OECD. Essentially three main approaches
can be distinguished: i) a classification based on the worker's perception of her/his employment situation;

ii) a cut-off (generally 30 or 35 hours per week) based on usual working hours, with persons usually working
fewer hours being considered part-timers; iii) a comparable cut-off based on actual hours worked during the
reference week.

Data are taken from both the OECD Employment Database and the European Labor Force Survey for
European countries outside the OECD. For OECD countries, a harmonized definition of part-time work is
used: part-time employment refers to persons who usually work less than 30 hours per week in their main
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job (data for Japan and Korea are based on actual hours, and for Switzerland concerns hours worked in all
jobs of the respondent, see OECD Employment Outlook). The data for the non-OECD countries are based
on respondent self-assessment of usual hours worked vis-a-vis the 30 hours threshold.

More: The calculations of gender differences in employment outcomes measure the
difference between employment rates of men and women in terms of both full and part-
time employment. To get better insight into the differences between the sexes, gender gaps
are also presented as differences in the full-time equivalent (FTE) rates. This is the difference
between men and women if they were all working for 30 hours or more per week in their
main job. The FTE rate is defined as the proportion of men (or women) in paid employment,
multiplied by the proportion of men (or women) in full-time employment.

2.6.2.c Occupational Distribution by Gender in OECD Countries

The gender composition of the workforce varies across economic sectors and occupations. The
chart that follows shows the typical concentration of female employment in fewer occupations
than men: on average, across the OECD, 50% of employed women work in 12 occupations,
while this is 23 for men.

The greatest spread of female workers across occupations is in the US and Czech Republic, but
gender differences are also relatively large. By contrast, half of the male and female workers are
concentrated in a relatively small number of occupations in Greece, Ireland, Spain and Portugal.

See Chart Limited Female Employment, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Data Issues

The International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO) is the most widely used system for the
classification of workers over different categories of jobs and occupations. However, national standards of
job classification do not always easily fit into the ISCO-coding system and different ways of defining and
categorizing otherwise similar positions across countries can affect comparability. For example, the national
definition of a “manager” varies across countries, which affects the likelihood of a woman being counted
as such. The comparison also depends on the number of categories of jobs and occupations, which are
not exactly similar from one country to another. The more disaggregated the categorization, the higher
the estimation of gender differences in occupational distribution. For European countries the 4-digit ISCO
classification of occupations has been used, with a distinction between 493 types of occupations. The
classification differs for the US, where the number of categories is slightly higher at 508.

More: The difference in the distribution of occupations across male and female workers is
considered in view of the International Standard Classification of Occupation (ISCO). Their
4-digit nomenclature has been used to classify occupational statuses.

2.6.2.d Management Positions by Gender in OECD Countries

Women are less likely than men to be in a management position; on average, across the
OECD only one third of the managers are female.
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There is considerable variation across countries. While this is not the case in top management
positions, where women are still a very low percentage, overall the proportion of managers
that are women is high in France, Poland, and the US, where women hold more than 35% of
managerial positions. In contrast, women find it particularly difficult to progress up the career
ladder in Luxembourg where only around 1 in 5 managers is a woman.

See Chart Women As Managers, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Data Issues

The International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO) is the most widely used system for the
classification of workers over different categories of jobs and occupations. However, national standards of
job classification do not always easily fit into the ISCO-coding system and different ways of defining and
categorizing otherwise similar positions across countries can affect comparability. For example, the national
definition of a “manager” varies across countries, which obviously affects the likelihood of a woman being
counted as such. The comparison also depends on the number of categories of jobs and occupations,
which are not exactly similar from one country to another. The more disaggregated the categorization, the
higher the estimation of gender differences in occupational distribution. For European countries the 4-digit
ISCO classification of occupations has been used, with a distinction between 493 types of occupations. The

classification differs for the US, where the number of categories is slightly higher at 508.

2.6.2.e Gender Gaps in Opportunities to Change Working Hours in OECD Countries

The chart that follows shows the extent to which male and female employees have some sort
of control over their working hours. Flexibility in working time allows, for example, parents

to adjust their working schedule to map with school and/or childcare center hours. In most
countries (Note: there is no data for the US), with the exceptions of the UK, Greece, Belgium,
France, Luxembourg, Hungary, Austria, and Turkey, a greater proportion of men (than women)
have an opportunity to change working hours.

As will be discussed in the section on Care Investment Indicators (Section 3), other family-
friendly arrangements include extra-statutory leave from work arrangements; employer-
provided childcare, out-of-school-hours-care, elderly care supports, and flexible working
time arrangements.

See Chart Flex-Time Gap, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Data Issues
Indicators on family-friendly workplace supports are taken from different national surveys with different sample
sizes, categorizations and questions for employers and employees. Comparisons are therefore difficult.

More: Examples of flex-time practices are: allowing the start and end times to vary on
the same day; the accumulation of credit or debit hours; full days off to compensate for
accumulated credit hours, etc.
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2.6.2.f Country Rankings in 2013 Global Gender Gap report of the World Economic Forum

The Global Gender Gap Index, published by the World Economic Forum;, seeks to measure
the gap between men and women along four dimensions: Economic Participation and
Opportunity, Educational Attainment, Health and Survival, and Political Empowerment. Details
on the construction of this index may be obtained from pp. 4-6 of the 2013 report.

Of the 136 countries surveyed in this report, the Nordic countries are shown to have the
smallest gender gaps. Iceland, Norway, Finland, and Sweden have an overall ranking of first,
second, third, and fourth respectively, while the US ranks twenty-third. Countries such as Saudi
Arabia, Iran, Syria, Qatar, Pakistan, and Yemen have the largest gender gaps.

Although the US has an overall rank of twenty three, it comes in first along the dimension of
Educational Attainment, albeit alongside several other countries, as the table indicates.

See Table Gender Gaps, Many Countries
Source: World Economic Forum

2.6.2.g Violence against Women

According to the WHO, the highest rates of violence against women are to be found in Asia
and the Eastern Mediterranean (37.7% and 37% respectively), though violence against women
is a problem in all world regions.

See Figure Violence Rates, Many Countries
Source: World Health Organization

The health impact of such violence is considerable, as illustrated by the following info-
graphic, which shows how this violence affects women'’s mental and physical health, including
reproductive health, in addition to injuring and killing them, with 38% of murders of women
globally being at the hands of an intimate partner (and this is only of reported murders).

See Figure Impact of Violence, Many Countries
Source: World Health Organization

Data from Womenstats (http://womanstats.org/) further substantiates the prevalence of
violence against women in its many forms:

- Rate of murder of women: Russia and Brazil are among countries with a high rate of murder
of women, while the US registers a medium rate, and most of Europe registering a low rate.

See Map Murder Rates, Many Countries
Source: WomenStats
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- Prevalence of rape: While rape is a global problem, the highest rates are in parts of Africa
and the Middle East, Asia. Alongside Canada, Mexico, the UK, and the Nordic countries, the
US registers a medium rate.

See Map Rape, Many Countries
Source: WomenStats

- Trafficking of women: The selling and/or kidnapping of girls and women for the sex trade and
other forms of slavery is a universal scourge, with much of the Middle East and Southeast Asia as
well as parts of Africa not even having adequate laws prohibiting trafficking in girls and women.

See Map Trafficking, Many Countries
Source: WomenStats

- Women's physical security: Globally problems of physical security are commonplace for
women, with surveys showing that in the Middle East, Southeast Asia, and parts of Africa
women completely lack physical security, often due to traditions of violence in families and
other intimate relations. In most of Western Europe, and Sweden, women have fairly high levels
of physical security, while in the US and Canada, they have moderate levels of physical security.

See Map Physical Security, Many Countries
Source: WomenStats

2.6.2.h Women'’s Poverty

The undervaluing of care work has a devastating effect on women worldwide, as shown by the
statistics on women'’s disproportionate poverty in both poor and affluent nations.

According to the National Center for Law and Economic Justice, in the US,

“Poverty is a women’s issue; female-headed households are more likely to be poor. In 2012,
over five million more women than men were living below the poverty line; and two million

more women than men were living in deep poverty. For women aged 18 to 64, the poverty
rate was 15.4%, compared to 11.9% for men of the same age range.”

According to a National Women'’s Law Center report, in the US,

“The poverty rate for women was higher in 2012 (14.5 percent) than in 2000 (11.5 percent).
The extreme poverty rate for women increased to 6.3 percent in 2012 from 4.4 percent in 2000.”

The following chart illustrates this trend. It also shows that children’s poverty in the US is even
higher than women’s poverty (though they are related), and that both of these poverty rates
have been consistently higher than men’s poverty over the last decade or so.

See Chart Trends in Poverty, US
Source: National Women’s Law Center
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Elderly women are so likely to live in poverty that, as figure 13 on p. 26 of a US Government
Accountability Office report indicates, for the age group of 65+, women are twice as likely to
be poor as men.

Moreover, in every racial/ethnic group, women’s poverty is higher than that of men.

2.6.3 RACE/ETHNICITY

Most developed countries are today populated by multi-racial and multi-ethnic communities,
some of whom could claim to be natives, others of whom are first-generation immigrants or
descended from immigrants that voluntarily settled these countries, and still others whose
ancestors were transported to these countries by means of force.

These multiple demographics are mirrored in social and economic statistics such as those
pertaining to the distribution of income and wealth, as well as to factors that determine such
distributional outcomes as access to education, health and political representation. These
statistics show that, despite ideals of solidarity and cooperation between different races

and ethnicities, significant and persistent inequities prevail, creating the potential for social
instability that often retard the accumulation of social wealth when it does not destroy such
wealth altogether.

While these inequalities are a disturbing issue in all nations, the data that follow are from the
US where racial and ethnic categories are clearly delineated and where persistent racial and
ethnic inequality is a pressing problem.

2.6.3.a Income and Wealth Disparities for Different Racial Groups in the US

Among the four principal racial groups, Black households have consistently earned the lowest
income over the last 4 decades.

See Chart Income Disparities, US
Source: Bill Moyers/US Census Bureau

The wealth gap between Black and White households has grown significantly over the last 30
years, and in 2010, the average family wealth for White households was more than 6 times that
for Black households.

See Chart Wealth Disparities, US
Source: Bill Moyers/Urban Institute

2.6.3.b Poverty Rates for Black, Hispanic and White Americans

As of 2011, the poverty rate for Black Americans is higher than that for Hispanic Americans,
and more than twice that for White Americans.

See Chart Poverty, US
Source: Bill Moyers/US Census Bureau
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2.6.3.c Unemployment Rates for Black and White Americans

For the last 50 years (1964-2012), the unemployment rate among Black Americans has been
almost consistently twice as high as that among White Americans.

See Chart Unemployment, US
Source: Bill Moyers/Economic Policy Institute

2.6.3.d Incarceration Rates by Race in the US

In 2010, incarceration rates among Black men were almost 2.5 times as high as that among
Hispanic men and almost 10 times as high as that among White men.

See Chart Incarceration, US
Source: Bill Moyers/Pew Research Center

2.6.3.e Treatment of Racial Groups by Credit Markets in the US
Even when they had good credit ratings, Black and Hispanic Americans paid higher rates on

mortgage loans in 2004-2008, compared to White Americans.

See Chart Credit, US
Source: Bill Moyers/Economic Policy Institute

2.6.3.f Public High-School Graduation Rates by Race/Ethnicity in the US

During 2009-2010, the public high-school graduation rate for White (non-Hispanic) Americans
was above 66% in most states. The corresponding figures for Hispanic Americans, Black (non-
Hispanic) Americans, and American Indian or Alaska Native (non-Hispanic) Americans were
47%, 47% and 38% respectively.

See Map High-School Graduation for Whites (Non-Hispanics), US
Source: Diversity Data Kids

See Map High-School Graduation for Blacks (Non-Hispanics), US
Source: Diversity Data Kids

2.6.3.g Infant Mortality by Race/Ethnicity in the US

During 2006-2008, the highest infant mortality rate recorded among states for White (non-
Hispanic) Americans was 7.67. The corresponding numbers for Hispanic Americans, Black (non-
Hispanic) Americans, and American Indian or Alaska Native (non-Hispanic) Americans were
7.94, 18.54 and 15.37 respectively.
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See Map Infant Mortality for Whites (Non-Hispanics), US
Source: Diversity Data Kids

See Map Infant Mortality for Blacks (Non-Hispanics), US
Source: Diversity Data Kids

2.6.3.h Percent of Working Parents in a “Bad” Job (No Health Insurance, No Pension,
Below Family Economic Security Wage) and Not Eligible for FMLA (Family & Medical

Leave Act) Coverage by Race/Ethnicity in the US

During 2007-2011, the percent of working parents in a “bad” job was, on average (across
states), 18.4% for White (non-Hispanic) Americans, 31.4% for Hispanic Americans, and 20.5%
for Black (non-Hispanic) Americans. Caveat: Data on Black (non-Hispanic) Americans was
available for only about half of the states.

See Map Job Quality for Whites (Non-Hispanics), US
Source: Diversity Data Kids

See Map Job Quality for Blacks (Non-Hispanics), US
Source: Diversity Data Kids

2.6.3.i Child Poverty Rate by Race/Ethnicity in the US
During 2008-2012, the child poverty rates was, on average (across states), 12.5% for White

(non-Hispanic) Americans, 31.5% for Hispanic Americans, 37.1% for Black (non-Hispanic)
Americans, and 35.3% for American Indian or Alaska Native (non-Hispanic) Americans.

See Map Child Poverty for Whites (Non-Hispanics), US
Source: Diversity Data Kids

See Map Child Poverty for Blacks (Non-Hispanics), US
Source: Diversity Data Kids

2.6.3.j Children Living in High Poverty by Race/Ethnicity in the US

The poverty rate for children living in high poverty (poverty rates of 30% or more) was 30% for
Blacks or African Americans, and 23% for Hispanics or Latinos, in 2008-2012, compared to 4%
for Non-Hispanic Whites.
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See Table Child High Poverty for Whites (Non-Hispanics), US
Source: Annie E. Casey Foundation

2.6.3.k Teen Births by Race/Ethnicity in the US

Teen birth rates (per 1000) were 44 for Blacks or African Americans, and 46 for Hispanics or
Latinos, in 2012, compared to 20 for Non-Hispanic Whites. As the table below indicates, these
disparities have been narrowing over time but they still remain very large.

See Table Teen Births, US
Source: Annie E. Casey Foundation

2.6.3.| American Human Development Index by Race/Ethnicity

The American Human Development Index is a modified version of the traditional Human
Development Index that aims to better represent the US context. According to a report
published by the Social Science Research Council, Native Americans are one of the two worst
performers (the others being either African Americans or Latinos) in the categories of Human
Development, Health, Education, and Income, as the following info-graphic indicates.

See Figure Human Development, US
Source: Social Science Research Council

2.6.3.m National Urban League’s 2014 Equality Index

In 2014, the National Urban League published it's Equality Index, which describes how well
African Americans and Hispanics are doing relative to White Americans in the domains of
economics, education, health, social justice and civic engagement. An index of 100% in any
one of these domains would indicate perfect equality, and any number less than 100% would
indicate a disadvantage for African Americans and Hispanics. An overall index is arrived at by
computing a weighted average of the indices in the different domains. The 2014 overall index
came in at 71.2%. The greatest inequality was registered in the domain of economics (55.5%),
whereas social justice fared only slightly better (56.8%). Inequality was present but much lower
in health (76.8%) and education (76.8%), whereas in civic engagement, a large increase in
African American voter participation in the 2012 Presidential elections meant significant gains
towards equality (104.7%). For details on this index, please see the full report 2014 State of
Black America.

More: For an overview of the 2014 Equality Index, see this video interview of Valerie Wilson,
Economist and Vice President of Research at the National Urban League.
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2.6.3.n American Indian-White Employment-Rate Gap by State in the US

The unemployment rate during 2009-2011 among American Indians was higher than that of
Whites nationally and in every US state, with the difference being as high as 32.7 percentage
points in South Dakota.

See Map Employment Gap, US
Source: Economic Policy Institute

2.6.3.0 Living Standard for Native Americans Relative to the Total Population in the US

With respect to basic living characteristics such as availability of electricity, kitchen facilities
and phone services, American Indians and Alaska Natives lag the average American, as the
following graph (from November 2012) indicates. Unemployment and poverty rates are also
much higher for American Indians and Alaska Natives relative to the average American.

See Chart Living Standard, US
Source: National Congress of American Indians

More: For more details, see http://www.ncai.org/policy-research-center/research-data/
BB_2012_November_Demographic_Profile.pdf

2.6.4 OTHER SOCIAL/DEMOGRAPHIC STRATIFICATIONS

Gender and race/ethnicity are not the only dimensions along which a society may find itself
divided and fragmented. Broadly, any marker of identity can become the locus of inequity

and conflict. For example, in India, it could be caste, or religion, whereas in China, it could be
place of dwelling (e.g. rural vs. urban), and in Latin America, it could be nativity (indigenous vs.
those of European descent). Whatever the social stratification based on identity, there is the
possibility that the stratification becomes the occasion for arbitrary discrimination, adversely
affecting not only the allocative efficiency of the economy as a whole but also the flourishing
of human capital and therefore the quality and quantity of social wealth as we understand it.

In terms of documenting and tracking different types of social/demographic stratification, the
most extensive work of data collection and reporting relates to the status of minorities, be they

in the form of indigenous groups, or immigrants, or members of a particular religious group.
Below are a few measures for different groups of countries.

2.6.4.a Level of Religious Tensions in a Broad Cross-Section of Countries
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According to the International Country Risk Guide (ICRG), religious tensions stem from the
domination of society and/or governance by a single religious group that seeks to replace civil
law by religious law and to exclude other religions from the political and/or social process, and
from the suppression of religious freedoms. A measure of religious tensions in a country ranges

from 0-6 with 6 representing the least tensions, and is available for 140 countries in 2010. European

and Latin American countries receive high scores, while Asian countries receive low scores.

See Chart Religious Tensions, Many Countries
Source: Indices of Social Development

2.6.4.b Attitudes towards Immigrants in European Countries

The European Social Survey reports, for 20 countries in 2010, the proportion of the public that
think that immigration is bad for culture. The number is around 50% for Greece, Cyprus, Czech
Republic, and Russia, but only around 10% in Sweden, and 8% in Finland.

See Chart Attitudes Towards Immigrants, European Countries
Source: Indlices of Social Development
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2.7

ENTREPRENEURSHIP
AND INNOVATION

MEASURES

2.7

ENTREPRENEURSHIP
& INNOVATION

In the new knowledge-service era, we are faced with unprecedented personal, economic,
social, and environmental challenges. This report has already highlighted the pressing need for
building high-quality human capital so that these challenges may be confronted and overcome
successfully. The mechanisms through which such a confrontation and overcoming become
possible are enterprise and innovation.

Entrepreneurship and innovation not only create jobs and increase economic productivity, but
they also enable the cultivation of human virtues such as courage, honesty, and generosity, and
the actualization of human values such as trust in and respect for one’s self and others.

Human beings have a natural affinity to be curious and creative, and to seek control over their
own lives. Therefore, successful entrepreneurs and innovators are not only exemplary leaders,
but they are also an inspiration to younger generations. Their leadership and inspiration are
critical components of social wealth because the ability of a society to adapt to new situations
and challenges is greatly enhanced by the creativity and dynamism of such individuals.

Accordingly, this subcategory of Human Capacity Indicators attempts to measure the
flourishing of entrepreneurship and innovation as vital aspects of the flourishing of human
capacity in a society.

2.7.1 NEW BUSINESS DENSITY IN 120+ COUNTRIES

This measure reflects the number of newly registered firms with limited liability per 1000
working-age people (ages 15-64) per calendar year, for years ranging from 2009 to 2012 (as
per data availability). Limited liability is a concept whereby the financial liability of the firm’s
members is limited to the value of their investment in the company. Partnerships and sole
proprietorships are not covered by this concept because of the differences with respect to
their definition and regulation worldwide.

As the following table indicates, countries such as Hong Kong, Cyprus, Luxembourg, and New
Zealand top the rankings, while countries from Africa and Asia come in at the bottom. Among
OECD countries, Australia, and the UK also demonstrate high levels of entrepreneurship (after
Luxembourg and New Zealand).
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There is no data on this measure for either the US or Canada.

See Table New Business Density, Many Countries
Source: World Bank

2.7.2 PATENT APPLICATIONS FILED BY RESIDENTS IN 80+ COUNTRIES

This measure tracks the number of worldwide patent applications filed by residents of a
particular country in 2012 through the Patent Cooperation Treaty procedure or with the
country’s patent office for exclusive rights for an invention, usually a product or process that
provides a new way of doing something or offers a new technical solution to a problem.

The following table indicates that China was, by far, the highest innovating country in 2012.
The US comes in third worldwide (after Japan), with a number of patents significantly larger
than that of any European country. Newly “emerging” countries such as Russia, India, and
Brazil are also in the top 20, but, by this measure, they innovate far less than the first three
countries on the list. The only Nordic nation in the top 20 is Sweden, at 20th position.

See Table Patent Applications by Residents, Many Countries
Source: World Bank

2.7.3 RESEARCHERS IN R&D IN 60+ COUNTRIES

Researchers in R&D are professionals engaged in the conception or creation of new
knowledge, products, processes, methods or systems and in the management of the projects
concerned. Postgraduate PhD students engaged in R&D are also included.

Data from 2011 indicate that the three Nordic countries of Finland, Iceland, and Denmark
have the highest number of researchers in R&D (per million people), with Norway and Sweden
also figuring in the top 10. The US ranks 17, after Singapore (rank 5), Portugal (rank 11), and
Slovenia (rank 14).

See Table Researchers in R&D, Many Countries
Source: World Bank

2.7.4 HIGH-TECH EXPORTS IN 110+ COUNTRIES

High-tech exports are products with high R&D intensity, such as in aerospace, computers,
pharmaceuticals, scientific instruments, and electrical machinery. Data is available for 2012
on high-tech exports as a share of manufactured exports. In countries such as Philippines,
Singapore, and Costa Rica, this share is above 40%, whereas in the US, it is only 18%.
European countries that outperform the US include Switzerland, France, Ireland, the UK,
Netherlands, and Norway.
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See Table High-Tech Exports, Many Countries
Source: World Bank

2.7.5 LEGATUM PROSPERITY INDEX OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP & OPPORTUNITY
IN 140+ COUNTRIES

One of the sub-indices that constitute the Legatum Institute’s 2014 Prosperity Index is an index
of Entrepreneurship & Opportunity, which measures a country’s entrepreneurial environment,
its promotion of innovative activity, and the evenness of opportunity. Among 142 countries,
the US ranks 11 in this sub-index, with all the Nordic countries surpassing the US (Sweden and
Denmark at ranks 1 and 2 respectively, Finland at 4, Norway at 7, and Iceland at 9). The other
countries that rank ahead of the US are Switzerland, Luxembourg, Hong Kong, the UK, and the
Netherlands.

2.7.6 GLOBAL INNOVATION INDEX FOR 140+ COUNTRIES

The Global Innovation Index 2014 captures the state of innovation along both an input
dimension (elements of a national economy that enable innovation: institutions, human
capital and research, infrastructure, market sophistication, and business sophistication) and
an output dimensions (innovation outputs: knowledge and technology outputs, and creative
outputs). Data is available for 143 countries, and shows the US at rank 6 among them, behind
Switzerland (rank 1), the UK (2), Sweden (3), Finland (4), and the Netherlands (5).
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Since caring and caregiving are foundational for creating and growing social wealth, the
successful accumulation of social wealth requires that government and business leaders
enact policies that promote caring as a core cultural value. A first step towards this goal is
to ensure that economic indicators measure the value of care work, including the unpaid
work of caring and caregiving performed in the household and community economy. These
economic measurements are a foundation for a caring economic system where government
and business policies and practices encourage and support caring and caregiving.

Social Wealth Economic Indicators reveal the drivers in a society that make possible the
development and maintenance of our most important assets: our human capacities. This
section looks at the extent of awareness of and investment in these drivers, again comparing
the United States with other nations, especially other developed ones.

So while the previous section on Human Capacity Indicators primarily focuses on what
statisticians call outputs (present conditions), this section focuses on inputs (the factors that

prod UCEIEEEE o i o S 1t comes). Such policies and practices may take the form of adequate levels of public funding for health

care, childcare, and other caring activities. They may consist of laws and business practices that
grant parents paid leave for the care of children and a certain degree of autonomy to balance
their time at work with their time at home. Caring for the future of society also means caring
for the environment, so public and private sector investment in environmental protection
matters for promoting the cultural value of caring.

In other words, social wealth hinges on inputs, and just as in the case of financial wealth, these
inputs must be accumulated. Understanding this process of accumulation requires measuring
how the different institutions of society, such as government and businesses, invest in the
creation of social wealth.

The Care Investment Indicators that follow include a variety of measures that describe the
CARE INVESTMENT SUB-CATEGORIES degree to which the public and private sectors in a country are engaged in nurturing and

supporting a culture of caring that promotes human capacity development.

3.1 GOVERNMENT
INVESTMENT IN
CARE WORK

3.2 BUSINESS
INVESTMENT IN
CARE WORK

3.3 PUBLIC AND
PRIVATE INVESTMENT
IN PROTECTING THE

ENVIRONMENT

3.4
COMPARATIVE
INVESTMENT DATA
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. The US is the only developed nation with no national funding for paid
parental leave.

. The US invests less than half as much in family benefits as other OECD nations,
investing 1% of GDP in family spending, as compared to the OECD average of
2.6% GDP.

J The US invests one third as much in environmental protection as the EU average.

o Among major developed nations, the US invests the least in early childhood
care and education.

o In most developed nations, long-term care (LTC) work is predominately
publicly funded. The Nordic countries, along with the Netherlands - where
these gender norms have been replaced by more flexible gender roles where
men do more of the care work - are the highest public spenders at 1.5% GDP
or higher. In the US, public spending on LTC is just above 0.5% GDP.

o Although direct care is the fastest growing job sector in the country, it is
also one of the lowest-paid. The population aged 65+ is projected to grow
90% by 2030, opening thousands upon thousands of jobs in the care work
sector. However, currently care workers are paid about $10 an hour. That is $7
an hour less than the average wage earner in the US.
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3 1 3.1 GOVERNMENT

INVESTMENT IN

GOVERN M EI\ T CARE WORK
INVESTMENT IN

CARE WORK

While both the public and private (for-profit and not-for-profit) sectors can influence the
extent to which the act/work of caring is valued, the public sector has an especially important
role because of the societal tasks that have been deemed in most countries a government’s
responsibility, such as education and health care. The reason for this is that the benefits
resulting from a healthy and well-educated population accrue across the entire society,

and thus society as a whole ought to contribute to the cost of ensuring the provision of an
education and health care system. In addition, the government has the infrastructure and
financial capacity to manage and provide services. This investment in human infrastructure

is critical for both wellbeing and economic effectiveness, especially in the postindustrial
knowledge-information era.

Today, policymakers face a multitude of choices in terms of how to distribute what are often
shrinking budgets across not only healthcare and education, but a large range of public
programs. In making these funding/investment choices, governments can support and
encourage caring and caregiving, thereby building social wealth. Or they can chose to neglect
and destroy social wealth by failing to invest in this essential component of personal, social,
and economic success.

Measures of this investment include a number of components. One essential component is
investment in caring for and educating children through investment in childcare and early
education, education for caregiving (such as education for childcare and for parenting), pay for
professions that entail caregiving (such as childcare and elementary school teaching), family
benefits (both cash and in kind), and mandated paid leave for caregiving and family time.

Another important area, especially in our time when the elderly population is soaring, is
investment in caring for the elderly. A society’s elders are its repositories of wisdom, and so
deserve a special consideration from governments. Populations all across the developed
world are aging rapidly, yet the wages and working conditions for caregivers to the elderly are
generally poor, inhibiting employment growth and contributing to growing excess demand in
the important sector of long-term care (also sometimes called direct-care). Our measures of
government investment in care work include, therefore, measures of public expenditure on
long-term care and policy actions that mandate leave for caregivers to the elderly.
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3.1.1 GOVERNMENT INVESTMENT IN FAMILIES IN OECD COUNTRIES

In OECD countries, governments support caring and caregiving by instituting family-friendly
legislation. This may take several forms and in what follows, we look at three different forms
of government support: all kinds of spending on families, specifically cash assistance, and
spending on children.

3.1.1.a Public Spending on Family Benefits in OECD Countries

Public spending on family benefits in OECD countries includes financial support that is
exclusively for families and children. It does not include spending in other social policy areas
(such as health and housing) that also assist families, though not exclusively.

The chart that follows indicates that OECD countries spent on average 2.6% of their GDP on
family benefits in 2009. It also shows that there are large variations across countries. Whilst
public spending on family benefits was above 4% of GDP in Luxembourg, Ireland, and the UK
(in the latter two partly due to increase in income-tested benefits during the economic crisis), it
was only around 1% of GDP in Korea and Mexico, and a little over 1% in the US.

See Chart GDP Share of Family Benefits, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Data Issues

Information on cash transfers and in-kind benefits concern budgetary allocations that can largely be derived
from administrative records on which national statistical offices base their statistics. By contrast, information
on the value of fiscal support for families concerns estimates by tax authorities. Nevertheless, as the

chart shows, not including estimates on the value of tax support for children would distort international
comparison of public spending on family benefits.

Data on cash transfers for Ireland, New Zealand, and the UK include spending on categorical income
support benefits for sole parent families. Other countries also support sole parent families in need, but
through general social assistance type payments (which do not allow for separate identification of public
spending on sole parent families). As a result, the spending on cash transfers in the chart is relatively high
for the aforementioned three countries.

Coverage of spending on family and community services in the OECD Social Expenditure database may be
limited as such services are often provided, and/or co-financed, by local governments. The latter may receive
general block grants to finance their activities, and reporting requirements may not be sufficiently detailed for
central statistical agencies to have a detailed view of the nature of local spending. In Nordic countries (where
local government is heavily involved in service delivery) this does not lead to large gaps in measurement of

spending, but it does for some countries with a federal structure, for example, Canada and Switzerland.
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More: Public spending on family benefits typically takes one of three forms.

The first is child-related cash transfers to families with children. This includes child
allowances, with payment levels that in some countries vary with the age of the child, and
sometimes are income-tested; public income support payments during periods of parental
leave; and income support for single parent families.

The second is public spending on services for families with children. This includes direct
financing and subsidizing of providers of childcare and early education facilities; public
childcare support through earmarked payments to parents; public spending on assistance
for young people (and residential facilities); public spending on family services, including
centre-based facilities and home-help services for families in need.

The third is financial support for families provided through the tax system. This includes tax
exemptions (e.g. income from child benefits that is not included in the tax base); child tax
allowances (amounts for children that are deducted from gross income and are not included
in taxable income); and child tax credits (amounts deducted from the tax liability).

In many OECD countries, including Belgium, Germany, France, Ireland, Portugal, and
Switzerland, support for families with children is embedded in the tax unit, so that at a

given income level, the larger the family the lower the taxable income. These measures may
not be tax expenditures (they do not establish a deviation from the national standard tax
system), but such policies clearly establish financial support for families with children, and
indicators on such support are included in the data.

The proportional total amount spent in cash, services and tax measures is variable. The
majority of countries spend a higher proportion on cash benefits than on services or tax
benefits. Exceptions include Chile, Denmark, France, Iceland, Israel, Italy, Korea, Mexico,
Netherlands, Norway, Spain, Sweden and the US, where spending on services is same or
higher. Also, the proportion spent on tax breaks towards family is of considerable size in
Belgium, the Czech Republic, France, Germany, Japan, the Netherlands, Slovenia, and the
US (more than 0.5% of GDP).

3.1.1.b Family Cash Benefits in OECD Countries

Family cash benefits (FCB) are monetary transfers to families, generally towards the cost of raising
children. The table that follows provides an overview of family benefit schemes across countries.

In over half of the countries, FCB amounts do not depend on family income and are paid as
universal benefits. Among those countries, Austria, France, and Germany pay additional income-
tested benefits to low-income families, families with young children, or unemployed parents.

In most countries, benefits are restricted to families with children. Universal FCB for a one-child
family are most generous in Hungary, Ireland and Luxembourg, where cash transfers for such

a family can exceed 5% of the average wage of the average worker. In several countries, FCB
amounts depend on family income. For example, in Ireland, benefits decrease after an income
limit with withdrawal rates that vary with the number of children.
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In Australia, Canada, Germany, New Zealand, and the UK, cash transfers may take the form

of "refundable” or “non-wasteable” tax credits, as these benefits involve cash transfers to
families. In these countries, the family tax credits are income-tested, except in Germany. In the
latter country, the tax credit does not phase out when earnings increase. As with most of the
universal FCBs, the payment rate on the tax credit increases with the number of children but
only from the fourth child onwards.

The table shows that the maximum benefit for one child aged 3-12 represents 2% of the
average wage of a worker in the US, whereas the numbers for Australia, Canada, Denmark,
Germany, and New Zealand are between 6 and 7%, 5%, 4%, 5% and 9% respectively.

See Table Family Cash Benefits, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Note: For the US, the table fails to report the provision (according to 26 U.S.C. Sec. 24) of

a Child Tax Credit, which reduces tax liability for families making less than $130,000. After
$110,000 it phases out at the rate of $50 for each additional $1,000 (or portion of $1,000)
earned above $110,000. The child tax credit is available to taxpayers who have a “qualifying
child” within a family making less than $130K per year. The full credit is only available if the
family makes less than $110K per year. A person is a “qualifying child” if he or she has not
attained the age of 17 by the end of the taxable year and meets the requirements of 26 U.S.C.
Sec. 152(c). In general, a qualifying child is any individual for whom the taxpayer can claim a
dependency exemption and who is the taxpayer’s son or daughter (or descendent of either),
stepson or stepdaughter (or descendent of either), or eligible foster child. The per-child
amount was originally capped at $1000 by The American Taxpayer Relief Act of 2012.

Data Issues
Data for family benefits have been taken from a questionnaire sent to national authorities in the context of
their Benefits and Wages database.

Family benefits may be unrelated to the income of the family or they can be income-tested. Where they
are income-tested, benefits are usually paid only when family income is below a specified level, and child

benefits are reduced as the family income increases. The nature of such benefit rules varies across countries.

More: The value of family benefits concerns child allowances for families with children aged
3-12 (in some countries payment rates vary with the age of the child).

The table also shows the maximum age of children at which families are eligible to FCB if
children have income of their own, are married, or do not live with their parents. Payment
rates can be uniform, but more often they vary by age and/or number of children across
countries. The different age profiles of child benefit amounts are referred to in the third
column of the table: a “+" and “-" indicate that benefit amounts for children increase or
decrease with age, respectively.

Universal FCB may vary depending on the household'’s work situation. For example, in
Belgium, FCB are increased from the seventh month of unemployment.
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3.1.1.c Public Expenditures for Children by Age Groups in OECD Countries

The table that follows compares public expenditure per child in each of the three major stages
of childhood in OECD countries in 2009. The three age groups covered are: early childhood
(ages 0-5 years), middle childhood (ages 6-11 years), and late childhood (ages 12-17 years).

Most countries show an increase in spending as children get older, with most spending in
late childhood. Iceland, Denmark, and Mexico have significantly higher spending in middle
childhood than in late childhood. Iceland is the only country in which social expenditure
decreases from early to middle to late childhood. The US is one of the highest spenders in
middle and late childhood, but one of the lowest in early childhood.

The types of spending include: cash benefits and tax breaks, childcare, other benefits in kind,
and education (primary and secondary).

See Table Public Spending on Children, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Data Issues

Social expenditure figures are taken from the OECD Social Expenditure Database (SOCX) while education
spending and enrolment figures are from the OECD Education Database. Non-central government spending
amounts are not readily available for certain countries and are not captured in SOCX. This limitation

needs to be borne in mind for more decentralized federal member countries, for example, Canada and
Switzerland, as figures in this indicator may be underreporting the total amount of public spending on

children for these OECD countries.

The spending profiles reported in this indicator include cash benefit amounts adjusted for
direct tax. However, spending on in-kind benefits and education is not adjusted for taxation.
All spending figures are disaggregated using the rules for each benefit (for example, eligibility
by age or enrolment in education, and payment amounts) into child age-cohorts. The sizes

of child-age cohorts are defined by population figures by age of children and are taken from
OECD official data sources.

The difference between spending directly attributed to the child and that which is attributed
to the family is not distinguished. All cash transfers are provided to families of children with no
enforcement by law on how this cash is spent. Typically adults in families make decisions on
how money is spent, and spending may or may not be on the child. On the other hand, in-kind
benefits such as education can be attributed directly to the child.

Some child-related cash transfers simply provide money with no additional requirements
imposed (for example, child benefits), while other cash transfers have conditions attached (for
example, social insurance contributions, for the parent to be on leave, or work conditions).
Analysis undertaken for this indicator makes no distinction in value between the conditional
and non-conditional forms of cash transfer.

More: Public spending on children by age group and by type of spending is calculated
using data on public spending on education, social expenditure data, benefit rules, and
enrolment rates.
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3.1.2 GOVERNMENT INVESTMENT IN CHILDCARE AND EARLY EDUCATION IN
OECD COUNTRIES

3.1.2.a Percentage of GDP for Public Funding for Childcare and Early Education in
OECD Countries

The chart that follows measures all public financial support (in cash, in-kind, or through the tax
system) for families with children participating in formal day-care services (e.g. creches, day
care centers, and family day care for children under 3), and pre-school institutions (including
kindergartens and day-care centers which usually provide an educational content as well as
traditional care for children aged from 3 to 5, inclusive).

In 2009, total public spending on these outside services was over 1.0% of GDP in France, the
Nordic countries, and the UK. It was below 0.4% of GDP in the US, Portugal, Estonia, Slovak
Republic, Cyprus, Poland and Switzerland.

See Chart GDP Share of Public Spending on Early Childcare, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Data Issues

Public expenditure on childcare and early education services is taken from the bi-annual OECD Social
Expenditure data collection and the annual UOE (UNESCO/OECD/Eurostat) data collection on education
respectively. Data for non-OECD countries is taken from Eurostat statistics. However, it only covers
expenditure on pre-primary education (ISCED-0) not on childcare for the under 3s. All data collections used
here refer to 2009. GDP data is taken from the OECD national accounts database. Public expenditure on
pre-primary and childcare per child were converted into USD using OECD purchasing power parity rates.

In order to get a better comparison of childcare support, indicators were adjusted for cross-
national differences in the compulsory age of entry into primary school. For example, in

some (Nordic) countries children enter primary school at age 7, while attending pre-primary
schooling the year beforehand. In order to improve the comparison, expenditure on these 6
year olds was excluded (using estimates derived on the basis of available data on spending on
education and the number of 6 year olds). Similarly, for countries where children enter school
at age 5 (and which are not included in the childcare and pre-school data), such as Australia,
New Zealand and the UK, pre-school expenditure data was adjusted by adding up the
expenditure corresponding to children aged 5 years who are enrolled in primary school.

Local governments often play a key role in financing, and sometimes provide childcare
services. This spending is recorded in Nordic countries, but in some other (often federal)
countries, it is not properly captured in the data and it is much more difficult to get a good
view of public support for childcare across such countries. This is because local governments
may use different funding streams to finance childcare services, for example, non-earmarked
general block-grants, as in Canada (no data presented here), or because information on
spending by local governments on childcare is not reported to national authorities, for
example, in Switzerland (data presented here do not include all local government spending
on childcare and thus underestimates public spending on day-care). These issues are not
restricted to federal countries. In the Netherlands, municipalities can provide childcare support
for their inhabitants, and they may finance this out of the general block-grant to municipalities.
Also, they can use the central government funding stream to municipalities to support labor
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market integration for income support recipients, to finance, for example, childcare support for
social assistance clients.

More: Most countries spend more on pre-school care than childcare, which could partly be
a reflection of coverage of a larger age group. Pre-school spending is highest at over 0.7%
of GDP in Bulgaria, Denmark, Iceland, Israel, New Zealand, and Romania, while childcare
spending is only over 0.7% in the Nordic countries.

3.1.2.b Public Funding for Childcare and Pre-School per Child in OECD Countries

The chart that follows shows the expenditure on childcare divided by the number of children
in a country aged under three. Public spending on pre-school care and education per child is
calculated by dividing public spending on educational institutions by the number of children
enrolled in those programs.

As the chart indicates, there is relatively limited variation in public spending on early education
of 3 to 5 year olds; the average was around USD PPP 3600 per child in 2008, and only Finland,
Japan, Korea, Mexico, Poland, and the Slovak republic spent less than USD PPP 2500 per child.

There is much more variety in spending on formal childcare per child not yet three years of
age. It is highest in Nordic countries at around USD PPP 5700 or more.

Lower public spending on childcare in southern European countries is typical, as informal care
is predominantly used for the younger children and mainstream participation in pre-school
begins earlier (often at age three). Public spending on childcare per child is typically also lower
in countries where private provision of day care is predominant, as for example, in the US. In
countries such as Japan and Korea, household expenditure plays a significant role in care and
education services throughout the early years.

See Chart Public Spending on Early Childcare, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Data Issues

Public expenditure on childcare and early education services is taken from the bi-annual OECD Social
Expenditure data collection and the annual UOE (UNESCO/OECD/Eurostat) data collection on education
respectively. Data for non-OECD countries is taken from Eurostat statistics. However, it only covers
expenditure on pre-primary education (ISCED-0) not on childcare for the under 3s. All data collections used
here refer to 2009. GDP data is taken from the OECD national accounts database. Public expenditure on
pre-primary and childcare per child were converted into USD using OECD purchasing power parity rates.

In order to get a better comparison of childcare support, indicators were adjusted for cross-national
differences in the compulsory age of entry into primary school. For example, in some (Nordic) countries
children enter primary school at age 7, while attending pre-primary schooling the year beforehand. In order
to improve the comparison, expenditure on these 6 year olds was excluded (using estimates derived on the
basis of available data on spending on education and the number of 6 year olds). Similarly, for countries
where children enter school at age 5 (and which are not included in the childcare and pre-school data),
such as Australia, New Zealand and the UK, pre-school expenditure data was adjusted by adding up the
expenditure corresponding to children aged 5 years who are enrolled in primary school.

Local governments often play a key role in financing, and sometimes provide childcare services. This
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spending is recorded in Nordic countries, but in some other (often federal) countries, it is not properly
captured in the data and it is much more difficult to get a good view of public support for childcare across
such countries. This is because local governments may use different funding streams to finance childcare
services, for example, non-earmarked general block-grants, as in Canada (no data presented here), or
because information on spending by local governments on childcare is not reported to national authorities,
for example, in Switzerland (data presented here do not include all local government spending on childcare
and thus underestimates public spending on day-care). These issues are not restricted to federal countries.
In the Netherlands, municipalities can provide childcare support for their inhabitants, and they may finance
this out of the general block-grant to municipalities. Also, they can use the central government funding
stream to municipalities to support labor market integration for income support recipients, to finance, for
example, childcare support for social assistance clients.

3.1.3 GOVERNMENT INVESTMENT IN EDUCATION

3.1.3.a Public Spending on Education as Percentage of GDP in OECD Countries

Public expenditure on education as a percentage of GDP gives an indication of how a country
prioritizes education in relation to its overall allocation of resources. In the chart that follows,
public expenditure on education includes spending on schools, universities, and other public
and private institutions involved in delivering or supporting educational services.

All OECD countries invest a substantial proportion of national resources on education. Taking
into account only public sources of funds, OECD countries, on average, spend around 4.6% of
their GDP on educational institutions at primary, secondary, and tertiary levels.

However, total expenditure on education ranges from 5.5% of GDP or more in the Nordic
countries to around 3% in Japan, Luxembourg, and the Slovak Republic. Public spending on
education in the US is slightly above the OECD average.

See Chart GDP Share of Public Spending on Education, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Data Issues

The organization of education systems varies between countries as does the length of time for a student to
complete an educational level. This makes primary programs more costly in some countries than others. For
example, in Iceland, the typical age group ranges from 6 to 12 years inclusive (7 years); whereas in Germany
itis 6 to 10 years inclusive (5 years) and in Hungary only 6 to 9 years inclusive (4 years). The length of the
program thus affects the amount of educational investment per education level and does not necessarily
reflect a country’s policy to place more importance on one part of the education system than another.

By the same token, although participation in primary and secondary education is very high in most OECD
countries, the proportion of students enrolled in university programs varies between 10 and 50 percent,
which obviously affects spending differentials across countries (see OECD Education at a Glance 2010 for
more detailed information).

This indicator only shows public expenditure in education. Countries which look to private investment to
fund educational programs spend less on education, particularly at university level, than others.
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More: Expenditure on educational institutions is not limited to expenditure on
instructional services but also includes public expenditure on ancillary services for students
and families, where these services are provided through educational institutions.

At the tertiary level, spending on research and development can also be significant and is
included in this indicator to the extent that the research is performed by educational institutions.

Public spending on secondary education is larger than on primary and tertiary education,
except for Iceland, Israel, Luxembourg, and Mexico, where more is spent on primary
education than secondary education, and Slovenia where more is spent on both primary
and tertiary education than secondary education.

3.1.3.b Public Spending on Tertiary Education as Percentage of GDP in OECD Countries

The following chart demonstrates that in 2010, although the US was the world’s largest
spender on tertiary education, most of this spending was sourced privately and public
spending on tertiary education amounted to 1% of GDP, relative to countries such as Norway,

Finland, Denmark and Canada, where public spending on tertiary education amounted to
more than 1.5% of GDP.

See Chart Public Spending on Tertiary Education, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Directorate for Education and Skills

3.1.4 GOVERNMENT INVESTMENT IN FAMILY LEAVE

Government investment in family leave typically takes the form of laws that enable workers to
take time off from work to devote to their families, whether it be for raising children or taking
care of the elderly and/or disabled. There are several different ways to group these laws into
sub-headings for an organized perspective. As part of this section, we focus on the groupings
of maternity leave and family leave. In Section 3.1.6, we turn to care leave, and in Section
3.2.1, which appears under “Business Investment in Care Work,” we focus on parental leave.

3.1.4.a Maternity Leave in the US vs. Other Countries

According to a 2014 |LO report, there has been a gradual global shift towards maternity leave
periods that meet or exceed the ILO standard of 14 weeks. The longest average statutory
durations of maternity leave are in Eastern Europe and Central Asia (almost 27 weeks), and
the Developed Economies (21 weeks). The shortest regional average is in the Middle East (9.2
weeks). The following map illustrates this information for 185 countries and territories.

See Map Maternity Leave, Many Countries
Source: International Labor Organization

The US offers statutory leave of 12 weeks (which does not meet the ILO standard and is
significantly less than other Developed Economies), but it is unpaid leave. In fact, it is one of
only two countries among the 185 studied (the other being Papua New Guinea) that does not
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provide paid leave; that is, it does not provide statutory cash benefits during maternity leave.
A few U.S. states are now offering paid leave following the lead of California.

See Map Paid Maternity Leave, Many Countries
Source: International Labor Organization

As the report also states: “More than 100 countries now finance benefits through social
security, reducing employers’ liability. However, analysis showed that benefits in more than half
were neither financially adequate nor sufficiently long-lasting.”

Caveat: These are laws and regulations on the books, but often do not reflect realities on the
ground, as they are frequently not enforced or very selectively enforced.

More: See also this report which covers 188 countries (information on maternity leave
begins on p. 60): http://www.ilo.org/wecmsp5/groups/public/---dgreports/---dcomm/
documents/publication/wems_245201.pdf

3.1.4.b Paid Family Work Leave in OECD Countries

In addition to leave entitlements around childbirth, employed parents can be entitled to
further days of leave to help them match their work and family life commitments. Some
“family-leave” provisions are specifically intended to provide support with elderly care. Days of
paid annual leave refer to the statutory holiday entitlements and public holidays.

For European countries, the 1993 EU Working Time Directive set a benchmark of a minimum
of 4 weeks of paid annual leave. The table below indicates that most OECD countries set

a statutory minimum of annual paid leave for those in employment. In practice, European
workers are typically entitled to around 30-35 days per year of paid vacation, when including
public holidays. In Japan and Korea, the relatively high number of public holidays ensures that
the overall number of holidays is comparable with practices in Europe.

As the table indicates, the US is the only OECD country where such a legal minimum of paid
leave does not exist at the federal level.

See Table Family Work Leave, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Data Issues

Many countries provide workers with entitlements to (paid) leave to help them take care of sick children
or other relative for a short period of time. It is not known to what extent parents can use their own sick-
day entitlement or have to use holiday entitlements to deal with “care emergencies.” In addition, some
countries (including Belgium, Finland, France, Greece, Hungary, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal,
Spain, and the UK) provide support towards care needs through legal entitlements to reduced working
hours, which is addressed in the next set of measures (“Business Investment in Care Work”).
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More: Public holidays are at set dates, while annual holidays can generally be taken at

the choice of employees (mindful of key production periods and due notice). The number
of holidays stipulated by collective agreements is frequently higher than the statutory
minimum. Support provided by individual employers over and above what is stipulated by
law is not covered in the table above.

3.1.5 GOVERNMENT INVESTMENT IN LONG-TERM CARE IN OECD COUNTRIES

In most OECD countries, long term care (LTC) work is predominantly publicly funded, as the
following figure indicates. Switzerland is the only European exception with private spending
accounting for more than 60% of total LTC spending.

The significant cross-country variation observed in the figure below is accounted for by
differences along a variety of dimensions — care needs, the structure and comprehensiveness
of LTC systems, and family roles and cultural traditions, such as traditions where women are
supposed to do all care work for free.

The Nordic countries, along with the Netherlands, where these gender norms have been
replaced by more flexible gender roles where men do more of the care work, are the highest
public spenders at 1.5% of GDP or higher. In the US, public spending on LTC is just above
0.5% of GDP.

See Figure LTC Spending: Public vs. Private, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Health Policies and Data

More: There is a need for creating LTC coverage mechanisms because the cost of LTC

is high and the need for LTC is associated with uncertainties (such as when the need will
arise, as well as its duration and intensity). The need for public funding of such coverage
mechanisms is especially acute since the market for private LTC insurance is small in
most OECD countries, being highest in the US at only 7% of total LTC spending. Public
spending on LTC takes three forms — universal coverage within a single program, mixed
systems, and means-tested safety net schemes. For more details on these public spending
systems, and how OECD countries may be categorized, see Ch. 7 (in particular, Table 7.1
on pp. 216-219) of the 2011 OECD report Help Wanted? Providing and Paying for Long-
Term Care. For more details on the private LTC insurance market, see Ch. & (in particular
Figure 8.1 on pp. 248) of the same report.

3.1.6 GOVERNMENT INVESTMENT IN CARE LEAVE IN OECD COUNTRIES

According to the 2011 OECD report entitled Help Wanted? Providing and Paying for
Long-Term Care:
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“In three-quarters of the countries where it is available, paid care leave is limited to less

than one month or to terminal illness. Belgium provides the longest publicly paid leave, for

a maximum of 12 months, which employers may refuse only on serious business grounds. In
Japan, paid leave is also fairly long, since carers can take leaves up to 93 days with 40% of
wage paid through the employment insurance if the company does not compensate during
the leave. In terms of remuneration, Scandinavian countries tend to pay the most. For instance,
in Norway and Sweden paid leave is equivalent to 100% and 80% of the wage respectively.

In Denmark, in exchange for employers continuing to pay full wages during care leave,
municipalities reimburse a minimum equivalent to 82% of the sick benefit ceiling.”

As for unpaid leave, the report states that “there is a geographical divide. A group of countries
provides long leave of one or more years (e.g. Belgium, France, Spain and Ireland). While
being relatively long, unpaid leave is not a statutory right for workers in Ireland and Spain and
may be refused by employers on business grounds. In the case of France, while employers
may not oppose the leave, eligibility criteria remain strict: leave is only available to care for a
relative with an 80% autonomy loss. A second group provides relatively short leave of up to
three months (e.g. English-speaking countries and the Netherlands), with a couple of countries
providing medium-term leave of six months (Austria, Germany). In Austria the availability of
unpaid leave is limited to care for terminally ill relatives.”

The US does not mandate paid care leave. Countries such as the Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Sweden, Slovak Republic and the UK offer an allowance both to the carer who takes
leave and to the person being cared for (usually, so that the latter might be able to hire carers
for themselves, thereby reducing the burden on the carer who would otherwise have to take
leave). The US does not offer the former type of allowance and has no federal mandates for
the latter type of allowance (although these may exist at the state level, for e.g. in Arkansas
and New Jersey).

More: For more details, see Ch. 4 of the report, and in particular Table 4.A1.1 on p. 139,
Table 4.A2.1 on pp. 142-150, and Table 4.A3.1 on pp. 152-158.
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The private sector may invest in care work through businesses adopting family-friendly
workplace practices. Such practices are key determinants of families” ability to reconcile
employment and family life. They are also key determinants of the ability of families to care for
their members, be it for children, the elderly, or the sick and disabled.

Family-friendly arrangements include: leave from work arrangements; employer-provided childcare;
out-of-school-hours-care; elderly care supports; and flexible working time arrangements.

In what follows, we present data for OECD countries. In most of them, businesses are seen to
support care work by offering some form of parental leave. In some cases, as for Australia’s
Insurance Australia Group (which, in 2012, announced 20 weeks of parental leave at full pay,
and 6 weeks of double pay for employees who return to work after 14 of the 20 weeks), such
support is especially generous.

Businesses also often allow flex-time and employees have some control over their working
hours, though this varies a lot across countries. There does not appear to be much business
investment in the form of childcare support. However, this may be a reporting issue since
businesses are not required to report the extent of such support. Moreover, in most OECD
nations, with the notable exception of the US, governments provide or subsidize childcare.

3.2.1 EMPLOYMENT-PROTECTED PARENTAL LEAVE IN 21 DEVELOPED
COUNTRIES

Parental leave laws can offer job-protected leave and/or financial support during leave.

According to a 2009 Center for Economic and Policy Research study of 21 developed/
advanced countries: “In terms of time, all 21 countries analyzed here protect at least one
parent’s job for a period of weeks, months, or years around the birth of a child. This job
protection allows parents to take time to care for their infant or young child secure in the
knowledge that they will be able to return to the same (or a comparable) job at the end of
the leave period. Total protected job leave available to couples varies widely across the 21
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countries, from only 14 weeks in Switzerland to over 300 weeks (about six years) in France and
Spain. The United States, with 24 weeks of combined protected job leave for a two-parent
family, ranks 20th (out of 21); Switzerland provides fewer weeks of protected job leave (14),
but provides financial support of 80 percent of a mother’s usual earnings during that leave. In
terms of money, almost all of the 21 countries also provide direct financial support for parents
during at least part of the protected leave. Most countries provide between three months
and one year of full-time-equivalent paid leave; Sweden, the most generous of the countries
examined, provides 40 weeks of full-time-equivalent paid leave.”

The following chart illustrates these provisions.

See Chart Parental Leave in 21 Developed Countries
Source: Center for Economic and Policy Research

As evidenced by the chart, the US is one of only two countries to offer no paid parental leave.
The other country, at the time of the report’s writing, was Australia, which however supported
parents with a substantial “baby bonus” regardless of whether they take parental leave. In
January 2011, Australia introduced its first national paid parental leave scheme.

More: The report also states: “Our review of 21 countries lead us to identify four countries
with policies that are strongest on both generosity and gender equality. These countries
include three Nordic countries — Finland, Norway, and Sweden — plus Greece. Across these
high-performing systems, five policy practices stand out as the most important: (1) generous
paid leave; (2) non-transferable quotas of leave for each parent; (3) universal coverage
combined with modest eligibility restrictions; (4) financing structures that pool risk among
many employers; and (5) scheduling flexibility.

3.2.2 PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYERS PROVIDING CHILDCARE OR OTHER CARE
SUPPORT IN OECD COUNTRIES

In addition to public spending on childcare support and early education services, employers
may also provide childcare support to their employees. However, because companies often

have no reasons to report such support to authorities, information on this issue can only be

gleaned from surveys.

The Establishment Survey on Working Time held by the European Foundation for the
Improvement of Living and Working Conditions reported in 2004/05 that on average for

some 21 European countries for which information was available, about 7% of the companies
reported providing childcare and/or service support to some of their workforce. The
proportion is considerably higher in Latvia, the UK, and particularly the Netherlands, where
many employers (in line with collective labor agreements) provide significant financial childcare
supports to their employees.

See Table Employer Care Support, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database
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In the US, the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) does not require an employer to provide
childcare assistance. These benefits are generally a matter of agreement between an employer
and an employee (or the employee’s representative). In a 2012 US survey conducted by the
Families and Work Institute, only 7% of the employers surveyed offered childcare at or near the
worksite. Employers were much more likely to offer Direct Care Assistance Plans (62%) that help
employees pay for childcare with pre-tax dollars, and Child Care Resource and Referral (38%)
that provide employees with access to information to help locate childcare in the community.

More: For more details on the US, see the report published by the Families and Work
Institute, in particular Table 9 on p. 22.

3.2.3 PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYERS PROVIDING FLEX-TIME IN OECD
COUNTRIES

The chart below presents information on the proportion of companies (establishments) that
provide flexible working time arrangements to their employees. Austria, Denmark, Finland,
Germany, and Sweden are the countries with the highest proportion of time providing
flexibility in working time arrangements. The percentage of companies providing flex-time is
also relatively large in Ireland and the UK, but in these countries flexibility is often limited to
variance in working hours without the possibility to convert accumulated hours in holidays. In
Greece employers are the least inclined to allow flexibility of working hours.

The extent to which flex-time practices help workers balance employment and family life is co-
determined by the extent to which workers have control over these arrangements.

See Chart Flex-Time Arrangements, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Data Issues
Indicators on family-friendly workplace supports are taken from different national surveys with different sample
sizes, categorizations and questions for employers and employees. Comparisons are therefore difficult.

More: Examples of flex-time practices are: allowing the start and end times to vary on
the same day, but not the total number of hours per day, and without the possibility

of accumulating credit or debit hours; the accumulation of credit or debit hours within
certain limitations, over a long period of time (such as a week or a month); full days off to
compensate for accumulated credit hours, etc.

3.2.4 EXTENT OF EMPLOYEE CONTROL OVER THEIR WORKING HOURS IN
OECD COUNTRIES

The chart that follows presents information on the extent to which employees have some sort
of control over their working hours, which varies considerably. It considers the proportion of
employees who (i) face working times entirely set by the company; (ii) can choose between
fixed working schedules; (i) can adapt working time within certain limits; and (iv) are free

to decide their own working hours. These factors play a large role in the extent to which
employees can provide care for their families. For example, flexibility in working time allows
parents to adjust their working schedule with school and/or childcare center hours.
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Finland, Denmark, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, and Switzerland are countries where
many employees often have at least some freedom in choosing their working hours. By
contrast, the control of working time by employees is limited in Hungary, Portugal and Spain
where more than 70% of employees report that working time is entirely fixed by the company.

See Chart Setting of Working Times, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Family Database

Data Issues
Indicators on family-friendly workplace supports are taken from different national surveys with different sample
sizes, categorizations and questions for employers and employees. Comparisons are therefore difficult.

3.2.5 CARE LEAVE VS. PARENTAL LEAVE IN OECD COUNTRIES

Although care leave is provided by many OECD countries (as described in Section 3.1.6),
the use of such leave is often limited in practice because employees fear that it will have

a negative impact on their careers and household incomes. Data collected in 2004 by the
European Establishment Survey on Working Time and Work-Life Balance 'and published in
the 2011 OECD report Help Wanted? Providing and Paying for Long-Term Care indicate that
about 37% of European companies offer LTC leave but more offer parental leave than LTC
leave, except in Denmark and Poland.

See Chart Care Leave vs. Parental Leave, OECD Countries
Source: OECD Health Policies and Data

In a 2012 US survey conducted by the Families and Work Institute, almost two-thirds of the
employers surveyed allowed a period of 12 weeks for unpaid parental leave or unpaid leave
to care for seriously ill family members. 75% of employers surveyed allowed time off (paid or
unpaid) for employees to provide elder care without jeopardizing their jobs.

More: With regard to elder care, a report published by the Families and Work Institute
states: “Elder care leave is not specifically required by the federal Family and Medical Leave
Act, though ‘family leave for seriously ill family members’ is. This high prevalence of elder
care leave is perhaps indicative of the fact that decision makers in organizations are typically
older and more likely to experience elder care issues than those not in decision-making
positions and thus the former may be more sensitive to providing help to others who have
similar needs. It may also be a response to the aging workforce and the high prevalence of
elder care needs.” For more details, see the report, in particular Table 5 on p. 18 and Table
11 on p. 24.
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3. CARE INVESTMENT INDICATORS: INVESTING IN THE ENVIRONMENT

3.3

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
INVESTMENT IN

PROTECTING THE 3.3 PUBLIC AND
ENVIRONMENT  Jipasnsndey

ENVIRONMENT

The prevention, reduction and elimination of pollution or any other degradation of the
environment is a vital task confronting all societies in the world today. The scope of this work
is so vast that usually the responsibility for leading it is vested with the public sector, which

is primarily responsible in most parts of the world for waste management and wastewater
treatment.

But strategies for protecting the environment may also involve joint efforts by the public
sector, industry (mining and quarrying, manufacturing and industry, gas and water supply) and
specialized producers of environmental services (public and private enterprises specialized in
producing environmental services).

Cooperation between the public and private sectors can take a variety of forms. For example,
with worldwide energy demand likely to increase in the future, there is a great need for
innovative sources of clean, renewable energy. Governments can invite private sector R&D in
this area by instituting appropriate policies that make such innovation financially worthwhile.

We report below some measures of investment by the public and private sectors in
environmental protection, mostly in Europe.

3.3.1 PUBLIC INVESTMENT IN ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AS A
PERCENTAGE OF GDP IN EUROPEAN COUNTRIES

On average, in 2011, the public sector in the EU-27 spent approximately 0.67% of GDP on
environmental protection, with countries such as the Netherlands, Malta, Lithuania, and Romania
being the highest spenders, and Estonia, Slovakia, Spain and Cyprus being the lowest.

See Chart GDP Share of Public Spending on Environmental Protection, European Countries
Source: European Commission Eurostats
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3.3.2 INVESTMENT IN ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION BY SPECIALIZED
PRODUCERS AS A PERCENTAGE OF GDP IN EUROPEAN COUNTRIES

“Specialized producers” are public and private enterprises that specialize in producing
environmental services. On average, in 2011, such producers in the EU-27 spent approximately
1.2% of GDP on environmental protection, with countries such as Estonia, Austria and Romania
being the highest spenders, and Finland and Slovakia being the lowest.

See Chart GDP Share of “Specialized Spending” on Environmental Protection, European Countries
Source: European Commission Eurostats

3.3.2 FEDERAL SPENDING ON THE ENVIRONMENT AS A PERCENTAGE OF GDP
IN THE US

According to the Public Agenda Archives, federal spending on natural resources and the
environment in 2008 amounted to $31.9 billion. US GDP in 2008 was $14.7 trillion, and
therefore federal spending on the environment amounted to 0.22% of GDP.
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3.4

COMPARATIVE

INVESTMENT

DATA 24

COMPARATIVE

INVESTMENT DATA

Our purpose in compiling a list of Social Wealth Economic Indicators is partly to emphasize
those public sector expenditure items that create social wealth. These are such items as
education, health, environment, and the work of caring and caregiving. But the public sector
also spends on items that do not contribute to social wealth. These are expenditure items such
as the military and prisons.

We would argue that the second kind of expenditure is necessitated by the absence or paucity
of social wealth, so that the more of the first kind of expenditure that the public sector is able
to undertake, the less there is a need for the second kind of expenditure.

In order for policymakers to prioritize the creation of social wealth, it is necessary, therefore, to
report on the relative amounts of the two kinds of expenditures. This we do below for the US.

The picture that emerges clearly indicates a disproportionate emphasis on the second kind of
expenditure, and points to the need for a renewed set of policies to address the creation and

sustenance of social wealth.

3.4.1 EDUCATION VS. PRISON COSTS IN US
The following survey of 40 US states shows that in every one of them the public sector spends
more per prisoner than per elementary/secondary student, despite the fact that studies (see

Section 4.1.2 below for references to such studies) show that spending on education is an
effective way of preventing crime and hence high prison costs.

See Chart Education vs. Prison, US
Source: CNN Money

3.4.2 US MILITARY BUDGET VS. OTHER PRIORITIES

The following chart shows that US military spending was the largest spending item for tax
collections in 2012, two times that of the next highest spending item (health care).
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See Chart Large Military Spending, US 4
Source: Global Issues °

3.4.3 SHARE OF WORLD MILITARY EXPENDITURES

In 2012, the US, China and Russia were among the highest military spenders.

See Chart Military Spending, Many Countries

Source: Stockholm Intemational Peace Research Institute The Social Wealth Indicators in the previous two sections measure key dimensions of social

wealth. By focusing on matters ignored in GDP and marginalized in the current economic and
social discourse as “women’s issues” or “children’s issues,” they highlight how the work of
caring and caregiving matters for both equity and economic efficiency.

In this section, we highlight critical correlations and their implications for policy.

We show that investing in caring for children and early childhood education not only supports
families and parents in the work of raising children through family-friendly policies and
provides children the start they need to grow up into productive and caring adults, but also
yields significant social and economic returns in both the short and long term.

We also point to another correlation still generally overlooked by both policy makers and
the public: that the status of women is an especially important driver of long-term economic
prosperity. Where women are honored and treated with respect, national policies are also
designed to build human, social and natural capital, with the causation running both ways
between the status of women and national capital accumulation policies.

In particular, violence against women imposes significant economic costs on a country, not
to mention the human costs of intimate partner violence that threaten to destabilize the very
basic unit of economic decision making, which is the family.

In what follows, we present the results of research that demonstrates the vital economic
contribution of caring for our children and families and the significant economic implications of
gender relations in a country.

In the new knowledge-service era, our children should be able to think in new and creative
ways and work collaboratively with others from all over the world when they reach working
age. These skills are to be deliberately cultivated, and the only way to achieve this is through
extensive investment in early childhood development.

A growing body of research is revealing that the most important factors in building these skills
are early childhood education and care (ECEC). Quality ECEC is shown to have positive effects
in both the short and long terms, for children and for the society and economy, and is shown
to address problems of equity as well as efficiency.
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Much of the inequity that we see in our societies today can be traced to inequities in early
childhood development, and therefore the universal provision of quality ECEC will go a long
way toward addressing wider social inequity. Also, caring for our children is shown to reduce
the incidences of deviance and violence in societies. Furthermore, proper early childhood
development is shown to benefit a country’s long-term economic productivity by enhancing
the physical and mental capabilities of children growing into adulthood and therefore
enhancing their earnings potential and lifetime earnings.

Ultimately, the resources that a country invests in early childhood development matter not only
for violence and crime reduction, and improved health, but also for national economic success.
We present below the results of research pertaining to a number of countries.”

4.1.1 US

US evidence on long-term effects of ECEC comes from small-scale trials, such as the Perry
Preschool project, which provided high-quality early childhood education to a randomly
selected group of disadvantaged children in Michigan and followed these children into their
forties. These studies find positive long-term effects on educational attainment, employment
and earnings, as well as social benefits such as reduced criminal activity.?

Other, similar, experimental programs (i.e., small, high-quality interventions on very
disadvantaged children) demonstrate significant gains in cognitive achievement owing to the
availability of quality ECEC.?

Whereas the above research pertains to small-scale studies, research into the long-term effects
of universal prekindergarten programs is not yet available because such programs have only
recently been implemented in the US. Research into the short- and medium-term effects of
such programs is, however, available and mostly focuses on school readiness, and to some
extent, on performance in primary school. This research indicates positive effects on math and
reading skills, and socio-emotional development.*

'"The discussion that follows (for the rest of Section 4.1) is sourced mainly from two recent publications: (a) Ruhm,
Christopher J. and Jane Waldfogelm. 2012. “Long-term effects of early childhood care and education.” Nordic
Economic Policy Review: Economics of Education, 23(1): 23-51, and (b) Gambaro, Ludovica, Kitty Stewart and Jane
Waldfogel (Eds.). 2014. An Equal Start?: Providing Quality Early Education and Care for Disadvantaged Children.
Bristol, UK: Policy Press. Also, note that the citations for research papers/books in this section of the report
(Section 4.1) are reproduced exactly as they appear in these two sources.

2Karoly, L.A., Kilburn, M.R. and Cannon, J.S. (2005) Early Childhood Interventions: Proven Results, Future Promise,
Santa Monica, CA: RAND Distribution Services; Heckman, J.J., Moon, S.H., Pinto, R. and Savelyev, P.A.(2010) 'The
rate of return to the HighScope Perry Preschool Program’, The Journal of Public Economics, vol 94, no 1-2, pp
114- 28.

3Waldfogel, J. (2006) What Children Need, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

*Gormley, J., Gayer, T., Phillips , D. and Dawson, B. (2005) ‘The effects of universal pre-K on cognitive
development’, Developmental Psychology, vol 41, no 6, pp 872- 84; Gormley, W.T., Phillips, D. and Gayer, T.
(2008) ‘Preschool programs can boost school readiness’, Science, vol 320, no 5884, pp 1723- 4; Magnuson,

K.A., Ruhm, C. and Waldfogel, J . (2007) ‘Does prekindergarten improve school preparation and performance?’,
Economics of Education
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Children attending prekindergarten are also shown to have fewer behavioral problems,
and lower suspension or grade retention rates during the first few years of primary school,
especially for disadvantaged children.®

Returning to long-term effects, kindergarten programs (serving children aged 5) introduced in
the 1960s and 1970s are shown to reduce the share of 21 to 35 year old adults who were high
school dropouts or were incarcerated, although these effects were only found for whites.® The
absence of comparable effects for blacks may be due to the fact that kindergarten substituted
for enrollment in other early childhood education programs (in particular, Head Start) for many
poor black children.

Kindergarten expansions also lead to reduced grade retention among Hispanic children,
non-English speakers, children of immigrants, and children from low socio-economic status
households.’

Studies by US economist and Nobel Prize winner James Heckman and his colleagues find that:

* Inequality in early childhood learning experiences and learning produces inequality in
ability, achievement, health, and professional and personal success in adulthood.

* Adverse impacts of genetic, parental, and environmental resources can be overturned
through investments in quality early childhood education that provide children and their
parents the resources they need to properly develop the cognitive and personality skills
needed for productive lives.

* Investment in early education for disadvantaged children from birth to age 5 helps re
duce the achievement gap, reduce the need for special education, increase the likeli
hood of healthier lifestyles, lower the crime rate, and reduce overall public costs. In fact,
every dollar invested in high-quality early childhood education produces a 7-10% per
annum return on investment. Policies that provide early childhood educational resources
to the most disadvantaged children produce greater social and economic equity.

* An economically advantaged child exposed to low-quality parenting is more
disadvantaged than an economically disadvantaged child exposed to high-quality parenting.

In an article entitled “Effectiveness of Early Educational Intervention” (published in the August
2011 issue of Science), W. Steven Barnett, Director of the National Institute for Early Education
Research at Rutgers University, presents evidence that:

* Early educational intervention (programs that provide for both the educational needs of
children and childcare needs of parents) can have substantial short- and long-term
effects on cognition, social-emotional development, school progress, antisocial
behavior, and even crime.

* Early educational intervention can improve the development and adult success of
disadvantaged children in the developing world as well as in advanced economies.

Review, vol 26, no 1, pp 33-51; Magnuson, K.A., Ruhm, C. and Waldfogel, J. (2007) ‘The persistence of preschool
effects: Do subsequent classroom experiences matter?’, Early Childhood Research Quarterly, Vol 22, no 1, pp 18-
38; Wong, V.C., Cook, T.D., Barnett, W.S. and Jung, K. (2008) ‘An effectiveness-based evaluation of five state pre-
kindergarten programs’, Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, vol 27, no 1, pp 122-54.

SFiglio, D. and Roth, J. (2009), The behavioral consequences of pre-kindergarten participation for disadvantaged
youth, in J. Gruber (ed.), The Problems of Disadvantaged Youth: An Economic Perspective, University of Chicago
Press, Chicago.

¢Cascio, E. (2009), Do investments in universal early education pay off? Long-term effects of introducing kindergarten
into public schools, NBER Working Paper 14951; Cascio, E. (2010), What happened when kindergarten went
universal?, Education Next 10, 62-69.

"Dhuey, E. (2011), Who benefits from kindergarten? Evidence from the introduction of state subsidization, Education
Evaluation and Policy Analysis 33, 3-22.
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* The potential return to societies on such investments is high and includes increased
maternal earnings, decreased K-12 schooling costs, increased lifetime earnings, and
decreased costs related to smoking.

Similarly, Barnett and Nores (2013) demonstrate that investments in high quality ECEC lead to
greater educational success and higher economic productivity through:
e Higher achievement test scores
Lower rates of special education and grade repetition
Higher rates of high school graduation
Fewer behavior problems such as delinquency and crime
Greater chance of employment
Higher lifetime earnings
Lower dependency on welfare
Lower incidences of smoking, drug use, and depression

Findings by the National Institute for Early Education Research also show that investments in
high quality early childhood education lead to decreased costs to government through:
Lower schooling costs

Lower social services costs

Lower crime costs

Lower health care costs (in part through lower teen pregnancy and smoking)

More: See

http://nieer.org/sites/nieer/files/Investing in Early Childhood Eduation A Global Perspectivei.pdf
and,

http://nieer.org/sites/nieer/files/health%20brief.pdf

4.1.2 UK

Evidence on the benefits of ECEC is available from the Effective Provision of Preschool
Education (EPPE) project, which observed children in a range of different preschool settings

in 1997 and tracked their progress on into compulsory schooling. Research has shown that
preschool produces higher cognitive and social-behavioral outcomes on entry into primary
school.? These positive effects are shown to be still apparent at the end of primary school.?
Higher-quality preschool continued to predict math, science and social-behavioral outcomes at
age 14.1°

4. IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY

4.1.3 Denmark

Research into the long-term effects of preschool expansions that occurred in the late 1970s
and early 1980s shows positive effects of preschool on school completion rates, especially for
disadvantaged children and daughters of less-educated mothers, and adult earnings."

In comparison to children who are under family day care or parental care, preschool attendees
are shown to have significantly higher test scores, with the largest effects for children from the
bottom of the income or reading score distribution.?

4.1.4 France

Research into the long-term effects of preschool expansions that occurred in the 1960s
and 1970s shows positive effects of preschool on grade repetition, test sores, high school
graduation, and adult wages, particularly for children from disadvantaged or intermediate
(rather than advantaged) backgrounds.™

4.1.5 Norway

Expanded preschool availability, following the passage of the Kindergarten Act of 1975,

is found to raise children’s subsequent educational attainment (more years of schooling,
higher rate of college attendance, and lower rate of high school dropout) and labor market
participation, while reducing welfare receipts, with the effects being largest for children of low-
educated mothers.™

Preschool attendance at ages 3-5 is found to have a positive effect on children’s future national
exam grades, with the largest impacts for children from low-income families.™

4.1.6 Germany

Immigrants attending kindergarten are more likely to be placed in the intermediate or
university preparatory tracks of 7th grade school placement.™

8Sylva, K., Melhuish, E., Sammons, P, Siraj-Blatchford, |. and Taggart, B. (2004) The Effective Provision of
Preschool Education (EPPE) Project: Final Report, London: Department for Education and Skills.

?Sylva, K., Melhuish, E., Sammons, P,, Siraj-Blatchford, I. and Taggart, B. (2008) Final Report from the Primary
Phase: Preschool, School and Family Influences on Children’s Development during Key Stage 2 (7-11),
Research Report DCSF-RR061, London: Department for Children, Schools and Families.

°Sylva, K., Melhuish, E.C., Sammons, P, Siraj-Blatchford, |. and Taggart, B. (2012) Effective Pre-school,
Primary and Secondary Education 3— 14 Project (EPPSE 3— 14): Final Report from the Key Stage 3 Phase:
Influences on Students’ Development from Age 11-14, Research Report DFE-RR202, London: Department
for Education.
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"Bingley, P. and Westergaard-Nielsen, N. (2012), Intergenerational transmission and day care in Denmark,
in J. Ermisch, M. Jantti and T. Smeeding (eds.), Inequality from Childhood to Adulthood: A Cross-National
Perspective on the Transmission of Advantage, Russell Sage Foundation, New York.

?Esping-Andersen, G., Garfinkel, I., Han, W.-J., Magnuson, K., Wagner, S. and Waldfogel, J. (2012), Child
care and school performance in Denmark and the United States, Children and Youth Services Review 34,
576-589.

*Dumas, C. and Lefranc, A. (2012), Early schooling and later outcomes: Evidence from pre-school extension
in France, in J. Ermisch, M. Jantti and T. Smeeding (eds), Inequality from Childhood to Adulthood: A Cross-
National Perspective on the Transmission of Advantage, Russell Sage Foundation, New York.

“Havnes, T. and Mogstad, M. (2011), No child left behind: Subsidized child care and children’s long-run
outcomes, American Economic Journal: Economic Policy 3, 97-129.

"“Black, S., Devereux, P., Loken, K. and Salvanes, K. (2010), The perils of pre-school? The effect of child
care on academic performance, manuscript, Norwegian School of Economics, http://client.norc.org/jole/
soleweb/11228.pdf.

“Spiess, C.K., Blichel, F. and Wagner, G.G. (2003), Children’s school placement in Germany: Does
kindergarten attendance matter?, Early Childhood Research Quarterly 18, 255-270.
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Center-based care provided to 0-3 year olds positively impacts social development, language
skills, and school grades measured at ages 2-10."

4.1.7 Sweden

Preschool attendance is found to significantly close a portion of the language score disparity
between children of immigrants and their peers with native-born parents.'®

4.1.8 Canada

Research shows that low-quality ECEC provision can have a negative impact. A universal
$5-a-day childcare subsidy program (designed to limit parents’ maximum child care expense
to $5 per day, but not necessarily provide preschools or prekindergarten) produced a large
increase in non-parental childcare, but negative effects on socio-emotional outcomes, health,
and the vocabulary of young children, due in part to the informal nature and poor quality of
the childcare that was taken up as a result of the subsidy.™

4.1.9 Argentina

An additional year of preschool increases language and math test scores, and also produces
improved attention, effort, class participation, and discipline, particularly for children living in
high-poverty areas.?

4.1.10 Uruguay

Children who attend preschool are more likely to be enrolled in school and complete more
grades, with both effects being particularly large for children with low-educated parents or
living outside the capital city of Montevideo.?

4.1.11 India

Participation in government-sponsored early childhood developmental facilities (called
Anganwadi) raises the school enrollment of 7-19 year olds by 31 percentage points and also
speeds the grade progression conditional on enrollment.?

"Felfe, C. and Lalive, R. (2011), How does early childcare affect child development? Learning from the
children of German unification, manuscript, University of St. Gallen.

"®Fredriksson, P., Hall, C., Johansson, E.-A. and Johansson, P. (2010), Do pre-school interventions further the
integration of immigrants? Evidence from Sweden, in E.-A. Johansson (ed.), Essays on Schooling, Gender,
and Parental Leave, Economic Studies 121, Department of Economics, Uppsala University.

“Baker, M. and Milligan, K.( 2008) "Maternal employment, breastfeeding, and health: Evidence from
maternity leave mandates’, Journal of Health Economics, vol 27, no 4, pp 871-87; Lefebvre, P., Merrigan,

P. and Roy-Desrosiers, F. (2011) Quebec’s Childcare Universal Low Fees Policy 10 Years After: Effects,

Costs and Benefits, CIRPEE Working Paper 11-01 ( www.cirpee.org/ fileadmin/ documents/ Cahiers_2011/
CIRPEE11-01. pdf).

2Berlinski, S., Galiani, S. and Gertler, P. (2009), The effect of pre-primary education on primary school
performance, Journal of Public Economics 93, 219-234.

2Berlinski, S., Galiani, S. and Manacorda, M. (2008), Giving children a better start: Pre-school attendance and
school-age profiles, Journal of Public Economics 92, 1416-1440.

??Hazarika, G. and Viren, V. (2010), The effect of early childhood developmental program attendance on
future school enrolment and grade progression in rural north India, IZA Discussion Paper 5209, Bonn.

\" SOCIAL WEALTH ECONOMIC INDICATORS

4. IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY
4.1.12 OECD's Education Survey

Analysis of the OECD’s education survey, the Program for International Student Assessment
(PISA), indicates that early education can have lasting effects. In nearly all OECD countries,

15 year olds who attend pre-primary education outperform those who do not, with a year of
preschool associated with a test score improvement of 33 points (close to the 39 points linked
o a year of formal schooling), and the strongest associations being registered for countries that
have invested to improve the quality of provision.?

The importance of high-quality parenting cannot be overstated. Even if a child is economically
advantaged, the quality of parenting that that child receives remains crucial for his or her adult
success.

It is important, therefore, to design family-friendly policies that will allow working parents to
balance their paid work and family lives. Only then will high-quality parenting become a reality,
as more mothers and fathers are able to spend time with their children and help them grow
into strong, mature, creative and caring individuals.

In what follows, we present the results of research pertaining to the US (unless otherwise
stated) that show the numerous benefits of paid parental leave. Not only do children benefit
directly, but families are more cohesive, divorce rates are lower, the health of mothers is
improved, businesses prosper through greater worker retention, the state bears a lesser
burden in terms of welfare expenditures, and even productivity growth is enhanced. In other
words, paid parental leave delivers benefits for businesses, for the economy, and for families.

4.2.1 Benefits for Businesses

4.2.1.a Women and Men are More Likely to Stay in the Workforce when they take Paid
Parental Leave

In a 2012 study by the Rutgers Center for Women and Work, women who worked at least 20
hours a week prior to a child’s birth who took paid leave were 93% more likely to return to
work postpartum 9-12 months than those who did not take leave.?

Women with access to leave have an increased likelihood of working prior to having their child
and also an increased likelihood of returning to the labor market after giving birth.?

ZOECD (2011) PISA in Focus : Does Participation in Pre-primary Education Translate into Better Learning
QOutcomes at School?, Paris: OECD.

**Houser, Linda and Thomas P. Vartanian. 2012. Pay Matters: The Positive Economic Impacts of Paid Family
Leave for Families, Businesses and the Public. New Brunswick, NJ: The Center for Women and Work. <http://
smir.rutgers.edu/paymatters-cwwreport-january2012>

»Berger, Lawrence M. and Jane Waldfogel. 2004. “Maternity Leave and the Employment of New Mothers in
the United States.” Journal of Population Economics, 17(2): 331-349.
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Offering paid family leave increases the number of hours that a woman works after returning to
work by about 2 to 3 hours per week.

The availability of paid leave increases use of leave in the early months for mothers, but also
increases their likelihood of returning to work by 9 to 12 months after the birth.?’

While all of the above studies focus on women, Diversity Council Australia has recently
published a report entitled Men Get Flexible! Mainstreaming Flexible Work in Australian
Business, which finds that workplace flexibility is a key driver of employment decisions for
men, including young men, men approaching retirement and especially men who are both
younger and are fathers. Having the flexibility to manage family/personal life was in the top
five job characteristics for all men, and for young fathers, it was the third most highly valued
job characteristic. 18% of men indicated that they had seriously considered leaving their
organization because of a lack of flexibility. Young fathers and men under 35 years of age with
caring responsibilities were much more likely to indicate this — 37% and 29% respectively.

4.2.1.b Businesses Save Money on Employee Replacement Costs as Paid Parental
Leave Reduces Turnover

It is more costly for a firm to undergo a search for a replacement and to invest time and money
training that replacement than it is to temporarily arrange for coverage of the workers’ duties
while they are on leave.?®

Replacement costs vary by type of employee with an average replacement cost of $4039 per
worker overall with a substantial standard deviation of $9800.2

4.2.1.c Firms Don't Suffer when Employees Take Leave, and Often Benefit in Improved
Morale and Cost-Savings

Most firms studied simply did without any replacement workers, and fewer than 15% of firms reported
any additional costs attributable to leaves of six weeks or longer, such as losses in productivity.*

%Rossin-Slater, Maya, Christopher J. Ruhm, and Jane Waldfogel. 2011. “The Effects of California’s Paid
Family Leave Program on Mothers’ Leave-Taking and Subsequent Labor Market Outcomes.” NBER Working
Papers 17715. Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc.

?’Baum, Charles L. and Christopher J. Ruhm 2013. “The Effects of Paid Family Leave in California on Labor
Market Outcomes.” NBER Working Paper No. 19741. Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic
Research <http://www.nber.org/papers/w19741>

%Trzcinski, Eileen and Matia Finn-Stevenson. 1991. “A Response to Arguments against Mandated Parental
Leave: Findings from the Connecticut Survey of Parental Leave Policies.” Journal of Marriage and the Family,
53(2): 445-460.

?Dube, Arindrajit, Eric Freeman, and Michael Reich. 2010. Employee Replacement Costs. UC Berkeley:
Institute for Research on Labor Employment. Retrieved from: <http://escholarship.org/uc/item/7kc29981>
%9Trzcinski, Eileen and Matia Finn-Stevenson. 1991. “A Response to Arguments against Mandated Parental
Leave: Findings from the Connecticut Survey of Parental Leave Policies.” Journal of Marriage and the Family,
53(2): 445-460.
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99% of employers studied reported that paid family leave produced an increase in employee
morale.?

87% of employers studied reported that paid family leave had not caused costs to increase.®

8.8% of employers studied reported that paid family leave had resulted in cost savings
because employees were able to use the paid family leave (financed by worker payroll taxes)
instead of employer-provided benefits such as paid sick leave and vacation days. Because 60%
of employers reported that they had coordinated their benefits, the authors of this research
surmise that the actual share of employers experiencing cost savings was much higher than
8.8%.%

The Diversity Council Australia report, mentioned earlier, also finds that men who have greater
access to flexible work that results in a reduction of either work/life conflict or reduced work to
family/personal life spillover are more effective in their jobs, report higher work performance,
are less troubled by work overload, take fewer risks that can compromise productivity and are
absent for fewer days; and they also have lower levels of personal stress and burnout.

4.2.2 Benefits for the Economy

4.2.2.a Women are Less Likely to Receive Public Assistance when they take Paid
Parental Leave

Paid family leave reduces the likelihood of receiving public assistance in the year after the birth
of a child.**

Women who are offered paid family leave are 39% less likely to receive assistance than women
who keep working and have no leave at all.*

New mothers who are offered paid leave report $413 less in public assistance than mothers
who were not offered paid leave.*

Nearly 10% of eligible and covered workers (under the FMLA) receiving partial or no pay
during leave went on some form of public assistance.*”

¥ Appelbaum, Eileen and Ruth Milkman. 2011. Leaves That Pay: Employer and Worker Experiences with Paid
Family Leave in California. Washington DC: Center for Economic and Policy Research. <http://www.cepr.net/
documents/publications/paid-family-leave-1-2011.pdf>

2|bid.

Blbid.

**Houser, Linda and Thomas P. Vartanian. 2012. Pay Matters: The Positive Economic Impacts of Paid Family
Leave for Families, Businesses and the Public. New Brunswick, NJ: The Center for Women and Work. <http://
smir.rutgers.edu/paymatters-cwwreport-january2012>

*1bid.

*Ibid.

¥Kleman, Jacob, Kelly Daley, and Alyssa Pozniak. 2013. Family and Medical Leave in 2012: Technical Report.
Cambridge, MA: Abt Associates. < http://www.dol.gov/asp/evaluation/fmla/FMLA-2012-Technical-Report.pdf>
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4.2.2.b Paid Parental Leave Increases Women's Labor Force Participation

Increasing women's labor force participation rates to equal that of their male counterparts
would increase GDP substantially in most countries (in the US, 5%, in some other countries,
more than 30%).38

Higher labor force participation of women mitigates the effects of a shrinking work force due
to aging.*”

4.2.2.c Paid Parental Leave Reduces Unemployment

Parental leave policies are associated with higher employment to population ratios (by about 3
to 4 percentage points) as well as decreased unemployment.*°

4.2.2.d Paid Parental Leave Boosts Overall Productivity

A one-week increase in available family leave is associated with an increase in aggregate labor
productivity and multifactor productivity.*'

Both paid and unpaid leave increase productivity but paid leave has a larger effect.*?

The US would see an increase in multifactor productivity of approximately 1.1% over time if it
were to institute paid maternity leave at the average OECD level of 15 weeks.*

4.2.2.e Paid Parental Leave is an Investment in Children’s Human Capacity
Development and therefore High Quality Future Human Capital

Paid parental leave allows parents to invest more time and attention towards early childhood
care and education, and the latter has been shown to deliver substantial benefits for the
development of human capacity.

Schweinhart et al. (2005) demonstrate that early childhood care and education initiatives
consistently show higher returns than spending on policing or incarceration and also a high
ROl in terms of economic independence of participants throughout their lifetimes. In a 35-year
study of a Michigan preschool program, those who participated in pre-school were 19% less
likely to have multiple arrests, 15% less likely to commit a violent crime, 20% less likely to use
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illegal drugs, 20% more likely to earn a living wage, 14% more likely to be employed, and 16%
more likely to have a savings account.*

4.2.3 Benefits for the Family
4.2.3.a Paid Parental Leave Catalyzes Lasting Health and Wellbeing Benefits for Children

In their early years, children experience rapid rates of brain and nervous system development.*®
In their early years, children form important social bonds with their caregivers.*

Breastfeeding can increase bonding between the child and nursing mother, stimulate positive
neurological and psycho-social development, and strengthen a child’s immune system.*

Breastfeeding can reduce the risk of health problems like diarrheal disease, respiratory
illnesses, asthma, acute ear infection, obesity, Type 2 diabetes, leukemia, and sudden infant
death syndrome.*®

Women are more likely to breastfeed when they take maternity leave, and longer leave
increases both the likelihood and duration of breastfeeding.*

Children whose mothers take time from work after childbirth are more likely to receive well-
baby checkups in the first years of life.

When mothers stay home with an infant for at least 12 weeks after giving birth, their children
have a greater likelihood of receiving all the recommended vaccinations.®

After controlling for per capita GDP, health care expenditures, and societal factors, each 10%
increase in the duration of full-time equivalent paid leave in a country results in increased rates
of vaccinations.®?

$®Aguirre, DeAnne, Leila Hoteit, Christine Rupp, and Karim Sabbagh. 2012. Empowering the Third Billion:
Women and the World of Work in 2012. Booz & Company Inc. <http://www.booz.com/media/file/BoozCo_
Empowering-the-Third-Billion_Full-Report.pdf>

¥Elborgh-Woytek, Katrin, Monique Newiak, Kaplana Kochhar, Stefania Fabrizio, Kangni Kopdar, Philippe
Wingender, Benedict Clements, and Gerd Schwartz. 2013. Women, Work, and the Economy: Macroeconomic
Gains from Gender Equity.

*Ruhm, Christopher J. 1998. “The Economic Consequences of Parental Leave Mandates: Lessons from
Europe.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics 113 (1): 285-317

#Bassanini, Andrea, and Danielle Venn. 2008. “The Impact of Labour Market Policies on Productivity in
OECD Countries.” International Productivity Monitor 17 (Fall): 3-15.
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#8U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. 2011. The Surgeon General’s Call to Action to Support
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SBerger, Lawrence M., Jennifer Hill, and Jane Waldfogel. 2005. “Maternity Leave, Early Maternal
Employment, and Child Health and Development in the U.S.” The Economic Journal 115 (February):
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The longer the duration of leave from work that a mother takes after giving birth — up to
six months — the lower are her postpartum depression scores on the Edinburgh Postnatal
Depression Scale.>

4.2.3.b Mother's Overall and Psychological Health Improves

Women who took a maternity leave longer than 12 weeks reported fewer depressive
symptoms, a reduction in severe depression, and, when leave is paid, an improvement in
overall and mental health.>*

There is a positive association between the duration of breastfeeding and a reduction in a
woman'’s risk of breast cancer (especially in women with a family history of the disease) and
ovarian cancer.>

There is a positive association between the duration of breastfeeding and a reduction in a
woman'’s risk of rheumatoid arthritis.*

There is a positive association between the duration of breastfeeding and a reduction in the
risk of Type 2 diabetes among young and middle-aged mothers.>’

4.2.3.c Fathers who take Paid Leave Spend More Time with their Children Throughout
their Childhood

Fathers who take time from work around childbirth are more likely to spend more time with
their children in the months following childbirth.®

The Diversity Council Australia report, entitled Men Get Flexible! Mainstreaming Flexible Work in
Australian Businesses, argues that men want and need access to flexible working to support their
important roles as fathers, carers and engaged volunteers in their communities, but their uptake
of flexible working is limited and most commonly involves informal ‘flextime’ and ad hoc working
from home structured around full-time work. The report also finds that when fathers are able to
avail of flextime, they experience lower levels of work to family conflict, greater psychological
wellbeing, higher quality parenting and higher quality family relationships.

>3Dagher, Rada, Patricia M. McGovern, Bryan E. Dowd, and Ulf Lundberg. 2011. “Postpartum depressive
symptoms and the combined load of paid and unpaid work: a longitudinal analysis.” International Archives of
Occupational and Environmental Health 84:735-743.

*Chatterji, Pinka, Sara Markowitz, and Jeanne Brooks-Gunn. 2011. “Early Maternal Employment and Family
Wellbeing.” NBER Working Paper Series No. w17212. Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic
Research. <http://www.nber.org/papers/w17212.pdf?new_window=1>

5Stuebe, Alison M., Walter C. Willett, Fei Xue, and Karin B. Michels. 2009. “Lactation and Incidence of
Premenopausal Breast Cancer, A Longitudinal Study.” Archives of Internal Medicine 169 (15): 1364-71.
SKarlson, Elizabeth W., Lisa A. Mandl, Susan E. Hankinson, and Francine Grodstein. 2004. “Do breastfeeding
and other reproductive factors influence future risk of rheumatoid arthritis? Results from Nurses’ Health
Study.” Arthritis & Rheumatology. 50(11): 3458-3467.

5Stuebe, Alison M., Janet W. Rich-Edwards, Walter C. Willett, JoAnn E. Manson, Karin B. Michels. 2005.
“Duration of Lactation and Incidence of Type 2 Diabetes.” Journal of the American Medical Association 294
(20): 2601-2610.

®Nepomnayaschy, Lenna and Jane Waldfogel. 2007. “Paternity Leave and Fathers’ Involvement with Their
Young Children: Evidence from the American Ecls-B.” Community, Work and Family 10 (4): 427- 453.
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As we have noted earlier, in Section 2.1.6, direct-care workers make a significant contribution
to our society but suffer from poor working conditions. So as the US population ages, and the
proportion of older citizens (above 65 years of age) swells in the coming years, there is a real

possibility of critical shortages developing in the numbers of direct-care workers.

According to a 2008 PHI (Paraprofessional Healthcare Institute) report,

“The eldercare/disability services industry employs more people than nearly any other industry
in the country. Direct-care jobs are the employment core of this industry and are among the
nation’s fastest-growing occupations. Improving the quality of these jobs—home health aide,
certified nurse aide and personal care attendant—is not only vital to our social infrastructure,
but has the potential to drive economic growth, particularly within low-income communities.
Given the sheer numbers of these occupations today as well as their tremendous expected
growth, direct-care jobs are uniquely positioned to help repair and stabilize our faltering
economy.”

Furthermore,

“Eldercare/disability services is projected to be one of the country’s leading employment
growth industries, with jobs in this sector increasing three times as fast as jobs within the
economy as a whole.”

To realize these job growth numbers, however, policymakers and businesses will need to, as
stated earlier, improve the quality of these jobs. As the report suggests, such policy action will
not only benefit families (by supporting employed family caregivers) and local communities
(since direct-care workers spend largely on locally produced goods and services in their
communities), but also create economic resilience (since direct-care jobs are usually recession-
proof and can’t be outsourced) and alleviate the strain on public resources.

Research shows that a higher status for women is positively correlated with economic success
and overall quality of life. A higher status for women means the empowerment of young girls
through education, equality of access between women and men to all levels of education,
employment and health care, and inclusion of women in the political process.

When women are accorded the same position and respect in society as men, several benefits
to society at large follow. Mothers and children are healthier, educational attainment among
children is higher, human capacity flourishes, national policies are more geared towards the
work of caring and caregiving, democratic process is more widespread, and most importantly,
economic productivity and competitiveness increase.

Gender equity also means respect for the person and physical integrity of a woman. Violence
against women, whether inside the household (where it manifests in the form of intimate
partner violence) or outside, is shown to be very costly, not only in human terms but also in
economic terms. Investing in the physical safety and security of women through the crafting of
women-friendly policies and laws is shown to significantly reduce economic waste.

CENTER FOR PARTNERSHIP STUDIES 2014 ‘ 113


http://www.dca.org.au/app/webroot/files/file/Work-life%20and%20flexibility%20documents/DCA%20Men%20Get%20Flexible%20FINAL%2024%20Aug%202012.pdf
http://www.dca.org.au/app/webroot/files/file/Work-life%20and%20flexibility%20documents/DCA%20Men%20Get%20Flexible%20FINAL%2024%20Aug%202012.pdf
http://phinational.org/sites/phinational.org/files/clearinghouse/PHI%20FactSheetNo2.pdf

4. IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY

In what follows, we present evidence that gender relations are an important correlate of a
country’s overall success in economic, political and social domains.

4.4.1 Global Gender Gap report

Closing gender gaps is not only a matter of human rights and equity — it is also a matter

of efficiency, productivity and economic growth. The 2013 Global Gender Gap report
demonstrates that countries with a smaller gender gap (which is the gap between men and
women in four key domains — economic participation and opportunity, educational attainment,
health and survival, and political empowerment) are also more competitive economically, have
greater GDP per capita, and score higher on the Human Development Index. The following
graphs illustrate these correlations.

See Chart Economic Competitiveness, Many Countries
Source: World Economic Forum

See Chart GDP Per Capita, Many Countries
Source: World Economic Forum

See Chart Human Development, Many Countries
Source: World Economic Forum

Countries that have made investments in women’s health and education generally see the
returns on this investment in terms of women’s economic and political participation. These
countries include the Nordic countries, the US, the Philippines, Canada, New Zealand and
Australia. These countries have not, however, fully closed economic and participation gaps — in
particular, the gaps in senior positions, wages and leadership levels still persist. For example,
data collected by the Inter-Parliamentary Union indicate that women’s congressional political
participation in the US almost 100 years after achieving women’s suffrage is still a mere 18%.

According to research, closing the male-female employment gap would have massive
economic implications for developed economies, boosting US GDP by as much as 9% and
Eurozone GDP by as much as 13%.

See Graph Education And Economic Opportunity, Many Countries
Source: World Economic Forum

Research demonstrates that investment in girls’ education has significant multiplier effects

— it reduces high fertility rates, lowers infant and child mortality, lowers maternal mortality
rates, increases women's labor force participation rates and earnings and fosters educational
investment in children.

\0’ SOCIAL WEALTH ECONOMIC INDICATORS

4. IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY

4.4.2 Gender Equity and Quality of Life

In its study Women, Men and the Global Quality of Life, the Center for Partnership Studies
found that measures of the status of women can be an even better predictor of quality of
life than conventional indicators such as GNP or GDP. For example, gender equity variables
correlated more highly with overall literacy than GDP.

A higher literacy gap between females and males correlated strongly with lower life
expectancy and higher infant mortality. Of particular interest was that the prevalence of
contraception had a stronger relation to basic quality-of-life indicators such as infant mortality
and life expectancy than GDP.

One of the main reasons that gender equity correlates strongly with better quality of life is that
in countries where women have higher status, caring and caregiving are given more value,
whether it is performed by women or men. For example, in countries such as Sweden, Norway
and Finland, caregiving professions such as childcare, nursing, and teaching have higher status
and higher wages. Caring for people and nature is also given more priority in national budgets
and other policies. All this contributed to a higher quality of life for all.

For more details, see http://www.partnershipway.org/Economics-Politics/economics-public-
policy/excerpts-from-women-men-and-the-global-quality-of-life

4.4.3 Gender Equity and Democracy

The World Values Surveys are the largest international surveys of attitudes and how they
correlate with economic development and political structure. For the first time in 2000, the
World Values Survey focused attention on attitudes toward gender equity. And based on data
from 65 countries representing 80% of the world’s population, it found that the relationship
between support for gender equality in politics and the society’s level of political rights and
civil liberties is remarkably strong. It also found that greater power for women is important for
success in the postindustrial economy.

These results are reported in a paper entitled “Gender Equality and Democracy” by Ronald
Inglehart, Pippa Norris, and Christian Welzel who write: “In advanced industrial societies
authority patterns seem to be shifting from the traditional hierarchical style toward a more
collegial style that parallels the differences between stereotypically ‘male’ and ‘female’ styles
of social interaction.” They further note that, along with other cultural changes associated
with higher status for women, this “feminization of leadership styles” is closely linked with the
spread of democratic institutions.

The 2000 World Values Survey found that the belief that women and men should be equal
goes along with a shift from traditional authoritarian styles of child rearing to increasing
emphasis on imagination and tolerance as important values to teach a child. And these shifts
in attitudes about gender and child rearing, in turn, are linked with greater interpersonal trust,
a lessening of reliance on outside authority, a rising sense of subjective wellbeing, a higher
living standard, and other aspects of what Inglehart, Norris and Welzel call post-modern “self-
expression” rather than traditional “survival” values.
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4.4.4 Violence against Women

According to a 2005 UN report surveying the literature on the economic costs of violence
against women: “Costs of violence against women are widespread throughout society. Every
recognizable effect of violence has a cost whether it is direct or indirect. Direct costs come
from the use of goods and services for which a monetary exchange is made. Direct costs exist
for capital, labour and material inputs. Indirect costs stem from effects of violence against
women that have an imputed monetary value even though they do not involve an actual
monetary exchange, such as lost income or reduced profits. Effects of violence against women
also include intangible costs such as premature death, and pain and suffering for which there
is no imputed monetary value in the economy. Costs can also be borne in the short-run or the
long-run.”

Pages 59-66 of the report lists chronologically the studies that have attempted to estimate the
costs of such violence in countries such as the UK, the US, Canada, Australia, New Zealand,
Finland and Spain. As described in this list, the costs of violence against women can be

very high, reaching up to 23 billion British pounds in the UK when direct and indirect costs,
including pain and suffering, are counted, and up to $450 billion in the US when tangible and
intangible costs are counted.

A 2012 Council of Europe document similarly presents the results of studies performed mainly
for European countries and reports costs in hundreds of millions of euros for countries such as
the Netherlands, Finland, and Denmark. One of the studies finds that domestic violence costs
in the EU25 total EUR 16 billion for 2006 or EUR 33 per capita in Europe and EUR 1 million
every 1/2 hour. The study shows that a EUR 1 increase in spending to prevent intimate partner
violence can save EUR 87 in total costs, out of which EUR 30 are direct costs.

A more recent European study from July 2013 (hence, not included in the Council of Europe
survey) finds that violence against women is estimated to cost the EU EUR 226 billion each
year, including EUR 45 billion for services and EUR 24 billion in lost economic output. The
costs of preventive measures are substantially less than the cost of the violence.
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D.

In their current iteration, SWEIs provide the missing metrics to assess what the US has to do to
catch up with other OECD countries on both human capacity development and investment in
its key determinants, such as care and care work, gender and racial equity, and early childhood
development. These new metrics provide a basis for more effective government and business
policies, and show how the two are interconnected.

This current set of indicators serves as an adaptable template that, in the future, can be used
as a framework for creating new measurement systems for social wealth. Social wealth is
defined as both the care investment inputs required for human capacity development, and
the economic and social benefit outputs from those investments. SWElIs are a bridge between
the state of a nation’s human capacity and economic prosperity. As such, they provide a useful
framework for attempts in the public and private sectors to bridge these two concepts in their
own ways.

Across the US, two parallel efforts in the public sector are underway at the local government
levels that would benefit from SWEIs as a robust and creative measurement framework.

1) An ongoing effort to make the economic and business case for supporting policies such
as: paid parental leave, tax credits for child care, tax credits for caregivers, and other forms of
government support for parents and parenting.

2) An ongoing effort to quantify, and track over time, wellbeing indicators, such as: health,
social cohesion, educational attainment, and gender and racial equity.

The challenge that lies ahead is ensuring SWElIs — as the first metrics that adequately reflect

an economic system in which care, care work, and social equity in all shapes counts and is
counted — are used by our national policy makers. At the same time, further development of
SWEIs will focus on adapting these metrics for pilot projects on the state and local levels in the
public sector as well as for specific business uses in the private sector.

Traditional public sector performance metrics are overwhelmingly shortsighted and granular.
This is a major obstacle to long-term planning, For instance, not having the tools to articulate
long-term ROI of public investment in care and care work makes it difficult for public
administrators and officials to push these policies forward, especially with current budget cuts
in public spending at all levels.
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With continued development, SWElIs will provide a template for local and state governments
to incorporate long-term ROI metrics into their existing performance measures. The current
iteration of SWElIs provide the foundation for the inclusion of these metrics, offering the jump
start needed to draft indicators for state and local governments. Having laid the groundwork,
we plan to work with state and local agencies to provide trainings to adapt a template version
of SWEIs for state and local use in a process that is less resource and time intensive than
starting from scratch.

SWEIs show the long term ROI of investment in paid parental leave, childcare support,

gender balance, and flexible time for families. This makes them a useful tool for long-term
business planning as well as to help business leaders persuade government officials that public
investment in these policies has a tremendously positive impact on a nation’s economy.

We plan to provide trainings and in other ways work with businesses to adapt SWElIs to
measure the impact within their organizations of adopting family-friendly policies and
obtaining support for them.

In developing SWElIs for businesses and for government at all levels, critical attention will be
accorded to the dynamic interaction between policy changes in the public sector and policy
changes in the private sector. For it is the case that the conceptual framework that underwrites
the measurement of SWEls incorporates spillover effects from one sector to the other.

Thus, for example, we have seen that governments mandating paid parental leave help
businesses reduce turnover and save costs, and conversely, businesses instituting family-
friendly workplace practices help reduce the need for public assistance and help curtail public
spending on health and law and order.

Therefore, SWElIs will become the anchor for a new kind of public discourse in which both
government officials and business leaders can persuade each other and the wider public
about the tremendous positive impact of instituting caring policies on the social and economic
conditions of life in a country.

We are also embarking on a research project that will combine all of the SWEIs into a single,
composite index. The objective will be to create a single, composite index for each country.
This will be accomplished in steps. First we will create sub-indices for each subcategory

of HCls and CllIs. That is, we will aggregate up from the measures themselves, such as life
expectancy rates, infant and maternal mortality rates, and infant vaccination rates, to a
subcategory index HM for Health. Once seven subcategory indices are available for HCls, and
four for Clls, we will create two category indices, one for HCls and one for Clls. Finally, the two
indices, one each for HCls and Clls, will be aggregated “up” to a single composite country-
level Social Wealth Index.
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The methodology of this work will be to select all the measures that will enter the index, to
standardize these measures (as they use many different units of measurement), and then to
find an appropriate weighting scheme for each measure and/or each subcategory index, so
that the necessary aggregations can be performed. This weighting scheme could be arrived at
by regression analysis or some other statistical method.

Because the single composite index will be constructed from separate indices for HCls and
Clls, it will become easier to study the relationship between inputs into the creation of social
wealth, represented by the Clls index, and outputs, represented by the HCls index. It will also
become easier to drill down into either the HCls index or the Clls index and identify what a
country needs to do in these domains to improve its overall index score in that domain. The
same kind of analysis can be performed at the level of the single, composite SWElIs index.
Furthermore, once a set of indices is available, not only will comparisons with other social
wealth measures become simpler and more efficient, but the indices can also be used for
cross-country regression analysis in order to verify and illustrate the central conclusion from our
new conceptual framework: that care work matters for economic competitiveness, growth, and
prosperity.

In short, the benefits of a single, composite index will be manifold, for economists,
policymakers, and society at large.

In concluding this report, we present several recommendations targeted specifically at US
policymakers and business leaders. As we have seen, the US lags behind other developed
countries not only in key domains of present conditions of Human Capacity (output measures),
but also, not surprisingly, in the inputs required for developing human capacity, namely Care
Investment (the input factors that produce outputs or outcomes). Consequently, there is much
that the US can do to effectively close the “care gap.”

5.5.1 Government Investment in Care Work

To support families and children, the US should broadly increase public investment in three
major types of family benefits: child-related cash transfers, spending on services for families
with children (such as child care, early education, center- and home-based care), and benefits
provided to families via the tax system (such as child tax allowances, tax exemptions, and child
tax credits). These investments in family benefits should be considered an investment in future
economic competitiveness, and not simply a cost incurred towards a more just society and
improved wellbeing. The US in aggregate invests around 1% of GDP on these family benefits,
compared to the OECD average of 2.6% and the 4% GDP investments of many Nordic
countries. With respect to family cash benefits, the maximum benefit for one child aged 3-12
represents 2% of the average wage of a worker in the US, whereas the numbers for Australia,
Canada, Denmark, Germany, and New Zealand are between 6 and 7%, 5%, 4%, 5% and 9%
respectively.

The US should also increase public spending on early childhood education and care (ECEC).
Although the US is a high spender on middle and late childhood, public spending on young
children (aged O to 5 years) is lower in the US than in nearly all OECD countries, where

this spending includes cash benefits and tax breaks, childcare, other benefits in kind, and
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education. When measured as a percentage of GDP, US spending on formalized childcare and
preschool programs is less than half of that in most developed countries. Although private
provision of these early childcare services is commonplace in the US, many families cannot
afford private childcare and preschool because it is prohibitively expensive. Since findings from
neuroscience and economic research on early childhood care and education substantiate the
importance of the first five years with respect to cognitive development and future success, the
US should broadly work to boost investment in children aged O to 5.

The US government should invest in programs that support work/life balance. This can

take several forms. The first is paid parental leave. The US is the only developed nation
without public funding for such leave. Although the US offers 12 weeks of statutory leave,

it is unpaid, and does not meet the ILO standard of 14 weeks. Paid leave is associated with
numerous economic and health benefits, and is connected to better infant and maternal
health outcomes, a reduction of the gender wage gap, and increased productivity. The US
government should also mandate paid Family Leave, to allow employees to provide care for
children, the elderly, or attend to other family care commitments. Most OECD countries have
a minimum number of days of paid leave (typically around 20 days, plus 10-15 paid public
holidays). The US is the only country where a legal minimum for this type of family leave does
not exist. Finally, the US needs to also increase investment in public mechanisms to assist with
the costs associated with Long-Term Care (LTC), especially since private provision of these
mechanisms is small in most OECD counties, including the US.

5.5.2 Business Investment in Care Work

Businesses should invest in programs that support work/life balance. Out of 21 developed
countries studied by the Center for Economic and Policy Research in 2009, the US ranks 20th
in its offer of job protection and financial support during parental leave. In the countries that
rank ahead of the US on this score, five policy practices stand out as the most important:

(1) generous paid leave; (2) non-transferable quotas of leave for each parent; (3) universal
coverage combined with modest eligibility restrictions; (4) financing structures that pool risk
among many employers; and (5) scheduling flexibility (flex-time and employee control over
working hours). Business leaders in the US should look to these policy practices to improve
the ways in which they support their workers. They should pay more attention to the long-term
ROI from supporting childcare and parental leave, and not simply consider these programs a
cost in the short term.

5.5.3 Public and Private Investment in Protecting the Environment

US government and business leaders should invest more in protecting the environment. In
2011, European countries spent an average of 0.67% of GDP on environmental protections,
while the US, in 2008, spent only 0.22% GDP on such protections. Although environmental
protections can, and should, be directed jointly by the private and public sectors, governments
at all levels should lead the way. Ultimately, such investments will not only improve health and
wellbeing, but will also secure high-quality jobs in the clean and renewable energy sectors
projected to grow rapidly in the coming years.

\0’ SOCIAL WEALTH ECONOMIC INDICATORS

5. MOVING FORWARD
5.5.4 Comparative Investment

The overarching thrust of the recommendations is the importance of effective investments that
reflect the economic and social concerns of US citizens and benefit our economy and society.
US government and business leaders are called to tip the balance of public and private
investments towards supporting women and families, early childhood care and education, and
care giving broadly, in the home as well as in the market.
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DATA SOURCES USED IN THIS REPORT

APPENDICES

American Association for Retired Persons
American Federation of Teachers

Annie E. Casey Foundation

Bill Moyers

Caring Economy Campaign

Center for Economic and Policy Research
Center for Partnership Studies

CNN Money

Council of Europe

Diversity Council Australia

Diversity Data Kids

Economic Policy Institute

Economic Security 4 Women

Eldercare Workforce Alliance

European Commission Eurostats

European Foundation for the Improvement
of Living and Working Conditions

European Parliament

European Social Survey

Faculdade De Direito Universidade
Nova De Lisboa

Families and Work Institute
Global Footprint Network

Global Innovation Index

Global Issues

Indices of Social Development

Institute for Women's Policy Research
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

International Country Risk Guide

International Labor Organization
Inter-Parliamentary Union

Legatum Prosperity Index

http://www.aarp.org/
https://www.aft.org/
http://www.aecf.org/
http://billmoyers.com/
http://www.caringeconomy.org/
http://www.cepr.net/
http://www.partnershipway.org/
http://money.cnn.com/
http://hub.coe.int/

http://dca.org.au
http://www.diversitydatakids.org/
http://www.epi.org
http://www.security4Awomen.org.au/
http://www.eldercareworkforce.org/

http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/
portal/eurostat/home/

http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/
http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/

http://www.fd.unl.pt/

http://www.familiesandwork.org/
http://www.footprintnetwork.org/en/index.php/GFN/

https://www.globalinnovationindex.org/content.
aspx?page=Gll-Home

http://www.globalissues.org/
http://www.indsocdev.org/home.html
http://www.iwpr.org/

http://ipcc-wg2.gov/
https://www.prsgroup.com/about-us/our-two-
methodologies/icrg
http://www.ilo.org/global/lang—-en/index.htm
http://www.ipu.org/english/home.htm
http://www.prosperity.com/

Measure of America
National Center for Law and Economic Justice
National Congress of American Indians
National Institute for Early Education Research
National Urban League
National Women'’s Law Center
New Yorker
OECD

- Directorate for Education and Skills

- Environment Directorate:

- Family Database:

- Health Policies and Data:
- llibrary:
- Society At A Glance:

Paraprofessional Healthcare Institute

Pell Center for International Relations and
Public Policy, Salve Regina University

Pew Research Center
Public Agenda Archives
Save The Children

Shriver Report

Social Care Workforce Research Unit,
King's College, London

Social Science Research Council

Stockholm International Peace
Research Institute

UNESCO Institute for Statistics
UNICEF Statistics

United Nations Research Institute for
Social Development

United Nations Statistics Division
United Nations Women Watch
Urban Institute

http://www.measureofamerica.org/
http://www.nclej.org/
http://www.ncai.org/
http://nieer.org/
http://nul.iamempowered.com/
http://www.nwlc.org/
http://www.newyorker.com/
http://www.oecd.org/
http://www.oecd.org/edu/
http://www.oecd.org/env/

http://www.oecd.org/els/family/
oecdfamilydatabase.htm

http://www.oecd.org/els/health-systems/
http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/

http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/content/book/soc_
glance-2014-en?contentType=&itemld=%2Fconten
1%2Fchapter%2Fsoc_glance-2014-28-en&mimeTyp
e=text%2Fhtml&containeritemld=%2Fcontent%2F
serial%2F199912908&accessltemlds=%2Fcontent%
2Fbook%2Fsoc_glance-2014-en

http://www.phinational.org/

http://www.salve.edu/pell-center

http://www.pewresearch.org/
http://www.publicagendaarchives.org

http://www.savethechildren.org/site/c.8rKLIXMGIpl4E/
b.6115947/k 8D6E/Official_Site.htm

http://shriverreport.org/
http://www.kcl.ac.uk/sspp/kpi/scwru/index.aspx

http://www.ssrc.org/
http://www.sipri.org/

http://www.uis.unesco.org/Pages/default.aspx
http://data.unicef.org/
http://www.unrisd.org/

http://unstats.un.org/unsd/default.htm
http://www.un.org/womenwatch/

http://www.urban.org/
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http://www.aarp.org
http://www.aft.org
http://www.aecf.org
http://billmoyers.com
http://caringeconomy.org
http://www.cepr.net
http://www.partnershipway.org
http://money.cnn.com
http://www.coe.int/en/web/portal/home
http://dca.org.au
http://www.diversitydatakids.org
http://www.epi.org
http://www.security4women.org.au
http://www.eldercareworkforce.org
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/help/new-eurostat-website
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/help/new-eurostat-website
http://www.eurofound.europa.eu
http://www.europarl.europa.eu
http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org
http://www.fd.unl.pt
http://www.familiesandwork.org
http://www.footprintnetwork.org/en/index.php/GFN/
https://www.globalinnovationindex.org/content.aspx?page=GII-Home
https://www.globalinnovationindex.org/content.aspx?page=GII-Home
http://www.globalissues.org
http://www.indsocdev.org/home.html
http://www.iwpr.org
http://ipcc-wg2.gov
https://www.prsgroup.com/about-us/our-two-methodologies/icrg
https://www.prsgroup.com/about-us/our-two-methodologies/icrg
http://www.ilo.org/global/lang--en/index.htm
http://www.ipu.org/english/home.htm
http://www.prosperity.com
http://www.measureofamerica.org
http://www.nclej.org
http://www.ncai.org
http://nieer.org
http://nul.iamempowered.com
http://www.nwlc.org
http://www.newyorker.com
http://www.oecd.org
http://www.oecd.org/edu/
http://www.oecd.org/env/
http://www.oecd.org/els/family/oecdfamilydatabase.htm
http://www.oecd.org/els/family/oecdfamilydatabase.htm
http://www.oecd.org/els/health-systems/
http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org
http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/content/book/soc_glance-2014-en?contentType=&itemId=%2Fcontent%2Fchapter%2Fsoc_glance-2014-28-en&mimeType=text%2Fhtml&containerItemId=%2Fcontent%2Fserial%2F19991290&accessItemIds=%2Fcontent%2Fbook%2Fsoc_glance-2014-en
http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/content/book/soc_glance-2014-en?contentType=&itemId=%2Fcontent%2Fchapter%2Fsoc_glance-2014-28-en&mimeType=text%2Fhtml&containerItemId=%2Fcontent%2Fserial%2F19991290&accessItemIds=%2Fcontent%2Fbook%2Fsoc_glance-2014-en
http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/content/book/soc_glance-2014-en?contentType=&itemId=%2Fcontent%2Fchapter%2Fsoc_glance-2014-28-en&mimeType=text%2Fhtml&containerItemId=%2Fcontent%2Fserial%2F19991290&accessItemIds=%2Fcontent%2Fbook%2Fsoc_glance-2014-en
http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/content/book/soc_glance-2014-en?contentType=&itemId=%2Fcontent%2Fchapter%2Fsoc_glance-2014-28-en&mimeType=text%2Fhtml&containerItemId=%2Fcontent%2Fserial%2F19991290&accessItemIds=%2Fcontent%2Fbook%2Fsoc_glance-2014-en
http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/content/book/soc_glance-2014-en?contentType=&itemId=%2Fcontent%2Fchapter%2Fsoc_glance-2014-28-en&mimeType=text%2Fhtml&containerItemId=%2Fcontent%2Fserial%2F19991290&accessItemIds=%2Fcontent%2Fbook%2Fsoc_glance-2014-en
http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/content/book/soc_glance-2014-en?contentType=&itemId=%2Fcontent%2Fchapter%2Fsoc_glance-2014-28-en&mimeType=text%2Fhtml&containerItemId=%2Fcontent%2Fserial%2F19991290&accessItemIds=%2Fcontent%2Fbook%2Fsoc_glance-2014-en
http://www.phinational.org
http://www.salve.edu/pell-center
http://www.pewresearch.org
http://www.publicagendaarchives.org
http://www.savethechildren.org/site/c.8rKLIXMGIpI4E/b.6115947/k.8D6E/Official_Site.htm
http://www.savethechildren.org/site/c.8rKLIXMGIpI4E/b.6115947/k.8D6E/Official_Site.htm
http://shriverreport.org
http://www.kcl.ac.uk/sspp/kpi/scwru/index.aspx
http://www.ssrc.org
http://www.sipri.org
http://www.uis.unesco.org/Pages/default.aspx
http://data.unicef.org
http://www.unrisd.org
http://unstats.un.org/unsd/default.htm
http://www.un.org/womenwatch/
http://www.urban.org
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- Data: http://www.urban.org/toolkit/databases/
- By Topic: http://www.urban.org/race/index.cfm (e.g. Race,

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
U.S. Census Bureau
U.S. Government Accountability Office
Wellington Region Genuine Progress Index
Woman Stats Project
World Bank
World Economic Forum
- Global Gender Gap
World Health Organization

Ethnicity & Gender)

http://www.bea.gov/

http://www.bls.gov/

http://www.census.gov/

http://www.gao.gov/
http://www.gpiwellingtonregion.govt.nz/
http://www.womanstats.org/
http://data.worldbank.org/
http://www.weforum.org/
http://www.weforum.org/issues/global-gender-gap

http://www.who.int/en/
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OTHER INDICES, DATA & INFORMATION SOURCES
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Beyond GDP
- Social Indicators:
- Environmental Indicators:
- Wellbeing:

Boston College Center for Work and Family

-Research and Publications:

Caring Across Generations
Community Indicators Consortium
- Indicators Projects:
Comepanies That Care
Counting Women's Work
Gallup-Healthways Well-Being Index
Gender Action
Gender Inequality Index
Genuine Progress Indicator
- Indicator:
- Resources:
- Marlyand:

- Vermont:
Global Creativity Index

Global AgeWatch Index

Global Peace Index

Global Youth Wellbeing Index
Good Country Index
Gross National Happiness Index
Gund Institute

- Vermont GPI:

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/beyond_gdp/
index_en.html

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/beyond_gdp/
indicators_social_en.html

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/beyond_gdp/
indicators_environment_en.html

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/beyond_gdp/
indicators_wellbeing_en.html

http://www.bc.edu/content/bc/centers/cwf.html

http://www.bc.edu/content/bc/centers/cwi/
research/publications.html

http://www.caringacross.org/
http://www.communityindicators.net/
http://www.communityindicators.net/projects
http://www.companies-that-care.org/
http://www.cww-dpru.uct.ac.za
http://info.healthways.com/wellbeingindex
http://www.genderaction.org/
http://hdr.undp.org/en/statistics/gii
http://genuineprogress.net/
http://genuineprogress.net/genuine-progress-indicator/
http://genuineprogress.net/resources/
http://www.dnr.maryland.gov/mdgpi/

http://www.uvm.edu/giee/research/VTGPI_
ExecSum_29Jul13.pdf

http://martinprosperity.org/2011/10/01/creativity-
and-prosperity-the-global-creativity-index/

http://www.helpage.org/global-agewatch/

http://www.visionofhumanity.org/#/page/indexes/
terrorism-index

http://www.youthindex.org/
http://www.goodcountry.org/overall
http://www.grossnationalhappiness.com/
http://www.uvm.edu/giee/

http://www.uvm.edu/giee/research/VTGPI_
ExecSum_29Jul13.pdf

CENTER FOR PARTNERSHIP STUDIES 2014 125


http://www.urban.org/toolkit/databases/
http://www.urban.org/race/index.cfm
http://www.urban.org/race/index.cfm
http://www.bea.gov
http://www.bls.gov
http://www.census.gov
http://www.gao.gov
http://www.gpiwellingtonregion.govt.nz
http://www.womanstats.org
http://data.worldbank.org
http://www.weforum.org
www.weforum.org/issues/global-gender-gap
http://www.who.int/en/
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/beyond_gdp/index_en.html
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/beyond_gdp/index_en.html
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/beyond_gdp/indicators_social_en.html
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/beyond_gdp/indicators_social_en.html
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/beyond_gdp/indicators_wellbeing_en.html
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/beyond_gdp/indicators_wellbeing_en.html
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/beyond_gdp/indicators_wellbeing_en.html
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/beyond_gdp/indicators_wellbeing_en.html
http://www.bc.edu/centers/cwf.html
http://www.bc.edu/centers/cwf/research/publications.html
http://www.bc.edu/centers/cwf/research/publications.html
http://www.caringacross.org
http://www.communityindicators.net
http://www.communityindicators.net/projects
http://www.companies-that-care.org
http://www.cww-dpru.uct.ac.za
info.healthways.com/wellbeingindex
http://www.genderaction.org
http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/gender-inequality-index-gii
http://genuineprogress.net
http://genuineprogress.net/genuine-progress-indicator/
http://genuineprogress.net/resources/
http://www.dnr.maryland.gov/mdgpi/
http://www.uvm.edu/giee/research/VTGPI_ExecSum_29Jul13.pdf
http://www.uvm.edu/giee/research/VTGPI_ExecSum_29Jul13.pdf
http://martinprosperity.org/2011/10/01/creativity-and-prosperity-the-global-creativity-index/
http://martinprosperity.org/2011/10/01/creativity-and-prosperity-the-global-creativity-index/
http://www.helpage.org/global-agewatch/
http://www.visionofhumanity.org/#/page/indexes/terrorism-index
http://www.visionofhumanity.org/#/page/indexes/terrorism-index
http://www.youthindex.org
http://www.goodcountry.org/overall
http://www.grossnationalhappiness.com
http://www.uvm.edu/giee/
http://www.uvm.edu/giee/research/VTGPI_ExecSum_29Jul13.pdf
http://www.uvm.edu/giee/research/VTGPI_ExecSum_29Jul13.pdf
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Healthy People 2020

Holistic Early Childhood Development
Index (still in development)

Human Development Indices
Inclusive Wealth Report
Labor Project for Working Families

Levy Institute Measure of Economic
Wellbeing

The Demographic and Health Surveys
(DHS) Program

Measure of America

- American HDI:

- Maps:
- 2013 Opportunity Index:

- Common Good Forecaster:
Nancy Folbre
National Alliance for Caregiving
- Research:
National Domestic Workers Alliance:
- Home Economics:
National Partnership for Women & Families
- Maps and Info-graphics:
OECD Better Life Index

- Compendium/Info

Social Progress Index
State of the USA
- Info-graphics:
State of the World's Mothers Index

State of Working America:
- Data:
- Charts/Tables:

http://www.healthypeople.gov/2020/default.aspx

http://www.unesco.org/new/en/education/
themes/strengthening-education-systems/quality-
framework/technical-notes/holistic-early-child-
development-index/

http://hdr.undp.org/en/statistics/hdi
https://www.ihdp.unu.edu/article/read/iwr
http://www.working-families.org/#social=twtr

http://www.levyinstitute.org/research/the-levy-
institute-measure-of-economic-wellbeing

http://dhsprogram.com/

http://www.measureofamerica.org/

http://www.measureofamerica.org/human-
development/#human%20development%20index

http://www.measureofamerica.org/maps/

http://www.measureofamerica.org/2013-
opportunity-index/

http://www.measureofamerica.org/forecaster/
http://people.umass.edu/folbre/folbre/
http://www.caregiving.org/
http://www.caregiving.org/research
http://www.domesticworkers.org/
http://www.domesticworkers.org/homeeconomics/
http://www.nationalpartnership.org/
http://www.nationalpartnership.org/issues/
http://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/

http://www.oecd.org/general/
compendiumofoecdwellbeingindicators.htm

http://www.socialprogressimperative.org/data/spi
http://www.stateoftheusa.org/
http://www.stateoftheusa.org/visualize.php

http://www.savethechildren.org/site/
c.8rKLIXMGIpl4E/b.8585863/k.9F31/State_of_the_
Worlds_Mothers.htm

http://www.stateofworkingamerica.org/
http://www.stateofworkingamerica.org/data/

http://www.stateofworkingamerica.org/subjects/
poverty/ (e.g. Poverty)

APPENDICES

The Equality of Opportunity Project
- Map:

- Data:

UNESCO's Legal Protection Indicators in
Early Childhood

UNICEF Education Inequality Index

U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services’
13 Indicators of Quality Childcare

U.S. Time-Use Surveys
Women in America

World Bank’s Environmental Economics
and Indicators

World Future Council
- Brainpool:
Working Mother

http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/

http://www.nytimes.com/2013/07/22/business/
in-climbing-income-ladder-location-matters.
html?pagewanted=all&_r=18&#map-search

http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/index.php/data

http://unesdoc.unesco.org/
images/0021/002157/215738e.pdf

http://www.education-inequalities.org/

http://aspe.hhs.gov/hsp/ccquality-ind02/

http://www.bls.gov/tus/
https://www.atusdata.org/atus/

http://www.whitehouse.gov/administration/eop/
cwg/data-on-women

http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/
TOPICS/ENVIRONMENT/EXTEEI/0,, menuPK:4
08056~pagePK:149018~piPK:149093~theSite
PK:408050,00.html

http://www.worldfuturecouncil.org/
http://www.worldfuturecouncil.org/brainpool.html

http://www.workingmother.com/
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http://www.healthypeople.gov/2020/default.aspx
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/education/themes/strengthening-education-systems/quality-framework/technical-notes/holistic-early-child-development-index/
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/education/themes/strengthening-education-systems/quality-framework/technical-notes/holistic-early-child-development-index/
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/education/themes/strengthening-education-systems/quality-framework/technical-notes/holistic-early-child-development-index/
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/education/themes/strengthening-education-systems/quality-framework/technical-notes/holistic-early-child-development-index/
http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/human-development-index-hdi
http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/human-development-index-hdi
http://www.working-families.org/#social=twtr
http://www.levyinstitute.org/research/the-levy-institute-measure-of-economic-well-being
http://www.levyinstitute.org/research/the-levy-institute-measure-of-economic-well-being
http://dhsprogram.com
http://www.measureofamerica.org
http://www.measureofamerica.org/human-development/#human%20development%20index
http://www.measureofamerica.org/human-development/#human%20development%20index
http://www.measureofamerica.org/maps/
http://www.measureofamerica.org/2013-opportunity-index/
http://www.measureofamerica.org/2013-opportunity-index/
http://www.measureofamerica.org/forecaster/
http://people.umass.edu/folbre/folbre/
http://www.caregiving.org
http://www.caregiving.org/research/
http://www.domesticworkers.org
http://www.domesticworkers.org/homeeconomics/
http://www.nationalpartnership.org
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This image originally appeared in The Real Wealth of Nations, 2007, by Riane Eisler.
Reproduced here with permission from Berrett-Koehler Publishers.
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Differential Between the Average Hourly Average Wages of Household Workers as a
Wages of All Workers and of Household Workers, Percentage of the Wages of All Employed Workers,
1964-2010 1946-2009
Dollars Parcent
25 G
20 50
18 40
10
30
5
apleelosseloposboosobonnalonnnlowrolovnebonuslonelopueloanalaesg
o4 S0H 55 60 &5 T TS5 B0 A5 9 95 2000 05 00
AT T SRR AR T FN AR A na ERu N ATR N1 US. Bureas of Economic Ansiyss
1964 70 75 80 8 90 95 2000 05 10
U5, Buresu o Econome Arakss
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T of GSP 2009-
Total Unpaid Care Sector Hours, 2006 — ﬁrdh;.fmmum--m IGDP
Ll
ilﬂ“ -
2
2
m Males
= Females imn
.ﬂ:
1.
RO Wi oL =] Wk g NT LT Tads
= Benale Cortr ution W Wk Cords o
Soroe! ARG (2007, P0D8a, 2010s, 20tle, 201 s, D118, 20417, AECgous
Source: ABS (2008a)
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Care Economy Statistic

Imputed value of e erpaid Care socton i J005- 10

1.8 millign
%Hmmwﬁﬂmwhm“h e hy 20% of ol paid
2009- errplosenant i Avstralia)
41124 hilion
l-]:‘.lﬂl of wisge el Salivried. sarmedd in Dhe paid care ndustry in 2009 0 tes o B.8% of GDP
and §5,013 per cagita)
ml“ﬁlwmﬂmm £ the arverage 06 cents for every doler
mﬁrmmmwmwh B conts for vy colar
Total number of hours on unpaid care work wnderialon in 2009-10 21 4 bilion
1.1 rmillicn
A R Y T DA A 2 0 (1.2 brmes the total Aust-alian FTE worlforoe)
SE50.1 bl

[eopuivalent 0 S0G% of GOF ard $39, 120 por
e

‘Contribucion of women aped bebween 15 and 84 yoars to unpaid e e
Percentage of female carers who are primary caners Y%
PFercentage of rmale carers who am primany ceers %
Toksl irrveitrment in 2009-10° $135.5 bilion [10.6% of GDF)
Federal Government [rvestment in 2009-10 per capita £3,540
Total Government Ervestmeent in 2005-10 per capita h, 04

RtE (8] LEamates of e STgbed wile of Lnpaed CIVE work (ange teetreees. $U0T DR [NEplacnent o vaiansn

[Spporiurdy cmf vabaston reSod]. Tha @ nob o baraacied vebo and suarmme B et vabue sgarsd SO lor corromringn purssna orby

Sowrre AR (2008, Fde, 2030c, 31 5c, N0, 200 1a, H00bc, X014, 20110

1 Thin iy infuenced iy the highser nunber of mukes in higher-level moley.

¥ e wages and saaries a0 SOkl SETUTEY DIYTRENEE.
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Percentage of time dedicated to care work, by number of children under school age’, 1999-2008°

Mexico
United Kingdom
Gormany
Finland
Slovenia
Haly
Palamd
MHorsay
Lithwania
Esztonia
Spain
Suradln
Japan
Rulgarin
Balgium
Framea
United States ¥
Latwin
Canada ¥

Care declared as primary and secondary activing®
Men age 25 to 44°

Z chidran

Ho Chisd 1 ehild or more
28 B2 &r Moxico
13 &8 b B Unitod Kingdom
12 5o a4 Gormany
1.0 &0 T Finland
1.4 E1 LR Slovenia
oa &5 8.3 Haly
1.8 B4 T3 Paland
1.0 B2 8.3 Morsay
1.3 33 75 Lithuania
1.7 & 82 Estonia
orF 48 60 Spain
16 ES a0 Swadon
03 75 41 Jap s
17 42 5k Rulgaria
06 410 5k Ralg iim
11 iR a5 Franeas
73 (%] 75 United States ¥
13 15 an L atvis
21 56 AR Canada §

Women age 25 to 44°

Mo Child
TE
a1
Pl
18
18
24
P
25
18
ar
18
28
22
18
14
23
>3
>4
18

1 ehibd
iIT.E
6.3
4.4
13.6
11.2
13.8
14.0
11.4
103
12.8
11,5
13,0
11,7
11,4
ga
BER
11,0
11,4
T

Croumiriss are ranked by decreasing parcsntags of ims dedicated 1o cane activlios by women with two childrsn ar mors.
* ¥oar 19099 France: 2000 Exionia, Finland, Hengary: 2001 Maraay, Siowvenia, Seaden, Linted Kingdom; 302 Garmany; 2003- aly, Labvia
Litwania, Spain; 2004: Poland; 2005; Canada; 2008; Belgium, Unied States.

1) Sehool age rolors gonomilly to childrom undar ago 7, axcopl for the US and Japan whors data refer 1o chidron undor B, ond 1o ehidrgn under

o Maxcdo.

ar mone
226
222
212
2008
188
188
183
181
178
175
172
172
166
156
145
1F 8
175
113
AR

2} Care work includes hare all epiodes of care work declered as primany o secondary activity, sxcept for the Unite<d States and Canada. It

alko includes the time spent o cam for housahold members o 1o informally bedp ather hoesehobds,

I Exncept Jagan, whore data concern those age 15 and over,

Source: For Eurcpaan countries, Mational Time Use Surveys as meporbed inthae HETUS dalased.
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Average weekly hours allocated to care activities
Women age 18 and over

Crech Republic
L s e s g

Austria
Cyprus {1.2]
Malta
Slovenia
France
Lithuania
Portugal
Slavakia
Bulgaria
Remania

Hungary
Balgium
Itaky
Crenmark
Turkey
Fimland

Countries are ranked by decreasing percentage of time dedcated 0 care activities by womaen

1} Footncie by Turkey: The information in tis docurnent with reference 1o « Cyprus » relates 1o
part of the Isiand, Thene is no single authority representing both Turkish and Greok Cypriol peog
Turkey recognizes the Twkish Republc of Norlthern Cyprus (TRMG), Unil a kesting and eguitabl
foamnd within $e contaxt of Linded Mations, Turkoy shall presoree its position conceming the "Gy

2} Footnete by all the Eurapean Union Mamber Stales of the OECD and the Eurcpean Commasi
Republic of Cyprus is recogriced by all members of the United Halons with the exception of Tur
information in this document relates I the area under the sffective cortrol of tha Govornmaent of ©

e

Source: Jecond Europ2an Cualkty of Life Survey, 2007, in Anderson FL etal., 2000,
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Caring forand
educating children
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Partkelpation rates in formal care and pre-schoal for children under six, 2008*

TEapacted
PR B
Enraiment i formal cate e Ba ncer 18 and pre-school fem 3 B 5y (%) Educatian
orimb
year olds
‘Under 3 paams 3 yoars 4 years & yoars 3 o & years 3 & years
Austolia | 0 23 S8 98 | 886 16
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a.r
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France 420 o0 1000 1006 ETE an
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m-.-ul | Ea ! a5 4! ns! ] Eal | a5 4 n!
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Isranl e B Thé BE3 w4y BGH 6
w o2
Japan 0.3 794 BT 800 ar
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Liands. = | 133 | ®4 88 0 | 485 0 20
Lurembsaumg ME o532 B3 B5.8 256
Meta | 88 80 w000 | 83 28
blgxica 1 ; 3.3 3.3 E2H 25
Netherdands | 858 | 01 @85 3 | &T@ 20
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Priand T4 381 481 57T 4T3 14
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Ramania 14.3 553 758 B TE5 23
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Gwizedand | . | @& = W5 831 | 4500 14
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FLI 27 visraga 7R 3 AA & A5 & @i i /A 25

Soarces: For chidren 0-2 Awniraia. ABS Chidcars sernce (2008} Carada, Natioral Longhednal Surory of Childeen and Youth (20046}

Chis, CAZEM (Z006); Now Jealied, Educston (ounty’ statates | 20081 Evropesn counties, ELLSILC | 2008);

GOy, EFRSTatS Sl Mordic courines, MOS0 S0 (00T 0] the LIS, Earty Chiorod Progerem Parscipatics Sumvey [2000]

Fof ehldves 35 DECD Efsalss dalibai-s &5 Eurdatal (2008 lei fes DECD bourtiies
* of Wilekl peal oy slatie
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Mows: 1) Data for childres: aged 0-Z concern 2006: 2) Data for chid:en sged 0-2 conoern 2006, 2 |Dat for ohidren aged 0-2 concem 2009,

4} and 5} sea noles Chari PFL2A
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""""""""" Quick Facts: Childcare Workers | s
T . rrr—
2012 Medan Pay © oyl g B2 emaris O $23'62 per hour
Entry-Level Education * High sehool diploma or equivalent Entry-Level Education High school diploma or equivalent
Work Experience naRelaled Occupation @  None i Work Experience in a Related Occupation @ Nane
On-the-job Training ' Shartderm on-fe-job raining On-the-job Training @  Apprentceship
Number of Jobs, 2012 @ 11,312,700 Number of Jobs, 2012 @ 386,900
Job Outiook, 2012-22 @ | 14% (Astast as average) Job Outiook, 2012-22 (@ 214 (Faster than average)
Employment Change, 2012:22 @ | 184.100 Employment Change, 201222 © #2500
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Educaticnal sttainment expeossed in sserago numbser of years in farmal sducaticn (BN

Avamor yies of SChoodFey wasphod by Dronovdo o T popctaten perdicassing o dffoven eeals of ealcafons

25-t0-64-ynar-cid popuation
Miskers Fernalss?

Total'  Maes’ Fomales' . ., 2544 a5sq 5584 Soay A4 4554
Aunirmin 126 28 h L I - 128 g b 122 | 133 124 123
Aursires 124 123 117 124 124 122 120 123 124 11.4
Bsigas 1.3 114 1.4 124 0.7 11 103 128 1.9 0T
Canauta 112 122 133 136 133 130 23 141 156 114
Czech FRepublic 125 126 124 136 T8 1Z6 125 128 126 121
Cienmerk, 134 115 113 KX 13.8 134 116 136 133 1143
Firdand 1m.2 129 1.4 125 13 105 BS | 135 130 11.2
Fronca 1.6 1.7 11.4 12.8 [ 111 101 1a1 120 107
Gy 134 g b a2 136 138 138 137 138 134 132
Greece 104 114 0.7 {18 1.7 G g4 126 1.7 104
Hungany 1"y 118 1.6 124 121 120 113 124 121 115
[ H T 5| 105 ar 11.4 13,1 10,4 1 W o 126 11.9 105
Iriswred 110 129 a1 140 13.4 123 112 | 145 118 115
1Ly w1 j ke B 1.4 1.2 T3 L By 1.7 a8 |3
Japan’ 124 1xa =4 143 133 124 112 132 120 1.0
| A= 124 125 11.4 13.7 13.2 1.6 102 136 142 100

133 156 140 142 115 115 131 "1 113 128
Rsito ] CX! 5e 05 0.4 BE T4 04 CE] £4
Pt oo 1.2 1.4 111 120 115 13 1006 125 11.4 105
Porw Faalaed 128 126 126 11.8 11,4 1.0 GE 121 1.5 107
Moy 128 158 128 1432 41 1y 134 17 142 18
Poland 11.8 11.8 1.0 12.3 11.7 1.4 1.0 128 142 11.7
Portugasl B5 83 BT 03 B4 TR T3 103 BE 74
Slownk Ropibic 125 125 124 128 127 126 =21 130 12.7 124
S 10 FT] 0e e 1 (2] as 128 11.4 ar
Fanrery 1R 124 2R 131 127 122 iM13 13/ 130 127
Switzeriand 110 135 125 137 T 115 132 EET: 127 123
Tusay a5 LT az 1.3 a8 BE 82 CT a1 LT
Urted Kingdom 120 27 2 130 120 127 124 128 124 123
e Stmes 113 152 134 131 3.2 13.4 132 134 134 115
DECD average 1.8 §IE ] 118 128 122 nr 1.0 128 121 114
EUNS meorage 11.8 11.8 "7 125 121 1.7 1.0 129 132 11.4

" apr of neorence is 2003
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State Spending on Pre-K
2001-2002 to 2011-2012
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Population that has attained tertiary education (2011)
Percencage, by age group
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Infant mortality rates, 2010
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TEENAGE BIRTH RATES BY COUNTRY

fﬁﬁéﬁfﬁfﬁfﬁfﬁfjfggﬁﬁ

Sources ODCs Natienal Center lor Heakh Statiticy, UNECE Statistical Databaae, and United Nations Demographic Yearbook, J005-2010
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Deaths attributable to outdoor air pallution
in children aged under 5 years, 2008
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HAP; Household air pollution; AAF; Amblent air pollution; Amr; America, Afr; Africa; Emr; Eastern

Mednefranean, Sear: South-Exst Asia, Wpr: Western Pacific; LME: Low- and middle-income; Hi: High-income.
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EXPOSURE PATHWAYS BY WHICH CLIMATE CHANGE AFFECTS HEALTH
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FREQUENT HEAT EXTREMES AND THE RAPIDLY GROWING NUMBER OF

OLDER PEOPLE LIVING IN CITIES
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Proportion of young people who are active or inactive group members by
tvpe of group, around 2005
Men and women age 15 to 29

Trade uniens
Cherchor  Spods and and
us Cultumal

Humanitarian
associalion  or Charitable  Othes groups
isation

o lan  sssociation  with pol#ical  organ
arlentatioen

OECD average 20 17
1}, 2} and 3) see cofrespandieg notes o Table CO4 1A
Source; 2005 Warld Values Surveys,
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Select Prison Populations
r 100,000 of the National Population

Ranking Country Rate
1 United States of America| 716

10 Russian Federation 475

47 Brazil 274

&7 Mexico 210
102 United K.I:ngdﬂm 148
103 Argentina 147
117 Australia 130
126 China 121
133 Canada 118
149 France 101
151 South Korea o9
161 Netherlands 82
167 Germany 79
172 Denmark 73
176 Norway 72
179 Sweden 67
189 Finland 58
198 Japan 51
201 Iceland 47
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Select Rates of Recidivism
Australia 39%'
Ireland 61%"*

Japan 43%

Scotland 50%"

United Kingdom | 46%"
(England & Wales)

United States 52%"

' Reimprisonment rate within 10
years of release, Australian Bareau
of Statistics, March 16, 2010
*Irish Prison Service Recidivism
Study, May 2013,

= ing the Rate of
Recidivism.” The lapan Times, July
e N

= Reconviction Rates In Sootland:
2010201 1 Offender Cohort, Scot-
tish Government.

* Rate applics to adult affenders
in England and Wales released
from custody in 200 1. "Proven
Re-Offending Quartedy Jan-Dec
2011, Ministry of Justice rebeased
October 31, 2013,

w*Confronting Conf -
Commiskion on Safety and Abise
in Amernca’s Prisons, june 2006,
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@ €O, Emissions per Capita in 2007 w Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Capita
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{d, Renawable Freshwater Resources per Capita: Long Term Annual Average
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Poverty rates for children and the total population, 2009-11

Denmark
Finland

Monway

Cyprus (1,2)
leadand
Slovenia
Ausina

Sweden
Garnanmy
Hungary

Forea

United Kingdom
Swiltzerand
Mathedands
Ireland

Czech Republic
Framce

hAalta

Luxemiourg
Slovak Republic
Belgium
Estonia
DECD34 average
Mew Zealand
Canada
Paland
Ausialia
Portugal
Japan
Gheacs

Italy
Lithuania
Latvia

Spain
Bulgaria
United Stales
Chibe

Mexico
Rormania
Turkoy

Israel (3)

Povaerty thees hoids are sel a1 30% of the median income of the entre popatation.

1) Featncte by Turkey: The efomation in this document with reference to « Cyprus = relates 1o the
2} Falnobs by al the Burapaan Unis Member Slates of the OECD and the Ewragaan Commiggion:
) The data for lrasl ace suppbed by and under the redpondibiity of he reevant [8rasl auihoribes

Sowrce; OECD Incoma distribution questicnnake, version March 3013, for OECD countrns
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Tetal pooulatson

6.0
7.3
7.5
10.7
83
a7
.5
9.1
a8
6.8
15.2
8.9
a5
7.5
8.0
59
78
.
81
7T
94
11.1
1.2
103
119
113
14.5
120
16.0
13.0
121
158
15.4
155
157
17.4
18.0
20.4
16.0
193
209
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Childran =18

ar
4.4
5.1
7.6
77

2.0

8.2
8.1
8.4
=
2.8
9.8
2.3
10.2
10.3
11.0
1.2
1.8
12.2
12.3
127
13.2
133
14.0
14.2
15.1
15.6
15.7
16.0
ir.a
10.4
19.5
201
20.8
21.2
23.9
24.5
24.9
27.5
28.5

W ofsa 3

APPENDICES

pereniage
points

Since 2000, the percentage of children living in high: poverty communities has intreased four points.
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GENDER GAP IN AVERAGE EARNINGS OF FULL-TIME EMPLOYEES, 2011
OR LATEST YEAR AVAILABLE

QECD average: 17.3%

A

1) Data for Estonia, Cyprus, Slovak Republic, Latvia, Lithuania, Bulgaria, Luxembourg, Romania, Ireland,
Slovenia and Malta refer to all employees who work at least 15 hours per week and is likely to result in
comparativley lower gender gaps

2) Data refer to 2000 for Estonia; 2006 for Cyprus, the Slovak Republic, Latvia, Lithuania, Bulgaria,
Luxembourg, Romania, Ireland, Slovenia and Malta and Romania, to 2010 for Austria, Finland, Australia,
Germany, Sweden< denmark, Italy, Belgium, Greece Portugal, Spain and Poland, to 2009 for Netherlands
and France and to 2008 for Iceland.

3) Footnote by Turkey: The information in this document with reference to “ Cyprus “ relates to the southern
part of the Island. There is no single authority representing both Turkish and Greek Cypriot people on the
Island. Turkey recognizes the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC). Until a lasting and equitable
solution is found within the context of United Nations, Turkey shall preserve its position concerning the
“Cyprus issue”.

4) Footnote by all the European Union Member States of the OECD and the European Commission: The
Republic of Cyprus is recognized by all members of the United Nations with the exception of Turkey. The
information in this document relates to the area under the effective control of the Government of the
Republic of Cyprus.

Source: OECD Employment Database, June 2013; and EU Survey on Income and Living Conditions and
national sources, 2008
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Gender differences in full-time employment rates, 2011

B Gender gap employment rate L Gender gap FTE employment rate

1) Full-time employmees refers to persons who usually work more than 30 hours per week in their main job.
Data include only persons declaring usual hours.

2) see note (3) for Chart LMF1.6.A

Source: OECD Employment Outlook, 2012
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FEMALE EMPLOYMENT IS CONCENTRATED IN A RELATIVELY LIMITED
NUMBER OF OCCUPATIONS

EMen © Women

Countries are ranked by decreasing number of occupations for women.

1) 2009 for the United States
2) and 3) see notes (4) and (5) for chart LMF1.6.A

Source: ELFS, 2007; and Current Population Survey, March 2009, for the United States.
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Proportion of women among staff with managerial responsibilities, 2007!

W

1) March 2009 for the United States
2) and 3) see notes (1) and (2) for Chart LMF1.6.A

Source: ELFS, 2007; and Current Population Survey, March 2009, for the United States.
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Proportion of male and female employees who can adjust and/or decide their working

Hivia Owverall
Country
0.0 - T Hank
lceland 1
60.0 Finland 2
Norway 3
1 Sweden 4
400 + Philippines 5
Ireland &
el MNew 7
200 1 Zealand
Denmark 8
i i . I ' Switzerland g
. . Micaragua 10
Belgium 1"
«*“if q&“"f«f”f éff‘ff‘%ﬂfﬁfﬁvﬁf s
Netherlands 13
Germany 14
| Cuba 15
Lesotho 16
Source: Fifth European Survey on Working Conditions, 2010.. South Africa 17
United 18
Go Back Kingdom
Austria 19
Canada 20
Luxembourg 21
Burundi 22
United 23
States
Australia 24
Ecuador 25
Mozambigue 26
Bolivia 27
Lithuania 28
Barbados 29
Spain 30
Costa Rica 31
Kazakhstan 32
Meongeolia 33
Argentina 34
Colombia 35

174 \

Gender gaps in opportunities to change working hours, 2009
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Global Gender Gap Index Rankings, 2013

Score

0.8731
0.8421
0.8417
0.8129
0.7832
0.7823
0.7799

0.7779
0.7736
0.7715
0.7684
0.761
0.7608
0.7583
0.754
0.753
0.751
0.744

0.7437
0.7425

0.741
0.7397
0.7392

0.739
0.7389
0.7349

0.734
0.7308
0.7301
0.7264
0.7241
0.7218
0.7204
0.7195
0.7171

Economic
Participation and
Cpportunity
Rank Score
22 0.7684
19 0.7727
1 0.8357
14 0.7829
16 0.7773
29 0.745
15 Q.7797
25 0.7639
23 0.7681
21 0.6218
34 0.7367
17 0.77&7
26 0.7592
dé 0.712
&5 0.6736
18 0.7756&
78 0.6505
35 0.732
&9 0.6642
2 0.7959
7 0.8162
3 0.8307
& 0.8185
13 0.7879
0 0.6253
1 0.7897
57 0.6841
21 0.7688
10 0.7907
76 0.6521
78 0.5955
20 0.7706
2 0.8338
101 0.5887
39 0.7275

Educational
Attainment

Rank
1

1

1

38

1

34

1

1
bb
28
&7

1
44
84
30

1
54
3

Score

— — —

0.9977

0.9988

0.9919
0.9994
0.9918

0.9954
0.9818
0.9995

0.9941
0.9994

0.88%

b ] b ok ki

0.9742
0.8355
0.9623
0.9928

0.9971

0.9913
0.9945
0.9962
0.9954

Health and Survival

Rank

97

1
93
&9

1
65
93

64
72
55
47
1
93
49
63
1
102
92

47
49
85
P9
33

&9
25
112

Score

0.9696
0.9794
0.9697
0.9735
0.9794
0.9737
0.9697

0.9739
0.9733
0.9758
0.9787
0.97946
0.9697

0.978
0.9743
0.9796
0.9677
0.9498

0.9787

0.978
0.9719
0.9685
0.9792

0.9735
0.9758
0.9612
0.9719
0.9771
0.9796

0.973
0.9747
0.9796
0.9796
0.9796
0.9791

APPENDICES

Political
Empowerment

Rank
1

P

3

4

10
&

12

11
14

5
14
26
22
15
13
35

8
25

19
42
51
3
&0

43
17
18
23
47
63
27
21
&5
108
24
55

Score

0.7544
0.6162
0.5616
0.4976

0.376
0.4115
0.3703

0.3738

0.381
0.488%9
0.3664
0.2875
0.3191
0.3611
0.3685

0.257
03919
0.2747

0.3318
0.1959
0.1757
0.2702
0.1593

0.1945
0.3504
0.3533
0.3175
0.182&
0.1503
0.2841
0.3263
0.1458
0.0734
0.3136
0.1662
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Trinidad and
Tobage
Panama
Slovenia
Malawi
Bahamas
Cape Verde
Serbia
Bulgaria
Mamibia
France
Uganda
Jamaica
Guyana
Croatia
Venezuela
Portugal
Moldova
Israel
Poland

Sri Lanka
Madagascar
Macedonia
Singapore
Estonia
Laoc PDR*
Russian
Federation
Brazil
Kyrayz
Republic
Ukraine
Thailand
Tanzania
Senegal
Mexico
China
Romania
Italy
Cominican
Republic
Vietnam
Slovak
Republic
Bangladesh
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36

37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
44
47
48
49
S0
21
52
53
o4
55
56
57
58
59

&1

(=¥
63

64
&5
b4
&7
468
&9
70
Fa
72

73
74

75

0.7166

0.7164
0.7155
0.7139
0.7128
0.7122
0.7116&
0.7097
0.7094
0.7089
0.7086
0.7085
0.7085
07069
0.706
0.7056
0.7037
0.7032
0.7031
0.7019
0.7014
0.7013
0.7
0.6997
0.6993
0.6983

0.6949
0.6948

0.6935
0.6928
0.6928
0.6923
0.6917
0.6908
0.6908
0.6885
0.6867

0.6863
0.6857

0.6848

47

45
43

96
59
49
53
&
37
35
102
&1
B9
ob
32
56
73
109
51
71
12
41

42

74
&0

30
50
70
81
11
&2
55
97
63

52
B&

121
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0.7112

0.7136
0.7189
0.8253
0.8244

0.602
0.677
0.7067

0.698

0.66%
0.7285
0.7317
0.58B5
0.6753
0.6256
0.6726
0.7407
0.4915
0.6563

0.559
0.7033
0.6611
0.7883
0.7228
0.7999
0.7204

0.6561
0.678%9

0.7426
0.7035
0.6635
0.6401
0.549%
0.6752
0.64928
0.5973
0.6751

0.7023
0.635

0.4954

21

43
26
12

97
55

123
BO

a7
33
=12
74
B2
37
43
93
75
105
5%
113
35

27
78
118
125
70
81
50
&5
B4

115

0.9944

0.9958
0.9999
0.8961

096463
0.994
0.9924

0.8425
0.9884

0.9951
0.9993

0.994
0.9907
0.9874
0.9983
0.9944

0.975
0.9903
0.9409
0.9931
0.8948
0.9984

0.7888

0.9998
0.9888
0.877%

0.827
0.9911

0.988
0.9945
0.9924
09822

0.9741

0.8844

130

&1
75
1o

111
34
105

45
34

83
34
93
34

74
128
85
34
106
34

75

112
71

133
34
72
89

132

124

0.9514

0.9753

0.973
0.9683
0.9796
0.9794
0.9642
0.979
0.9671
0.9796
0.9796
0.9796
0.9789
0.97/M
0.9794
0.9724
0.97M
0.9697
0.971
0.9796
0.9732
0.9533
0.9719
0.9791
0.9669
097N

0.9726
0.973

0.973
0.9794
0.9612
0.9734
0.97%6
0.9398
0.979
0.9733
09711

0.9441
0.9794

0.9557

38

48
a4
o6
124
25
39

52
45
28
74
33

37
87
57
49
&1
40
13
&8
M
119

89
32

59
@1
44

17

0.2092

0.18M
0.1702

0166
0.0471
0.301
0.2089
0.14604
01727

0.187
0.2839
0.1345
0.2668
01779
0.2194
0.1834
0.1043
0.14643
0.1786
0.2744
0.1547
0.2007
0.0989
0.1038
0.1355
0.0951

0.144
0.1383

0.0587
0.0992
0.2684
0.3286
0.2453
0.1604

0.097
012
0.1184

0.1247
0.1284

0.4036

Ghana
Uruguay
Kenya
Cyprus
Paru
Greece
Honduras
Czech
Republic
Malta
Botswana
Georgia
Hungary
Brunei
Darussala
Paraguay
Tajikistan
Chile
Angola®
Bhutan*
Armenia
Indonesia
El Salvador
Maldives
Mauritius
Azerbaijan
Cameroon
India
Malaysia
Burkina Faso
Cambodia
Japan
Nigeria
Belize
Albania
United Arab
Emirates
Suriname
Korea
Repukblic
Bahrain
Zambia
Guatemnala
Qatar
Kousait

76
77
78
79
BO
B1
82
83

B4
85
B&
87
B8

89
90
M
92
3
94
95
9%
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109

110
11

112
13
114
15
116

0.6811
0.6803
0.6803
0.6801
0.6787
0.6782
0.6773

0.677

0.6761
0.6752
0.675
0.6742
0.673

0.6724
0.6482

0667
0.6659
0.6651
0.6634
0.6613
0.6860%
0.6604
0.6599
0.6582

0.656
0.6551
0.6518
0.6513
0.56509
0.6498
0.64469
0.6449
0.6412
0.6372

0.6369
0.6351

0.6334
0.6312
0.6304
0.629%
0.6292

24
g8
A4
85
88
79
o4
25

108
48
&4
&8
33

83
38
112
92
27
84
103
114
99
105
72
40
124
100
28
L
104
o4
a0
87
122

19
118

117

84
113
104
115

0.7662
0.6833
0.7145
0.6353
0.6278

0.647
0.6061
0.6039

0.5655
0.7108
0.6741
0.6677
0.7372

0.6363
0.7284
0.5445
0.6163
0.7528
0.6384
0.5881
0.5345
0.5914
0.5735
0.6591
0.7258
0.44465
0.5904
0.7467
0.6514
0.5841

0.69465
0.6458
0.6324
0.4672

0.4986
0.5036

0.5144&
0.6354
0.5422
0.5735
0.5252

11
a4
107
83
88
46
35

58

a9
&2
76

&1
110
32
127
116
29
101
79

72
a5
122
120
73
128
117
1
126
103
92

39
100

71
121
102

23

=T

0.897
0.9947

0.923
0.9853
0.97%946
0.9953
0.9988

0.9935

0.979
0.9925
0.9889

0.9928
0.8993
0.9993
0.8062
0.8843
0.9995
0.9574
0.98846

0.9907
0.982
0.847

0.8574

0.9907

0.7987

0.8B11

09757

0.8113

0.9445

0.9755

0.9973
0.9592

0.9911
0.8472
0.9522
0.9941
0.9936

104

102
?1
107
&5
a2
dé

&5
127
126

34
109

55
123

82
13
107

12

136
12
135
f5
99

34
122

134
112

112
o8

129
112

0.9674
0.9794
0.9477
0.9701
09658
0.9737
0.9762
0.9788

0.9737
0.9549
0.9553
0.9791
0.9658

0.9758
0.9559
09794
0.9796
0.9725
0.9497
0.96463
0.9794
0.9612
0.9794
0.9254
0.9612
0.9312

0.973
0.9685
0.9796
0.97M
0.9607
0.97%96
0.9313
0.9612

0.9794
0.973

0.9512

0.9569
0.97%6
0.9322
0.9612
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93
114
a5
76
&9
92
78
79

53
127
97
120
135

104
100
&7
34
122
115
75
70
101
9?3
114

121
98
94

118
83

133

130
81

110
84

113
109
123
135
126
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0.0937
0.0617
0.1157
0.1298
01417
0.095%

0.128
0.1254

01716
0.0353
0.0915
0.0574

0

0.0847
0.08N
0.1448
0.2614
0.050%
0.0662
0.1334
0.1409

0.08%
0.0959
0.06563
0.0902
0.3852

0.053
0.0914
0.0916
0.0603

0.11%
0.009%
0.0256
0.120&

0.0723
0.1045

0.0647
0.0732
0.0475
0
0.037
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Fiji
Ethiopia
Jordan
Turkey
MNepal
Oman
Lebanon
Algeria
Egypt
Benin
Saudi Arabia
Mali
Maorocco
Iran Islamic
Republic
Céte d'lvaire
Mauritania
Syria
Chad
Pakistan
Yemen
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117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130

131
132
133
134
135
1346

0.6286
0.6198
0.6093
0.4081
0.6053
0.6053
0.6028
0.5964
0.5935
0.5885
0.587%9
0.5872
0.5845
0.5842

0.5814

0.581
0.5661
0.5588
0.5459
0.5128

120

93
128
127
116
123
126
133
125

3
134
107
129
130

110
13
136

72
135
132

0.4975
0.6148
0.4145
0.4246%9
0.5151
0.4489

0.442
0.3307
0.4424
0.7419
0.3223
0.5668
0.3949
00,3655

0.5561
0.3651
0.2508
0.6547
0.3108
03577

63
131
68
104
130
4
87
106
108
136

132
109
78

133
119

5
135
129
134

0.9925
0.7431
0.9915
0.9431
0.7462
0.9745
0.97%6
0.9387
0.9199
0.5127
0.9761
0.72M
0.9002
0.9653

0.7141
0.8591
0.9682
0.5311
0.7685

0.678

&8
90
59
112
59

108
a1
12
=Y
54
88
87

o8
12
124

81

0.9794
0.9737
0.9706
0.9755
0.9612
0.9755
0.9796
0.9661
0.9758
0.9612
0.9742
0.9741
0972
0.9714

0.9794
0.9794
0.9756
0.9612
0.9557
0.9727

125

117
103

41
132
133

62
128

12
105
106
1
129

107
82
112
102
&4
13

0.0448
0.1457
0.0807
0.0848
0.1989
0.0221
0.0099
0.1511
0.0348
0.1383
0.076%
0.0769

0.072
0.0344

0.0758
0.1201
0.06%97
0.0883
0.1487
0.0227
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VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN:
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@ World Healith
Organeation

VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN:

HEALTH IMPACT g
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Prevalence of Rape
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Women's Physical Securiry
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POVERTY RATES FOR WOMEN, MEN, AND CHILDREN, 2000-2012
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MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME, BY RACE AVERAGE FAMILY WEALTH, BY RACE
1972-2012 1983-2010
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PERCENTAGE OF AMERICANS IN POVERTY, BY RACE
1972-2011
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BLACK-TO-WHITE UNEMPLOYEMENT RATIO

1964-2012
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INCARCERATION RATES PER 100,000 US RESIDENTS, BY RACE

1960 and 2010
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PERCENTAGE OF HIGHER-RATE MORTGAGES GIVEN TO
BORROWERS WITH GOOD CREDIT, BY RACE
2004-2008
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HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION FOR WHITES (NON-HISPANICS),
UNITED STATES, 2009-2010
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HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION FOR BLACKS (NON-HISPANICS),
UNITED STATES, 2009-2010
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INFANT MORTALITY FOR WHITES (NON-HISPANICS), UNITED STATES,
2006-2008
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JOB QUALITY FOR WHITES (NON-HISPANICS), UNITED STATES, 2007-2011
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JOB QUALITY FOR BLACKS (NON-HISPANICS), UNITED STATES, 2007-2011

Go Back

[ e it

O rarsmares
H 1m0
[ T T LY

W B s

W e

CENTER FOR PARTNERSHIP STUDIES 2014

197



198 |

APPENDICES

CHILD POVERTY FOR WHITES (NON-HISPANICS), UNITED STATES,
2008-2012
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Children Living In High Poverry Areas By Race And Ethnicity Teen Births By Race And Ethnicity

Year{s): 20082012 | Race: All | Data Type: Percemt ¥ear{sl § snlecied | Race: All | Dats Type- Eatw per 1,000

Duta Preeided by Ratisnsl KIS COLINT D Prmvaded by Saonal KIDS COUNT

Location Race Data Type 2008 - 2042 Location Data Type 2004 2006 2008 2010
Undted §tates American indian Percent i L] Unied Suses American lsdian Rate per 1,000 53 55 ] » 5

Azisn and Pacific hlander Percent ™ Kyt wnd Parific bolansier Rae o B 10 I7 IT ik 1 1]
Black or Mrican American Percent ] Black or African Americs Raie per 1,000 (8] 64 @ L1 w
Hisnanic or Liting Peroent e, Ttinpers nr |afinn Rair prr 1, (XKD n ] m 56 4
Hon-Hipanic White Percent o Ficen-Hitpanic Whise Rase per 1,008 2 - % B n
Twen o More Races Feresnt 1% Tkl Eaile per 1,000 a1 ar dl - o=
Total Percent 1
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P ublic Opinion That Immigration Is Bad For The Culture
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Public spending on family benefits in cash, services and tax measures, in per cent of GDP,

2009
DTax breaks towards families BSarvices B Cazh
IiMl |“ﬁ| Iii ________ -

Notes:

- Public support accounted here only concerns public support that is exclusively for families (e.g. child
payments and allowances, parental leave benefits and childcare support). Spending recorded in other social
policy areas as health and housing support). Spending recorded in other social policy areas as health and
housing support also assists families, but not exclusively, and is not included here.

- Data missing for Turkey. Data on tax breaks towards families is not available for Greece and Hungary.

1 The data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use
of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli

settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.

Source: Social Expenditure Database (www.oecd.org/els/social/expenditure), December 2013
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Family Cash Benefits' , 2011

AL Banelit amount par
benelt i ™™ | additional child
varios with(z) | PP age
u-l'_.rl‘.'d 312 it fea Mians dast on Obsenations
% | Age childen
Mational of | of  Mumber of (studmn)
currency A | chal childran
L1 d
17 12| 3 14 151 €] (7
Australial3) 4803 T | +. + 20 (24) Family income. Family 1ax benefit (FTB) part A to help
families with cost of raising children,
from 3rd
389 b 0 15 (18 Incame of FTE pant B paid to familes with one
sacondary Sarmer in man incema,
o coupie,

Auigtria 22112 &6| + + 19427 Me Maxirmum amount comprises benafit
and non-wasteale tax credin. For low
incoms familios there is an extra
supplomant for aach additional child from
the 3o,

Belgum 1,288 3| - 1720 Mo For unemployed, family benefits are
increeasad at from 7th month of
unamploymant.

Canada 1,348 E Q - 17 Farnily taxable Canada chid tax benefit [non-wastable

SO, e oradif).
fOmnaria) from 3nd
2080 5| 0 - 17 Family taxable Mational Child Bansfit (NCE)
ECOThE. supplament for low ncome Farmilies,
1,100 £ Q LE] ) Farraly taxabla Cintaria Child Bonelit
income,
Crech 7320 3| = 1] 1425 Farmily sncoms
redative to minimium
living standard.

Republic

Denmark 13,448 4 0 17 Mo Parents can also receve a means-tasted
"Green cheque” of EUR 300 per child
through tha tax system in respact of thair
first bwo childron,

Estania 3,800 2| © + 15018 Mo Paymient triples for third and
subspaquent childoen.

Fnland 1,200 | a [] [ 17

France 747 2| + 1% Mo Family allowance: rero banafit for fimt
child. For 2 children (junder age 11) the
ameousnt pi child would be EUR 747 (2%
of AW,

Garmany 2008 5 L] + 1B {25 Mo Kindergeld i a non-wastable 1ax credi

PRN— in the form of 2 monthly tax refund
T (reduces S8 if there i no tax liability)
1,680 5 = - - s Suppementany chikd aflcwance
(Wndernschiag) s pad to parents 1o
s1
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Greece

Haunngyaty
lceland

Ireland

targe|

traly(d)

J*}:ﬁ

Koraa
Luzembourg

Natherlands

Mesiw
Zealand
Maraay

144,400
152.331

&1,1%

2,298

1,980

1,082

154,000

2.80%

1.114
1242

4,487

11 G

=3

Lad

el B3 =

e

fresm Jed

17 421)

18 (FF)
i

15418

1

i

17 {26

i
)

if

e

Allowance is
reduced by @

parcaniags of
income above limit.

Means-tested
plong with the basc
famuly allowance,

[

Ha

Househald
tamabie income.

Househiold
taxable income.

Mo

Farmily taxable
EaME,

Farmaly income.
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prevent them from having to apply fo
il 1 benalii Hfsocial wellae
benelits only becauss of the maintenance
ol thesir children.

coancdition: 50 days of work
prioe io the claim In addition, the
smployer usually grants 5% of gross
warnings to gach workes for mach child
and 10% for the wife independently of her
ncome status. The employer benelits are
taumbla

Baaiz sllowance has an income [emit of
15K 2 &00 000 for @ couple. Reduchion is
3, 5 and 7% for 1. 2 and 3 dhildren

respectively.

Supplement for children aged under 7,

increment to child afowarce available
for famdies with three cr mane childran,

Benelt is paid by employers and is only
granted i at least 7086 of househoid
taable income s employment income (o
earnings replacement banefits induding
unemployment benafits and employment
pension}. A spouse i considered a
cepandant so o couple with no children
can receive family allowance. Banafits are
reduced in proportion 1o days not
worked, Temporany additional benefit
available in 2010 for children aged less
than 3 years, this is not included in the
medelling as it is only payable to hame-
nnd cor-crwrars,

Wastable famiy 1ax credits.

Supplormentary child allowancs
available a3 part of SA

b axirmum amount by age is reached at
age 12,

Universal child benefit,

The benafit is withdrawn at a rate of 7.6
par ot whan the family's yeardy teable
mcome axcesds EUR 2ZBBYT,

Farnily Tax Credit

Lone-parents recaive payment lor cne
micee chilld than they have, as wall as a
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supplemant fior children aged betwean 1
and 3.

Paland 1.0%2 3 - - 1720 Mot inecma por Supplementory benadits available in
farmity mambaer. specific circumstances.

Portugal &R 3 a 15 23) Farmily gross Higgheer benaflits for childien aged wunder
(g =ati ] -:inl;lun;ﬁng 1. Banafits also wary ralative 1o 'Faml'l:,r
some baneling incame (S levels), For fiest meome level

hioaahalds, Benafic armount i doubled in
Seplember for schooling expenses for
childien batwasen & and 16

Clovak 2654 31|l 0o 1] 15 25) e The child allowance ks provided at a
uniform amiount. Child tae credit is
described in employmant-conditional

Republic banafite table,

Elgvenia 1,372 B| 0O - TS Giross incorme Large famdy allowante i paid as a

lump sum payment for famdlies with thres
and morg childqen. Benelit amount i
increascd by 10% for lone parents.

Span Fil | i 2 17 Gross family Mot taxable.
incam,

Lweedan 12,600 1| 0O + 15 [19) Mo -

Switzerland 30040 4 15 [24) Mo Amounts arg fixed at tha leval of the

cantons and paid by the employer.

(Zurich) Benefits are taxable but not subject to

social contrdutions.

Turkey

United 1,056 3| Q - 15 [1E) Mo Fixgd rate from 2nd child.

Kingdom

2Ed5 Bl O 15 [18) Cross family Child Tas Credit. Withdrawn after
NGOG, Worlang Tax Credit has been exhousiod
whare famibes pre plso oligible for the
WIC
United 1,068 2| O +. Yes Tempaorary Assistance for Noody
Families [TANFL: benefit is based on
farrily size 81 the time of application
Sratmsid) rather than number of children, The
el benefit amounts and durations vary by

(Michigan) State.

Addsticnal EU

CEunirics

Bulgaria 420 & £ 17 (19 Gross per capita
famnily incame

Latvia P 2( @ o 14 16D Mo -

Lishuania E24 3| - o 1B Met family incema,  Only paid till age 7 if tweo children or lass,

Maha 1,154 ] a - 15 2% Ineame exeluding -

S5Ce

Romania 1.254 5 - E 18 Uniwersal I eans-tested component s increased i
Comporsnt & famdly receves SA
means-tesed
Empdrenl

s1
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1. Family benefits including non-wastable tax credits. All benefit amounts are shown on an annualised basis.

uoon

indicates that no information is available or not applicable. In general family benefits are not taxable
unless otherwise indicated.

2. "+":increases, "-": decreases, "0": remains the same, “+/-": increases or decreases (some countries give
higher rates to the youngest and oldest age groups).

3. See also the Parenting Payment in lone-parents benefits table.

4. Benefit amount for the first child is calculated as the difference in benefit between a 3-member and a
2-member household.

5. Benefit amount for a household with no declared income. Benefit amount as 6% (1 child percentage) of

household income limit LM 10 270.

6. Footnote by Turkey: The information in this document with reference to « Cyprus » relates to the southern
part of the Island. There is no single authority representing both Turkish and Greek Cypriot people on the
Island. Turkey recognizes the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC). Until a lasting and equitable
solution is found within the context of United Nations, Turkey shall preserve its position concerning the
"Cyprus issue”.

7. Footnote by all the European Union Member States of the OECD and the European Commission: The
Republic of Cyprus is recognized by all members of the United Nations with the exception of Turkey. The
information in this document relates to the area under the effective control of the Government of the
Republic of Cyprus. 8. The data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli
authorities. The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East
Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.

Source: Source: OECD Benefits and wages database 2013
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Public social expenditure by age group, 2009
Proportion of total spending per child

Age arou E.’:rly Middle Late

9€ 979UP | Childhood | childhood | childhood
lceland 368 33.5 297
Hungary 34.1 32.3 33.6
Czech
Republic 34.1 282 37.7
France 30.4 30.1 39.5
Finland A0.2 297 401
Slovak
Republic 30.2 35.1 34.7
Germany 29.7 33.2 372
Australia 29.5 33.3 37.2
Norway 29.3 34.1 36.6
Estonia 29.2 31.4 39.5
Slovenia 29.0 37.0 34.0
Sweden 279 355 367
United
Kingdom 274 35.1 373
Luxembourg 27.1 334 9.5
Chile 26.0 38 36
New Zealand 26,0 34.7 39.3
Metherlands 24.8 324 428
Denmark 24.5 39.7 358
Italy 24.1 37.6 383
Spain 23.1 34,1 42 8
Ireland 22.4 34.9 42.7
Israel 22.0 39.6 38.4
Belgium 21.7 31.8 d6.6
Greece 21.5 35.7 42.7
Austria 20.5 37.4 42.0
Mexico 20.4 429 36.7
Korea 19.1 40.3 40.&
Portugal 18.7 34.4 469
Paoland 16.6 41.5 42.0
Japan 15.0 42.8 42.1
United States 12.0 4.9 461
Switzerland 111 40.6 48.3

Mote: Data missing for Canada and Turoey
Sowrce: DECD Social Expoenditure Database and QECD Education

databaze.
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Public expenditure on childcare and early education services, per cent of GDP, 2009

Public spending on childcare and pre-primary education

|Pre-primary spending % a % of GOP = Childcare spending as a % of GOP [ Total*

% GDP

MI W 08 ounonsonagoon.

* For Spain only aggregate spending data are presented.

1) Footnote by Turkey: The information in this document with reference to « Cyprus » relates to the southern
part of the Island. There is no single authority representing both Turkish and Greek Cypriot people on the
Island. Turkey recognizes the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC). Until a lasting and equitable
solution is found within the context of United Nations, Turkey shall preserve its position concerning the
"Cyprus issue”.

2) Footnote by all the European Union Member States of the OECD and the European Commission: The
Republic of Cyprus is recognized by all members of the United Nations with the exception of Turkey. The
information in this document relates to the area under the effective control of the Government of the
Republic of Cyprus.

3) The data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use
of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli
settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.

Source: Social Expenditure database 2012; OECD Education database 2012; Eurostat for EU-countries
outside the OECD.

Go Back

CENTER FOR PARTNERSHIP STUDIES 2014

209



APPENDICES

Public expenditure on childcare and pre-school, per child, 2008
Expenditure per child on childcare and pre-primary education in USE (PPP converted)

us s PPP BExpandiune par child on pre-primany educalion DExpandiure on childcane suppor

il

Source: Social Expenditure database 1980-2007; OECD Education database; and, US Department of Health
and Human Services.
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Public Expenditure on Education by level, per cent of GDP, 2009

OTertiary B Secondary BPrimary

Countries ranked in descending order of total spending on education as a percentage of GDP

Notes: Data for Canada on primary education and data for Luxembourg on tertiary education is unavailable.
1. Data refers to 2005 for Canada and Greece.

2. Footnote by Turkey: The information in this document with reference to « Cyprus » relates to the southern
part of the Island. There is no single authority representing both Turkish and Greek Cypriot people on the
Island. Turkey recognizes the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC). Until a lasting and equitable
solution is found within the context of United Nations, Turkey shall preserve its position concerning the
“Cyprus issue”.

3. Footnote by all the European Union Member States of the OECD and the European Commission: The
Republic of Cyprus is recognized by all members of the United Nations with the exception of Turkey. The
information in this document relates to the area under the effective control of the Government of the
Republic of Cyprus.

4. The data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use
of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli
settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.

Source: OECD Education Database, 2013, and Eurostat Education Database, 2013.
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Expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP (2010)
From public and private sources, by level of education and source of funds

B Privare expeadiruse on sducanional LRSTIUTRGRS
O Publs expenditure on rducational matitutsons

Tl Tertiary education

| | - I I
HH - .
§54 i!} i==}! g ;i ii* E
»E 3 £ FZ = -
EEE§§§‘1 ol ‘il Hgaﬂsi t i 5
E |

2 ] . Al P ois
Source: Sc.-;'cial Expenditure database 1980-2007; OECD Education database; and, US Departmenﬂaf Health

and Human Services.
1 Pubisl sxperudnaes any (o Swizserland, in vermury aducation only, bor Foreay, in prienary, seooncdery snd post-seoondany ron-tertiry sducation anky)
Clousiries are randed in desending avder of saprnditure from bath public snd peroste wmetes o0 edaistional (et ution in peimary, deisndary and
poaif- deghndary man-Ler(Rary fdie o s
Source: OECD. Arpenting: UNESCO [netrtute for Statiecics (Werld BEducation Indicarors Programme). Table B13. Ser Annexn 3 for sote
e ey o g edad g b
Tl ek S mip S dos S0, ) THT R LR
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Map 1. Statutory duration of maternity leave, 2013 (185 countries and territorias)

NlEA

Somire: TLO Weorking Candanans Lo [hasad
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Map 2. Source of funding of matemnity leave cash benefits, 2013 (185 countries and lerritories)

1
Seomrie: LD Working Condinsns Liwy Datsbae = Magermnity Prowution, 200 % Souilabl i binpUeswibnosgfrovdet sl
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Statutory and collectively agreed annual leave,

APPENDICES

2007
Drays of paid annual leave
Statutory minimum ! Collectiwely agreed Public holidays ?
[fwg. ]
Australia 20 o Bito 10
Aurstria 25 F i 10
Balgium 20 = a
Bulgana 20 24 10
Canada’ 101 20 = 10
Crech Republic 20 23 ]
Cyprus™ 20 20 15
Denmark 25 30 g
Estonia 20 20 10
Finland 20 &5 10
France 25 % n
Gearrmany 20 a0 9
Graace 20 23 10
Hungary 20 ]
lceland
Ireland 20 L
Japan’ 10120 - 15
Italy 20 i 10
Komea' & to 20 14
Latwia 20 11
Lithuania 20 = 12
Lusmemboung 25 28 10
Malta 24 o 14
Metherlands 20 25 4 8
Mew fealand nsyzo’ o n
Marway 5| 25 ]
Poland 20 3 i
F"nrlug;ll 22 4.5 12
Romania 20 21 7
Slovak Republic 20 21.1 12
Slovenia 20 14
Spalin 22 1
Swoden 25 3 ]
Switrerland' 201 25 B
Turkey H o b
Uk 24 24.6 ]
L5 L] i 10

Countries ranked in descending order of total spending on education as a percentage of GDP
Notes: Data for Canada on primary education and data for Luxembourg on tertiary education is unavailable.

1. Data refers to 2005 for Canada and Greece.

2. Footnote by Turkey: The information in this document with reference to « Cyprus » relates to the southern
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2 Footnote by Turkey: The information in this document with reference to “Cyprus” relates to the southern
part of the Island. There is no single authority representing both Turkish and Greek Cypriot people on the
Island. Turkey recognizes the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC). Until a lasting and equitable
solution is found within the context of United Nations, Turkey shall preserve its position concerning the
“Cyprus issue”.

3 Footnote by all the European Union Member States of the OECD and the European Commission: The
Republic of Cyprus is recognized by all members of the United Nations with the exception of Turkey. The
information in this document relates to the area under the effective control of the Government of the
Republic of Cyprus.

4 20 days from 1 April 2007 onwards (beforehand 15 days).

5. For federal countries, this is subject to variation across Cantons/Provinces and States. Typically, these
jurisdictions recognize one or two additional public holidays, but in the Canadian province of Newfoundland
there are six additional public holidays.

Sources: For EU countries EIROnline, Working time developments — 2007; and, OECD (2007), Babies and
Bosses for other countries.
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Employers’ provision of childcare/other
domestic support
Propartion of companies offering services’

APPENDICES

Companies offer childcare
Companies offer childcare and/or and/or
other service support other service support
With With no
employees With employees  employees
on parental  With no employees on parental on parental
leave on parental leave leave leave
Austria & 7 Ireland 5 14
Be[gium 3 3 [taly 2 2
Czech
Republic 3 3 9 5
Cyprus (2,3) 1 3 Netherands 41 26
Denmark > 4 Poland 3 7
Germmnany 5 3 Porugal 7 5
Greece 9 5 Slovenia 1 2
Hungary el 5 Spain 8 3
Latvia 22 T Sweden 3 3
United

Finland 7 4 Kingdam 17 17
France 7 B EU21 8 7

1) Companies with 10 or more employees form all economic
sectors except agniculture
2) and 3) see notes (1) and (2) for Chart PF3.1.A

Source: Establishment Survey on Working Time, 2004-2005 [management interviews), in Anxo et al. (2007},
Parental leave in European companies, European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working

Conditions.
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Incidence of employer-provided flexible working time arrangements, 2009

Establishments with 10 or more employees; all economic sectors are covered, except for agriculture.
Countries are ranked by decreasing percentage of establishment allowing employees to either use

Praportion of companies (establishment)s providing flexi-time

Possibility to vary the stan and end of daily work, but no accumulation of hours
W Possibility to accumulale hours, but no accumutaion of full day off
" Possibility bo use accumulated hours for days of leave

accumulated hours for full days off or for longer period of leave.
Source: Source: European Companies Survey, 2009. Eurofound.
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How working time arrangements are set, 2009

O Entirely set by the employee
O Can adapt working hours within certain limils
mCan choose batween several fixed working schedule

Countries

are ranked by decreasing proportion of employees having some opportunity to adapt their

working time. Source: Fifth European Survey on Working Conditions, 2010
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PUBLIC INVESTMENT IN ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AS A INVESTMENT IN ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION BY SPECIALIZED
PERCENTAGE OF GDP IN EUROPEAN COUNTRIES PRODUCERS AS A PERCENTAGE OF GDP IN EUROPEAN COUNTRIES
200 it
1.78 15
| 15
133 e
0TS 240
o -8 1.5
238 f 1o B
< EEiEEf%PEEEEEEEEEif%E%Egi%iEEEEgEg s
‘._;- 2 _-' ] E E E! .'E =] == E!J‘HE—H!EH AHEEE!!HH.-‘ —
Ju LR IR HHERI UL R HingtHiLitan
5 =
83 ; sdiaf [Cagpedapddsgtalficy
z 2 2
{1} Eshmals . G Kine
{:I'.b:,_!m g;;::::' eo0a and Unfed gdom, Bof Bvadsbie:
LHL AR (412009
(5} 2008 (5) 2008
(8} 1999 (E) 2007
(B 2003 (B) 2005
(9 2002, {23 2003
Source: Eurostal (onine data codes: env_ic_expl) Source Lurosiat [onine data codes env_ac_expZ]
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EDUCATION VS. PRISON COSTS, UNITED STATES
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Allocation of US 2012 Taxes
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THE SHARE OF WORLD MILITARY EXPENDITURE OF THE 15 STATES WITH THE PP P P SO SR S AT i S R e e s
HIGHEST EXPENDITURE IN 2012
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Palationihg batwesn GOP par capita ard the Global Gesder Gap irdax 2013 scors
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Pislaticsnahip batesan (ha Humsn Dewslopmant indas 2017 and the Global Gendar Gap bedes 2013
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The direct-care worker
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Madian Wages for Direct-Care Workers, Adjusted for Inflation (2012 Dollars)
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More LTC users receive care at home than in institutions
LTC users as share of the population in OPCD eoaniries, SO0
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Most LTC users are women aged over 80 years
LTC users by age and gender, as a share of respective populstion group, 2008

B Shaie ol B5-7Y women wsing LTC ) Shars of B0+ wosen wsing LTC
I Fhare ol -0 man yging LT B Ehars of B0 man gng LTC

E Ea

:.-EEEMHEE

T

/ wx PALERS S r“}ff 77

Natr: Data for Austra, Belpum, rmdldnduhhmmmdﬁhhhﬂmkhpuﬂtrdﬂ
tofid yean; for Nosway, data refer 1o 67 years and over. For home-care usen in Poland, the age breakdown refen 1o
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The size of the LTC workforce is limited compared to the number

of those in need
LTC-wosker denaity por 100 perscns cvet 50 yeam across DLCD countries, 2008 or latest avadlable year
LT warkars [akoesi) 3 U0 weriars (FTE)

H:;ﬂm evar B age 3l B

J,.«U" YT IR

Hm mnnmmum -feme eguivalent [FTE) varses acvoss countrses. Daes (1aly are from 2000; dets for
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Canada, Hungary and Limembmang aee from 307, data frr Spain, Gores, the Metherlends snd Saeden are from 200
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The shares of the population aged over 65 and 80 years in the OECD
will increase significantly by 2050

[ YT E % b 2id

] L o

%
Source; OCCD Ladour Foroe amd Demogrophic Datshase, 2010
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Table 5.3, Wages in LTC

TG i TRy §iERL elbril FeeTRGe) s vt |

i

i

Vi

Erwiy

e nd ey (VM) Lirvnl | 00 ot e magey.
A 3% 1T farmeend UM 40 T 8 800 Leroon DL A% OB

ot sl N
Sl O MY (ermared LR 9 44037 1T
LT RELE R QP - R B g B
Awrewin wrowed 2P
ass s igross) sagey TR
1UF T ST e it
IUA 12 M1 H Repatersl mos
Fma-can werken DA . | jrnand FUR |1 pae e LT woeiaen
CAD 12 7 e (L L3} (haesy-wavvicn wepianj tn GAD T4
it [FLUR 1T W) Bty W)
Sarpey GO 27 90K | ampatad TR
laryey punliary s Eebaipiery pfencniy, CIR U0 0
e LRI ]
Lalsres F ool B EEODOE
aryen COX 24 008 | wmard [1LIR 05N
ey sllary CO0 10 198 Larsanad FUR 758}
hmbsinsrs ateiasin DO 0 0 T1 armne | LR BET] pa maseri
) i e WO Ralary (MurTh SOON) £1N 270N
i (LR § EL (arsh. D00 DD £ A3 armnd TUA | RS
il MO v oy vl [ T B PR T 1D
o FUR e
ionly g 009 31 A o a0n i priaaty A0 prof i
- ey Spilvedt 1L [UR ] T
= ! (e el o) DU 1 BT
— i puiir et L 1 S
- paay O v BTl LU T
7% of ol e e Yol et eploverl it e 6T Erde
FIUA T OOE A8 adrw een T EUR ) 500
ot gy i [ PW 2L 33 50 ey [O08)
iy e | Digheie e pavpat | FUR R TERGE L 3G 030
L TR TR L R T S S T e
2PV 11 PN e LW | ) mansuly,
il el wage JPY TV GO0 (ermend LA ] )
Sarnimy avw warhae o wartes iny e 3% 0 e 30 peey
narvirm e ssarteng B
A VS 00 deroend (LA ) wEh apecil eweal sage ST W 000
iarmatad (LR 4 55T
M vl LA WA, S EeThly FY 0T S
e LU Y i)
astiengl caey worbarn Y 20T 00 s FLUR 1 ORET)
i (LR T ETI-ELA OGP
- piwpapn? DUR D JTIHIUA 4 6
1 iy e T R O

Witages: EUM 1 TR FUR 7 S50 (O0M. depanaien 0 dnpateaiis
et Fowerhy acage e g rasrul aed oLy aade (OO0
AT £ 560 vl LV LT}

0 ol DAY e 0 O (et ELIR ) T} i e

W +4r KTSNEAG  hI0r el RBCT g R
L s i P DA L P PO gl e

WimgE an WP me B rea e I
(Fudins dl Comsempss 2009

e w i Sl barC AT SOR- OO el
| ool s Gy T IOeF Ry Tl R B |
Fupl e b Colesta TN

000 gata, Aeycage ey, LIR30 TR R 008
|y w Dot Sk 0|

Theiw o il G T e ST, B by e, [ ey
e g et G

LTE oy in (egty contrict S meen g sl T oy
g g rars A% e (P Cotmtn OO

St e G (TR st | wive! pes)
vipr i @ Di Py (070

oA Rl bt TN e v iAanty s g R
S (e (7008 | ) Fiading) Serews o Long i Eare Wik )

W 0 T gy (P a5 CSeFEG, IO

i Drpesmerey vy lare fk

Wmpry b on cpllecien Rl agreemeety [LADYT - X0E 100
Lrvsglarpary. recnse coenparastion for “sags sl conis. sgan
D e T P Tl | O, il B

Bl Rppelii D08 £ TPEE LR X orow Pty (DO enuiice sad Pore fae) vl sewrage iy LN T menses (PO0 ELUR P S

CENTER FOR PARTNERSHIP STUDIES 2014

235



APPENDICES APPENDICES

Most LTC workers are women
Share of women in the LTC workers, selected OECD countries, latest avallable year
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INCOME INEQUALITY IN ANGLO-5AXON COUNTRIES, 1910-2010
INCOME INEQUALITY IN EMERGING COUNTRIES, w10-2000
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WEALTH INEQUALITY: EUROPE AND THE U.5., 1810-2010

s 318853813
|

5
§
§
E
5

e 020 O WsY 20O WSO 20 Wi 000 Weo 10w

[0 TOP 0w WEALTH SHARE US. I TOP rs WEALTH SHARE: 115,
B TOP wox WEALTH SHARE EUROPE TP i WEALTH SHARE: EURCPE

Go Back

\.’ SOCIAL WEALTH ECONOMIC INDICATORS

Large Gaps In Well-Being Separate America’s
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Care leave is less frequent than parental leave
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Maternal mortality ratio imodeled estimate, per 100,000 live births)
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NATIONAL ECOLOGICAL FOOTPRINT AND BIOCAFACITY for 2007
Results from National Footprint Accounts 2010 edition, www.footprintnetwork.org. Extracted on

October 13, 20010
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Korea, Republic of 480 ) 4.9 0.3 (4.5)
Ereait 20 H &.3 0.4 (5.%)
Kyrgyzstan 53 u 1.2 1.3 0.1
Lao People's
Democratic Repubslic #1 i 1.3 1.6 0.3
Lebanan 43 L 29 .4 [2.5)
Mﬂ|ﬂ'}‘5:a Fr Lin 4.9 2.6 (2.3
Mongolia 6 LM 5.5 151 *.6
Myanmar 4.1 i 1.8 2.0 0.3
Mepal 3 i 3.6 0.5 (3.0)
Occupied Palestinan
Territary a0 LM 0.7 02 (0.4)
Chman 2y H 50 2.1 (2.8
Pakistan 1732 i 08 0.4 (0.3)
Philippines 87 LM 1.3 0.6 (0.7)
CinEar 1.1 H 1[1.5 2.5 1E-D:I
Saudi Arabia M7 v L | 0.8 (4.3)
Singapore 45 e 5.3 0.0 (5.3
Sri Larka 199 i 1.2 0.4 (0.8)
Syrian Arab Republic w5 LM 1.5 0.7 (L)
Tajikistan 4.7 u 1.0 0.é {0.4)
Thailand 670 M 24 1.2 (1.2)
Timor-Leste 1.1 LM 0.4 1.2 0.8
Turkey 730 UM 2.7 1.3 {1.4)
Turkmenistan 50 M 3.9 3.2 0.7)
United Arab Emirates &2 e 10.7 0.8 (9.8)
Uzrbekistan 209 T 1.7 0.9 (0.8)
Viet Nam 841 u 1.4 0g (0.5)
Yermen 723 U 0.9 0.6 {0.3)
Orther 10

El.ﬁ’q:u 7309 4.7 E.E' (1.8)

Albania 31 LM 1.9 0.5 (1.0}
Awstria (R Ho 2.3 3.3 (2.0)
Belarus 97 it 3.8 3.3 {0.5)
Belgium 0. " 8.0 13 {6.7)
Bosnia and Herpegovina B Ty 27 1.6 (1.1}
Bulgaria 74 LIt 4.1 2.1 (1.%)
Cmatia & d LIkt 3..? 2.5 H .:'l"
Czech Republic 0.3 H 57 27 (3.1)
Denmark 54 |-| 8.3 4.9 (3.4)
Estonia 13 " 1.9 9.0 1.1

Py

Finland 53 i 6.2 12.5 6.3
France 81,7 Hi 5.0 3.0 (2.0)
Garmany 823 Hi a2 1.9 (3.2)
Gr:-e-u:e 111 Hi 5.4 lI.l'!ll 1_333
Hungary 100 H 3.0 2.2 (0.8)
Ireland 44 HI &3 = (2.8)
by £ 1 Hi 2.0 1.1 {(3.8)
Latvia 21 ) 5.6 7.1 1.4
Lithuania 3.4 L 47 4.4 {0.3)
Macadaonia TFYR 20 LBy 5.7 1.4 (4.2)
Moldova 17 L 14 0.7 {0.7)
Netherlands 145 HI 6.2 1.0 (5.2
MNorway a7 HI 5.4 5.5 0.1)
Poland a1 L 4.3 2 (2.3)
Portugal 10,4 HI 4.5 1.3 (3.2)
Romania M5 (Y] 2.7 2.0 (0.8)
Russian Federation 1418 LA 4.4 BT 1.3
Sarbia o8 24 1.2 (1.2)
Slovakia 54 HI 4.1 27 (1.4)
slovenia 2.0 HI % 2.6 (2.7)
Spain a HI 54 1.5 {3.8)
Swedesn 03 i 59 2.7 3.9
Switzerland 1.5 HI 5.0 1.2 (3.8)
L.Ilr.r.auma- &g 1 T 2.‘9 lI .B 1 1 ’ 1 :|
United Kingdom a1 HI 49 1.3 {3.6)
Other 71

the Caribbean 5495 2.6 5.5 29
Argenting W5 [T T] 2.5 7.5 49
Balivia 2.5 LB 2.6 18.8 16.3
Brazil 181 A 29 2.0 8.1
Chile 1.6 L 32 3B 0.4
Colombia 8.4 L 1.9 4.0 2.1
Costa Rica 45 (1T 2.7 1.7 (0.8)
Cuba 132 (T 1.9 0.7 {1.1)
Draminican Republic o8 T 15 05 (1.0)
Ecuador 13.3 L 1.9 2.3 0.4
El Sabvaclar b1 T 20 0.7 (1.4)
Guatemnala 134 L 1.8 1 {0.6)
Haiti a7 L 0.7 0.3 {0.4)
Hemnduras .3 LB 1.9 1.8 (0.7)
Jamaica 23 T 1.9 04 (1.5
Mexico 107.5 (T 3.0 1.5 (1.3)
Nicaragua 56 L 1.6 2.8 1.3
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Panama 13 a 0.3
Paraguay 41 11.2 8.0
Peru 5 a9 2.3
Trinidad and Tobago 1.3 16 {1.5)
Uruguay 13 9.9 4.8
Venezuela, Bolivarian
Republic of 2 28 {0.1)
Other a1
49
149 7.9
3.9 {4.1)
Dceant. 1.1
Australia ; 14.7 7.9
New Zealand 4z Bl .1':':'3. 5.9
Fapua New Guinea b4 u 38 1.6
Other T
Notes

List is limited to countries with populations greater than 1 million in 2007. More detailed results, or results for
other countries are available on request from data@footprintnetwork.org.

Regional totals include all countries in the region, as listed by UNStats. World total is calculated from
regional totals and slightly varies from FAO world total..

Income groups reflect World Bank classification.

Population data are from the UN FAO, with the exception of those of the United Arab Emirates, where
numbers were obtained directly from the UAE government. Note that this change also affects the Asia and
World total.

0.00 = less than 0.005

Totals may not add up due to rounding

For results in acres, multiply hectare numbers by 2.471
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Religious Tensions, 2010
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New Business Density (sorted in decreasing order)

Economy

Hong Kong SAR, China
Cyprus

Luxembourg

Mew fealand

Panama

Malta

Botswana
Australia
Latvia
United Kingdom
Montenegro
Bulgaria
leeland
Singapora
Estonia
MNorway
Mauritius
South Africa
Swaden
Chile
Slovak Republic
Georgia
Hungary
Lithuania
Ireland
MNetherlands
Maldives
Denmark
Slovenia

Belize

Russian Federation
Fomania
Gabon

Peru

Sao Tomé and Principe
Portugal

Region
East Asia & Pacific

Europe & Central Asia
OECD high income
QECD high income
Latin America &
Caribbean

Middle East & Morth
Africa

Sub-Saharan Africa
DECD hfgh I FEE T
Europe & Central Asia
OECD high income
Europe & Central Asia

Europe & Central Asia

OECD high income
East Asia & Pacific
QECD high income
OECD high income
Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
OECD high income
DECD high income
QECD high income
Europe & Central Asia
Europe & Cantral Asia
Europe & Central Asia
OECD high income
QECD high income
South Asia

OECD high income
DECD high income
Latin Arnerica &
Canbbean

Europe & Central Asia
Europe & Central Asia
Sub-Saharan Africa
Latin America &
Caribbaan
Sub-Saharan Africa

OFECD high income

SOCIAL WEALTH ECONOMIC INDICATORS

Year
202
2012
2012
2012

2012

2012

2012
2012
2012
2012
201
2012

2012
2012
2007
2012
2012
2012
2012
2012
2012
2012
2012
2012
2012
2012
2009
2012
2012

202

2012
2012
2009

2012

2012
2010

Meow business
deansity

2812

22.31

20,98

15.07

141

13.61

12.3
12.16
11.63
11.04
10.66

.03

8.17
8.04
7.92
7.83

£
G.04
£.41
5.69
51
4.84
4.75
4.M

45
4,44
4.39
4.34
4.36

4.3

43
412
4.1

3.83

3.75
3.62

Macedonia, FYR
Costa Rica

Daminica
5t. Lucia

Uruguay

Crech E-E_!pﬂ.uhli:;
lerael
France
Croatia
Timor-Leste
Spain
Switzerland
Belgium
Yanuatu
Finland
Malaysia

Brazil
Korea, Rep.
Colombia
Fealy

Toenga

Ciman

Catar

Kazakhstan
Sarbia
Moldova

Suriname

Armenia

Tunisia

Lesotho

United Arab Emirates

5t. Vincent and the Grenadines

Zambia
Germany

Europe & Central Asia
Latin America &
Caribbean

Latin America &
Caribbean

Latin America &
Caribbean

Latin America S
Caribbean

OECD high income
OECD high income
OECD high income
Europe & Central Asia
East Asia & Pacific
OECD high income
OECD high income
OECD high income
East Asia & Pacific
OECD high income
East Asia & Pacific
Latin America &
Caribbean

OECD high income
Latin Amierica &
Caribbean

OECD high income
East Asia & Pacific
Middle East & North
Africa

Middle East & North
Africa

Europe & Central Asia
Europe & Central Asia
Europe & Central Asia
Latin America &
Caribbean

Europe & Central Asia
Middle East & North
Africa

Sub-Saharan Africa
Middle East & North
Africa

Latin America &
Caribbean
Sub-Saharan Africa
OECD high income

2012
2012

2011

2012

2012
2012
2012
2012
2z
2012
2012
2012

2012
2012

2012
2012
2012
2012
2012

2012

2012
2012

2012
2012
2011
2012
2012

2012

2012
2012

APPENDICES

3.6
3.55

3.3
3

2.98

296
296
2.88
2.82
2.76
2.71
2.53
248
2.34
232
2.28
217
203

1.91
1.M

1.74

1.74

1.71
1.68
1.63

1.463
1.55
1.52
1.4%
1.38

1.37

1.36
1.29
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Morocco

Kosovo
Uganda
Belarus

Jamaica

Canada
Rwanda

Daminican Republic
Samoa
Jordan

Kyrgyz Republic
Ukraine
Nigeria
Albania
Meszico

Thailand
MNamibia
Kenya
Turkey
South Sudan
Azerbaijan

Bosnia and Herzegovina

Mepal
Lizbekistan

Bolivia
Algeria
Foland

Guatemala

Sr Lanka
Austria

El Salvador

Argentina
Sierra Leone
Indonesia
Philippines
Senegal

P

Middle East & North
Africa

Europe & Central Asia
Sub-Saharan Africa
Europe & Central Asia
Latin America &
Caribbean

OECD high income
Sub-Saharan Africa

Latin America &
Caribbean

East Asia & Pacific
Middle East & North
Africa

Europe & Central Asia
Europe & Central Asia
Sub-Saharan Africa
Europe & Central Asia
Latin America &
Caribbean

East Asia & Pacific
Sub-5aharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
Europe & Central Asia
Sub-Saharan Africa
Europe & Central Asia

Europe & Central Asia

South Asia

Europe & Central Asia
Latin Amarica &
Caribbean

Middle East & North
Africa

OECD high income
Latin America &
Caribbean

South Asia

OECD high INCome
Latin America &
Caribbean

Latin America &
Caribbean
Sub-Saharan Africa
East Asia & Pacific
East Asia & Pacific
Sub-Saharan Africa
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2012
2012
20§02

2012

2012
2012

2012
2012
2012

2012
2012
2012
2012

2012

2012
2012

201
2012
2012
2012

2012
2012

2012

201

202

2012
2012

202

202

2012
2012
2012
2012

1.26

1.22
17
1.14

1.1

1.07
1.07

1.05
1.04
0.98

0.92
0.92
0.91
0.88

0.88

0.86
0.85
0.84
0.7
0.73

0.7

0.7
0.66
0.64

0.56

0.53
0.53
0.52

0.51
0.5

0.48

0.47

0.32
0.29
0.27
0.27

Tajikistan
Duinea
Bhutan
Alghanistan

Burkina Faso
Iraq

India

Japan

Togo
Kiribati

Lao PDR
Bangladesh
Malawi

Hanti

Madagascar
Pakistan

Syrian Arab Republic
Ethiopia
Conga, Dem. Rep.

Go Back

Europe & Central Asia
Sub-Saharan Africa
South Asia

South Asia

Sub-Saharan Africa
Middle East & Morth
Africa

South Asia

QECD high income
Sub-Saharan Africa
East Asia & Pacific
East Asia & Pacific
South Asia
Sub-5aharan Africa
Latin America &
Caribbean
Sub-Saharan Africa
South Asia

Middle East & Meorth
Africa

Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa

20m2
2002
22
2012
2012
2012

2012
2012
2012
201
20Mm
2012
2009

202

2012
202

2011

200
2012

APPENDICES

0.26
0.23

0.2
0.15%
0.15

013

0.2
0.2
0.12
0.1

0.1
Q.09
0.08

0.06

0.05
0.04

0.04

0.03
0.02
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Patent Applications by Residents (sorted

in descending order)

Country name
China
Japan
United States
Korea, Rep.
Germany
Russian Federation
United Kingdom
France
Inclia
Italy
Korea, Dem. Rep.
Brazil
Canada
Turkey
Paoland
Spain
Australia
Ukraine
Metherlands
Sweden
Austria
Finland
Belarus
Switzerland
MNew Zealand
Denmark
Israel
Maxico
Malaysia
Singapore
Romania
Thailand
Morway
Czech Republic
Belgium
Argentina

<‘= SOCIAL WEALTH ECONOMIC INDICATORS

2012
535313
287,013
268,782
148,136
46,620
28,7
15370
14,540
2,553
8,439
8,354
4,804
4,709
4,434
4,410
3,266
2,627
2,491
2,375
2,288
2,258
1,698
1,681
1,480
1,425
1,406
1319
1,294
1,114
1,081
1,022
1,020
1,009
g&7
755
735

Hungary

Egypt, Arab Rep.
Greece
Portugal

South Africa
Ireland

Vietnam

Chile
Uzbekistan
Bulgaria
Colombia
Maorocco

Latwvia

Sarbia

Hong Kong 5AR, China
Slovak Republic
Philippines
Azerbaijan
Georgia
Armenia

kenya

Algeria

Kyrgyz Republic
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Pakistan
Moldova
Bangladesh
Peru

Jordan

Rwanda

Cuba

lceland
Montenegro
Yemen, Rep.
Cote d'lvoire
Uruguay
Estonia
Dominican Republic

572

628
621

492

257
245
213
157
193
192
171
158
162
144
139
137
123
119
110
109
109

SRFERYYESEEETER
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hakta

Costa Rica
Honduras
Guatemala
Zambia

Macao SAR, China
Cyprus
Madagascar
Monaco
Micaragua

Bahrain

Clatar

Tajikistan

Bosnia and Herregovina

Cambodia

Go Back
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Researchers in R&D per million
people (sorted in descending

arder)

Country name
Finland
lcaland
Denmark
lr e
Singapora
Korea, Rep.
Luxembourg
Morway
Japan
Sweden
Partugal
Canada
Awstria
Slovenia
Germany
United Kingdom
United States
France
Belgium
New Zealand
Metherlands
Estonia
Ireland
Russian Federation
Czech Republic
Slovak Republic
Spain
Lithuania
Hungary
Greece
Latwia
Malta
taly
Poland
Malaysia

2011
7,423
7,012
6,806
6,602
6,494
5,928
5,814
5,508
5,158
5,142
4,724
4,563
4,401
4,255
4,085
4,026
3,979
3,918
3,878
3,693
3,507
3,485
3,355
3,120
2,891
2,817
2,800
2,756
2,303
2,219
1,904
1,780
1,748
1,679
1,643
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Bulgaria
Croatia
Costa Rica
Ukraine
Argentina
Serbia
Turkey
China
Maorocco
Cyprus
Moldova
Montenegro
Romarnia
Kazakhstan
Uzbekistan
Uruguay
Egypt. Arab Rep.
Macao SAR, China
Irag

Mexico
Venezuela, BB
Colombia
Oman
Pakistan
Kuwait
Angola
Cabo Verde
Madagascar
Paraguay
Gambia, The
Guatemala
Lesotha

Go Back

P

1,623
1,584
1,289
1,253
1,236
1221
987
963
B&d
820
781
743
737
4652
534
525
524
476
426
288
228
184
160
149
132
57

51

51
48
34

25
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High-tech Exports as a % of
Manufactured Exports (sorted in
descending order)

Country name 2012
Philippines 49
Malta 45
Singapore 45
Malaysia 44
Costa Rica 40
Kiribati 38
Karakhstan 30
China 26
Korea, Rep. 26
Switzerland 26
France 25
Mozambique 25
Ireland 23
United Kingdom 22
Thailand 21
Uganda 21
Metherlands 20
MNorway 1%
Hungary 18
United States 18
Japan 17
Czech Republic 16
Germany 16
Hong Kong SAR, China 16
Israc! 146
Mexico 146
Denmark 14
lceland 14
Sao Tome and Prin::ipe 14
Australia 13
Austria 13
Brunei Darussalam 13
Cyprus 13
Sweden 13
Barbados 12
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Canada
Belgium
Estonia

Mew Caledonia
Aruba

Brazil

Croatia
Latvia
Lithuania
Mew fealand
Tanzania
Bolivia
Cominica
Finland
Greace
Slovak Republic
Uruguay
Argentina
Bulgaria
Luxermbourg
Fussian Federation
Azerbaijan
Bermuda
Ghana

India
Indonesia
Italy
Paraguay
Poland

Spain

Tonga
Moroooo
Miger
Romania
Slovenia
South Africa
Ukraine
Zimbabwe
Chile

P

i | |l | | | | ol | el | | | ol
L= = i = i = R = R =Rl

LU = = R - R - - - = e B e I e I R B B B I -~ = - - - = I = - TR = B = T )
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Colombia

El Salvadar
Guatemala

Kyrgyz Republic
Moldova

Mamibia

Micaragua
Camerson
Macedania, FYR
Fortugal

Armenia

Belarus

Burundi

Deminican Republic
Ciman

Papua New Guinea
Peru

Bosnia and Herzegovina
Ecuador

Ethiopia

Fiji

French Polynesia
Georgia

Lebanon

Migeria

Fakistan

Rwanda

Turkey

Turks and Caicos Islands
Botswana

Egypt, Arab Rep.
Jamaica

Mali

Mauritius

Senegal

Sri Lanka

Albania

Algeria

Antigua and Barbuda
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APPENDICES

CENTER FOR PARTNERSHIP STUDIES 2014

275



276 |

APPENDICES

Bahamas, The
Cambodia
Guyana

Macao SAR, China
Madagascar

Samoa

St. Vincent and the
Granadines

Tege
Yemen, Rep.

L= = BN = = = I = = R = R =
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