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the vast majority of arrangements is unregulated and that only 9 per cent of child-
care centres are accredited (accreditation varies by state).15 

Table 15.1 also shows that another 8 per cent of the children with working 
mothers are in some kind of preschool or school and 0.8 per cent are in Head 
Start. The percentage of children in preschool rises with age so that among 
3–4-year-olds this reaches 15.6 per cent plus another 1.7 per cent in Head Start. 
As of 2007, 39 states had preschool programmes, but only three (Florida, Georgia 
and Oklahoma) opened their doors to all 4-year-olds. Eligibility requirements in 
other states are based on family income and additional criteria and long waiting 
lists are the norm in many areas. An estimated 20 per cent of eligible 4-year-olds 
nationwide participate in state pre-kindergarten programmes. Programmes run 
an average of 2.5–3.5 hours daily during the school year.16

Nationwide, the Head Start programme covers relatively few children. Even 
among eligible children, in fi scal year 2004, it is estimated that only half of eli-
gible 3- and 4-year-olds were attending. Half-day and full-day programmes are 
off ered, but not all sites operate full daycare,17 and 2008 budget cuts to the pro-
gramme are forcing operations to be scaled back nationwide.18 Th e half-day pro-
gramme is at best a partial answer to the childcare needs of poor working parents.

Childcare is expensive. Costs per child fl uctuate considerably by location, 
the age of the child and the type of care used. Full-time infant care in a centre 
costs between $4,542 and $14,591 annually, while family childcare homes range 
from $3,900 to $10,787. Costs of infant care in an accredited facility are greater 
than the average tuition at a public university ($6,185).19 

School-aged children: 5–14

Mandatory school enrolment in the United States requires that children from 
5–7 years of age until age 16–18 be enrolled,20 with exact ages diff ering by state. 
Th e standard school year is approximately 180 days, with school beginning in late 
August or early September and ending in June or July. School hours, again with 
some variance by state and local district, are typically 7.30 a.m. to 3.30 p.m. Th is 

15 NACCRRA, 2008, table on childcare patterns and supply. 
16 Ewen and Matthews, 2007, p. 5. 
17 Ewen and Matthews, 2007, p. 5.
18 Parrott, 2008, para. 1-5. 
19 NACCRRA, 2008, table on cost of childcare. 
20 Age of required school attendance by state can be found at http://www.dol.gov/esa/whd/state/

schoolattend.htm [12 June 2009].
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schedule means that many working parents must secure care for their children 
during non-school hours, as well as care during holidays and professional develop-
ment days for teachers. 

As with other childcare arrangements, before- and aft er-school care costs 
can diff er greatly depending on the type of care utilized. Th e annual cost for a 
childcare centre is approximately $2,500–$8,600 and for a home provider from 
$2,080 to $7,648.21 

Public school systems support the majority of America’s aft er-school pro-
grammes and activities, as do other crucial contributors, such as the YMCA 
and the Boys and Girls Club, religious groups and private school programmes. 
Approximately 6.5 million children are estimated to use aft er-school programmes 
each year, for an average of eight hours per week, according to a study in 2003, 
America aft er 3pm.22 Th is study indicates that children in grades 1–5 (aged 6–11) 
are most likely to attend aft er-school programmes (15 per cent), dropping to 6 per 
cent for children in grades 6–8 (aged 12–14). Costs average 22 dollars per week 
per child, but depend on age.

As children get older, many are left  to take care of themselves during non-
school hours, but a surprising number of younger children are also unsupervised. 
Th e 2003 study estimates that approximately 1 per cent of kindergarten-aged chil-
dren are in self-care aft er school, 7 per cent of children in grades 1–5 and 34 per 
cent of children in grades 6–8. Th e safety of unsupervised children is a major con-
cern for many of America’s communities.

A number of families indicated they would participate if a quality aft er-
school programme were available to them. Th is participation would add an addi-
tional 15 million youth to the 6.5 million currently in programmes. Th e study 
concludes that the supply of aft er-school programmes continues to fall far short 
of the demand. 

Conditions of work of childcare workers

Given the costs of childcare and the overall demand, we might wrongly assume 
that providers are well paid, with good benefi ts such as sick leave and paid vaca-
tions. In reality, earnings are very low: the 2008 national (median) yearly income 

21 NACCRRA, 2008, table on cost of childcare. 
22 Aft erschool Alliance, n.d.
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of childcare workers was just $18,97023 and the vast majority received nominal 
benefi ts, if any. Variations depend on the hours worked (many work part time), 
type of care facility, educational levels and geographic location. Preschool teachers 
are considered as a separate occupational category and on average would be more 
qualifi ed than childcare workers. Th eir median annual income in 2008 was some-
what higher at $23,870.24

To date, most states require that childcare providers in centres hold at least 
a high school diploma. Th is fl uctuates based on the type of location, with regu-
lated facilities oft en requiring additional certifi cation or training requirements. 
For relatives and family childcare providers, there are likely to be no minimum 
requirements. 

Employment in childcare is expected to grow faster than the average for all 
occupations between the years of 2006 and 2016 with an 18 per cent employment 
growth projected. Job prospects are expected to be excellent not only because of 
the growth in the demand for childcare but also because of the many workers who 
leave and need to be replaced.25 

Employer initiatives 

To encourage greater childcare and other family-friendly provisions at the work-
place, the US Economic Growth and Tax Reconciliation Act of 2001 provides 
federal tax incentives to promote employer-provided childcare and referral ser-
vices. Employers can receive a credit of 25 per cent of their spending on the con-
struction or rehabilitation and operation of an on-site childcare facility or on 
purchasing childcare services. In addition, employers can receive a credit of 10 per 
cent of their spending on resource and referral services for employees. Th e total 
credit cannot exceed $150,000 annually.26 

To date, 20 states for which data are available off er similar tax incentives to 
employers. Nevertheless, research indicates that these incentives are ineff ective, 
mainly because most employers have little or no state tax liability. In particular, 
the study found that, in 16 of the 20 states, fewer than fi ve corporations used 
the credit, and in fi ve of the 16, no claims were made. Th e study challenges the 

23 Occupational employment statistics are available on the web site of the United States Bureau of 
Labor Statistics. For childcare workers see: http://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oes399011.htm [12 June 2009].

24 Occupational employment statistics for preschool teachers found at http://www.bls.gov/oes/
current/oes252011.htm [3 June 2009].

25 United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2009, section on childcare workers.
26 Washington State Child Care Resource and Referral Network, 2008. 
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assumption that these incentives further childcare initiatives, as the earmarked 
resources remain unused, and therefore unavailable to support other established 
programmes.27 

Dependent Care Assistance Plans, which allow employees to put aside tax-
free funds to pay for care (as discussed above in the section on tax incentives), 
are the most frequent form of childcare benefi t provided as there is no cost to 
the employer, any administrative costs being covered by the savings on payroll 
taxes. A national study of for-profi t and not-for-profi t companies with 50 or more 
employees found that, in 2005, 45 per cent of all companies off ered Dependent 
Care Assistance Plans and 72 per cent of large companies with more than 1,000 
employees. A childcare resource and referral service was the next most frequent 
type of assistance provided (34 per cent). Only 7 per cent off ered childcare on- or 
near-site, although this reached 17 per cent among large companies.28 

Information on benefi ts received by full-time workers in private industry 
is available from a 2007 National Compensation Survey conducted by the US 
Department of Labor. Again, the most frequent benefi t to which workers had 
access (31 per cent) was to Dependent Care Reimbursement Accounts. Fewer had 
access to on- or off -site care (5 per cent), funds for childcare (3 per cent) or referral 
services (11 per cent). Managerial and professional employees were most likely to 
have access to childcare assistance while employees in construction, maintenance 
and service-related industries were the least likely to be off ered access to employer-
provided childcare assistance. 

Th e 2007 survey also found that the higher an employee’s earnings, the more 
likely he or she would be to have access to childcare assistance. More than 20 per 
cent of employees earning more than $15 an hour had childcare-related benefi ts 
available, compared to less than 10 per cent of those earning $15 or less. Moreover, 
workers in larger fi rms (over 100 or more workers) had greater access to childcare 
assistance and other family care benefi ts, than did their counterparts in smaller 
organizations. Organized union workers were also more likely to be off ered child-
care assistance (20 per cent versus 15 per cent) as a result of collective bargaining 
eff orts with employers.29

In addition to individual company initiatives related to childcare support, 
some employers have grouped together to try to infl uence policies. In the case 
of Corporate Voices for Working Families, which represents about 50 busi-
nesses in the United States, employing over 4 million people, the objective is to 

27 Fitzpatrick and Campbell, 2002, pp. 4–5. 
28 Bond et al., 2005, table 9. 
29 United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2007, tables 23 and 24. 
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communicate the corporate viewpoint on public policy issues related to working 
families. As concerns childcare, Corporate Voices has been pushing for legislation 
to increase the amount of pre-tax funds which employees can set aside for their 
care expenses in Dependent Care Reimbursement Accounts.30

Role of unions

Unions have been active in various ways, including bargaining for more family-
friendly conditions of work, lobbying for more public support for childcare and 
organizing childcare workers to improve their working conditions.

In response to members’ changing needs and the increasing significance 
of childcare to working parents, unions have been negotiating family-friendly 
contract terms with employers including childcare support. Th e United Auto 
Workers (UAW), for example, has negotiated with the big three American car-
makers for various types of childcare support including resource and referral ser-
vices and on-site childcare at some locations. In 1999, the UAW/General Motors 
Child Development Center won a Work–Life Innovative Excellence Award from 
the Alliance for Work–Life Progress.31

A number of unions have succeeded in negotiating for childcare funds, such 
as the 1199 SEIU/Employer Child Care Fund for health workers in New York City 
(see details in the case study which follows and also section 4.3 for other examples). 

Lobbying for improvements in public policy is also a strategy of organized 
labour. For example, the California Labor Federation, made up of over 1,200 
AFL-CIO and Change to Win locals, co-sponsored that state’s groundbreaking, 
paid family leave bill.32 Th e New York Union Childcare Coalition (currently made 
up of over 25 unions, including SEIU, OPEIU, CWA, District 1 and CSEA, TWU, 
UNITE HERE, United Postal Workers and many others) mobilized to strengthen 
state-level funding for renovation and childcare construction projects, to subsidize 
care programmes and to increase accessibility to childcare for working parents.33 

Unionizing childcare workers, particularly family care workers who work in 
their homes, is diffi  cult. However, SEIU (Service Employees International Union) 

30 Information found at Corporate Voices, Home and Public Policy pages, http://www.
cvworkingfamilies.org/our-work/family-economic-stability [19 June 2009].

31 A list of winners over the years is available at http://www.awlp.org/awlp/about/html/award_
winners.html [12 June 2009].

32 California Labor Federation. Available at http://www.calaborfed.org/issues/paid_leave.html 
[12 June 2009].

33 Firestein and Dones, 2005, pp. 14–15.
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Kids First, for example, managed to organize family care providers in the states 
of Illinois, Maryland, Oregon and Washington. Th ese workers were impacted 
by the low rates of childcare assistance subsidies imposed by the state govern-
ments. Unionizing was seen by family care providers as a way of bettering pay and 
benefi t options, as well as obtaining a voice in legislative matters. Although some 
variations exist among states, the core gains included higher reimbursement rates 
for infant care, access to professional development funds, incentives to become 
licensed, health insurance and bonuses for off ering extended care hours. 

Opponents worried that any increase of benefi ts for providers would trans-
late into higher childcare costs for parents. Yet in Oregon, for example, the union 
also negotiated to raise the eligibility thresholds for low-wage parents to receive 
subsidies (from 150 per cent of the federal poverty level to 185 per cent) and to 
lower the amount parents must contribute towards subsidized care by 20 per 
cent.34 A possible long-term benefi t to parents and their children will be reduced 
turnover rates, and therefore greater consistency and quality of care. 

Other unions, such as the American Federation of State, County and 
Municipal Employees (AFSCME), via Childcare Providers Together and in col-
laboration with the United Child Care Union, are doing similar work on behalf 
of childcare providers, and have focused eff orts on legislative reform and fi ghting 
federal budget cuts of care programmes.35

Conclusion

Th e lack of a comprehensive national policy to address childcare in the United 
States and the major dependence on a market approach results in very unequal 
access to childcare and problems of access to quality care. Financial ability to 
pay for childcare is a major determinant of access and of the quality of the care 
obtained. Th e Government’s targeted support to working, low-income families 
has eased the burden for some, but many poor families do not benefi t, and the 
cost of childcare is high for the many families that are not eligible for government 
subsidies. Tax exemptions tend to favour the better off , so middle-income families 
tend to be left  out of government assistance.36 

34 Information from the web site of SEIU. Found at http://www.seiu.org/a/publicservices/raising-
standards.php [12 June 2009].

35 Information from the web site of AFSCME at http://www.afscme.org/legislation-politics/13.
cfm [12 June 2009].

36 Folbre, 2001.
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In this context, there have been many interesting examples of initiatives by 
both employers and trade unions to try to help workers access care of quality as 
can be seen in this chapter and throughout the examples in Chapters 3 and 4 of 
this book. NGOs promoting childcare quality, as well as academic research, have 
also been contributing to the policy debate. Th us the experience of the United 
States provides interesting examples of workplace initiatives for childcare in a 
context where public facilities are rare and private childcare is expensive for most 
working families.

1199 SEIU/Employer Child Care Fund 37

Beginning in 1989, work–family issues became a topic of discussion and great 
interest at meetings of New York’s Health and Human Service Union (Local 
1199 of the Service Employees International Union – SEIU). Downsizing and 
recourse to forced overtime in hospitals, coupled with declining or no childcare 
supports in the community (for instance, aft er-school programmes were being 
cut), led the members to bring their concerns to the union.

At the end of 1989, the yearly contract survey conducted prior to nego-
tiations indicated that 80 per cent of respondents said they thought the union 
should fi ght for a childcare benefi t. Yet at that time, only 40 per cent of the mem-
bership were actually parents. In the beginning, 16 health-care institutions signed 

37 Case study information compiled by Catherine Hein from Joyner, 2003, and the web site of 1199 
Family of Funds, Child Care and Youth Programs, http://www.1199seiubenefi ts.org/child_care/default.
aspx [12 June 2009].

Workplace. Hospitals and nursing homes in New York City.

Type of business. Health care.

Occupations of workers. Wide range, from maintenance workers and clerical workers in 
hospitals to physicians’ assistants.

Working hours. Many workers are on shifts over a 24-hour period, including weekends. 
The majority are women.

Childcare solution. Childcare fund based on contributions of employers as a result of 
collective bargaining.

Partners. SEIU 1199, managements of hospitals and homes, childcare providers (for 
profit and not-for profit), municipal and community organizations, federal  government 
(tax exemptions).
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up to the fund initiative, agreeing to pay 0.3 per cent of their gross yearly payroll 
into a childcare fund. Getting agreement was not easy and the intervention of the 
Catholic Archbishop of New York helped persuade the 16 Catholic hospitals in 
his Archdiocese to accept the union demand.38

Th e number of employers contributing to the fund has grown rapidly since 
it started operations in 1991, to 450 by 2007. Th e number of children benefi ting 
each year from the services and programmes of the fund has almost doubled in 
the last ten years from about 6,500 in 1997 to over 12,000 children in 2007. 

Organization and management

The fund was set up as a Taft-Hartley (Union–Employer) Jointly-Trusteed 
Employee Welfare Benefi t Fund. It is administered by a Board of Trustees com-
posed of equal numbers of trade union and management representatives. The 
Board of Trustees appoints the Executive Director, who is responsible for the day-
to-day running of the fund. In 2005, the fund had about 90 employees.39 

Childcare advisory committees exist at each contributing institution. When 
the fund began, it was felt that local committees of rank and fi le members were 
the key to real parent participation. Th e parents of the children needed to have 
a say in the types of programmes that would be off ered and how the collective 
bargaining money would be spent. In the past, each institution had a separate 
budget, so the local committees were involved in administering funds. However, 
the growing number of institutions has meant that the funds are now combined. 

Currently the childcare advisory committees, composed of 1199 SEIU vol-
unteers from participating institutions, help to shape the fund’s programmes in 
various communities, act as liaison between institutions and the funds, give the 
funds important feedback on programmes used and help to register members 
during the registration period. 

Childcare services

Th e fund provides a wide variety of childcare benefi ts for children up to the age of 
17 years including on-site and off -site daycare facilities, childcare referral services, 

38 Public Broadcasting Service, n.d. 
39 Career Welfare League of America, 2005, Career Center Job Listing #970, at http://www.cwla.

org/jobs/jobsearchdetails.asp?JOBID=970 [12 June 2009].
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college preparation, summer camp and holiday and cultural arts programmes, as 
well as voucher and expense reimbursement and emergency care programmes.

Full-day care
Full-day childcare services are available through the 1199/Employer Child Care 
Corporation which manages two licensed childcare facilities. Lunch and two 
snacks are served and the centres are open from 6.45 a.m. to 6.00 p.m. Parents 
make a co-payment on a sliding scale and the fund covers the balance of the tui-
tion. Th e fund also has contracted childcare seats at other centres and the tuition 
fees for parents are similar to those of the Child Care Corporation.

Childcare resource and referral services
Th e fund administers a referral service that can provide childcare referrals for 
parents seeking information about daycare centres, family daycare homes, special 
needs programmes and aft er-school care. Th ere is no fee for this service.

Summer day camp (5 to 17 years)
Th e fund contracts with many licensed programmes that provide childcare services 
during the holidays when schools are closed in February, April and December and 
during the summer. Parents select the programme of their choice and then make a 
co-payment to the fund. Th e fund covers the balance of the cost. It also contracts 
with camps which cater for children with special needs and subsidizes children at 
these sites. 

Weekend care
Parents who require childcare to work weekends are able to have the partial costs 
for their child’s weekend classes in the arts, education or recreation reimbursed.

Voucher system
Th e voucher system reimburses parents a portion of their childcare and aft er-
school expenses on a quarterly basis. Parents can use documented care or informal 
care but the amount provided is less if they use informal care. Th ey can receive 
reimbursement for their children from birth to 6 years old for daycare and from 6 
to 12 years old for aft er-school care. 
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Emergency care relief
Parents who are experiencing a personal or family crisis that aff ects their childcare 
arrangements, necessary for work, can apply for emergency care relief. Applicants’ 
situation must meet the criteria adopted by the Trustees to qualify as an emer-
gency for reimbursement.

Eligibility and access

To be eligible, workers must be employed on a full-time or part-time basis (two-
fi ft hs of a working week) at a participating 1199 institution and have passed the 
90-day probation period. Children must be under 18 years old.

There is no guarantee that a worker will be able to access the benefit 
requested. Each year, the Trustees approve a budget that the fund cannot exceed. 
If the demand for benefi ts is greater than the budget (which it oft en is), applicants 
are approved for benefi ts in priority order. Members with no benefi t history will 
be given priority by seniority over those with a previous history. All requests have 
to be made at the beginning of the school year. 

Generous as it is, the fund cannot afford to finance the needs of all the 
35,000 eligible children among the union members each year.40 Since members 
cannot get the benefi t every year, there is a type of rotation system. According to 
the previous executive director: 

At times, members have even coordinated with one another, to help make sure 
families with the greatest needs are served. Th ey have said things such as, “I know 
you need it more than me – I’ll decide not to register this year.” It has created a 
community mindedness amongst our members.41 

Resources

Employers typically pay 0.5 per cent of their gross payroll to the Child Care Fund. 
Employers’ contribution rates are set forth in the applicable collective bargaining 
agreements. Th ey are estimated in order to meet the anticipated cost of requests 

40 Public Broadcasting Service, n.d. 
41 Joyner, 2003, p. 11.

WorkplaceSolutions_Childcare_EN.indd   414 27.11.09   07:21



415

15. United States

for benefits and for administration. In 2005, the fund received contributions 
totalling approximately $26.5 million.42

Various partners who make contributions in kind or reduce their fees for 
fund members are also increasing the resources of the fund. Such partners include 
the New York City Board of Education, New York University Metropolitan 
Center, the Harlem School of the Arts, the YMCA and other community agen-
cies. Parents also provide resources since they make a co-payment for childcare in 
most programmes.

Indirectly, the federal government is also providing resources. Th e childcare 
benefi t is exempt from income tax for parents of children under 13 years up to a 
maximum of $5,000 per single parent or married couple. If married, to be eligible 
for the exemption, the spouse must also be employed, looking for work, a full-time 
student or unable to care for him/herself. 

Employee perspective

Th e local committee members have reported that parents greatly appreciate the fund, 
and they see it as an integral part of their work. Th ey need these benefi ts to work.43 

A medical technician at St Vincent’s Hospital is a single dad strapped 
with college tuition and living expenses for two older children and with daycare 
expenses for a 4-year-old daughter whom he is raising on his own. He relies on the 
childcare fund’s subsidy to help pay a babysitter to watch his daughter while he 
works what are oft en irregular shift s in the hospital operating rooms. 

Another couple were pleased that their two school-age boys blossomed 
last year at a summer camp partly subsidized by the childcare fund. It eased their 
minds to know where their boys were every day and to know that they were 
involved in supervised activities, rather than at home watching television.44 

Lessons learned

Various kinds of partnership have been involved in the success of the 1199/
Employer Child Care Fund:

42 Career Welfare League of America, 2005, Career Center Job Listing #970, at http://www.cwla.
org/jobs/jobsearchdetails.asp?JOBID=970 [11 December 2008].

43 Joyner, 2003, p. 11.
44 Public Broadcasting Service, n.d. 
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● partnership and solidarity among union members, including those without 
young children, to bargain for childcare;

● partnership between employers and the trade union for supervising the fund;

● partnership among employers as contributors to the fund (many of whom 
might not individually have been able to help with childcare needs);

● partnerships with community organizations that help provide benefi ts and 
those that are strengthened by the guaranteed funding, for example for 
summer camps;45 and

● partnerships of parents and children with organizations in their community.

Th e main partner that is missing is government. An executive director has noted 
the need to pay good salaries for the staff  in the childcare centres in order to keep 
the best teachers. 

Th e problem that every center in this nation is experiencing is that most parents 
can not aff ord to fi nance the full expense of running a center and centers that care 
about quality can not aff ord to balance the expenses on the backs of its workers. ... 
Th e piece that is missing is money from the government.46

45 Joyner, 2003, p. 8.
46 Joyner, 2003, p. 12.
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Country Workplace Workplace characteristics Workers’ needs addressed

     Industry ¹ Size ² Preschool age Aft er school 
and holiday 
care ³ 

Emergency/ 
back-up care

Brazil Oswaldo Cruz Research L ● 
(4m–6yrs)

   

  Natura Manuf. L ● 
(4m–4yrs)

   

  FURNAS Electricity L ● 
(0–7yrs)

AS, HC  

  Medley Manuf. L ● 
(0–6yrs)

   

Chile Concepción 
Univ.

Education L ● 
(3m–4yrs)

   

  Aguas Andinas Water 
supply

L ● 
(3m–5yrs)

   

  CAHMT Agric. P  (L) ● 
(2–12yrs)

   

  Plaza Mall Retail L ● 
(3m–2yrs)

   

France Rennes Atalante 
Science and 
Technology Park

Services P  (L) ● 
(2.5m–4yrs)

  ● 
(2.5m–

4yrs)

  SNPE Research 
Centre

Research P 
(L, S)

  HC 
(3–14yrs)

● 
(3m–3yrs)

  Aix-la-Duranne 
Employment Site

Multiple P 
(L, M, S)

● 
(2.5m–4yrs)

BS 
(6yrs)

● 
(2.5m–

4yrs)

Hungary IBM Info. 
services

L   HC 
(6–14yrs)

●

  Gedeon Richter Manuf. L ● 
(3–6yrs)

HC 
(6–12yrs)

 

  H. Academy 
Science

Research L ● 
(1.5–7yrs)

   

  Hungarian Post 
Office Ltd

Transport L   HC 
(7–12yrs)

 

  Magyar Telekom Comms L ● 
(2–7yrs)

HC  
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Childcare assistance Partners

On-site/ 
work-
place-
related 
care

Link 
to com-
munity 
facility

Financial 
support

Advice 
or 
referral

Employer Trade 
union/ 
workers

Employers’ 
organ-
izations

National 
govt.

Local 
govt.

Service 
providers, 
private 
and non-
profi t

Internat./ 
national 
donors, 
founda-
tions, etc.

●   ●   ● ●          

●       ● ●       ●  

  ● ●   ● ● ●     ●  

●       ●        ●    

● ● ●   ●         ●  

  ● ●   ● ●          

●       ● ● ● ●    

  ●     ●         ●  

●       ● ●   ● ● ● ●

●   ●   ● ● ● ●    

●       ●     ● ● ●  

  ● ● ● ●         ●  

●   ●   ● ● ●      

●       ●   ●      

●       ● ●         ●

● ●     ●         ●  
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Country Workplace Workplace characteristics Workers’ needs addressed

     Industry ¹ Size ² Preschool age Aft er school 
and holiday 
care ³ 

Emergency/ 
back-up care

India Gokaldas Images Manuf. L ● 
(6m–4yrs)

   

  BHEL Manuf. L ● 
(1–5 yrs)

HC 
(6–12yrs)

 

  Infosys Info. 
services

L ● 
(2.5m–5yrs)

   

  Wipro Info. 
services

L ● 
(1–4yrs)

AS, HC ● 
(1–7yrs)

  NCBS Research M ● 
(6m–7yrs)

   

  Peenya 
Industrial Area

Manuf. P 
(L, M, S)

●    

Kenya SOCFINAF Agric. L ● 
(3m–6.5yrs)

   

  Red Lands Roses Agric. P 
(L)

● 
(2m–4yrs)

   

South 
Africa

BMW Manuf. L ● 
(3–6yrs)

HC ● 
(3–6yrs)

  First National 
Bank

Finance L ● 
(3m–6yrs)

   

  Old Mutual Finance L ● 
(3m–6yrs)

   

  Melsetter Agric. M ● 
(0–6yrs)

AS, HC 
(6–12yrs)

 

  Zuid-A. 
Hospital

Health 
services

L ● 
(4m–6yrs)
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Childcare assistance Partners

On-site/ 
work-
place-
related 
care

Link 
to com-
munity 
facility

Financial 
support

Advice 
or 
referral

Employer Trade 
union/ 
workers

Employers’ 
organ-
izations

National 
govt.

Local 
govt.

Service 
providers, 
private 
and non-
profi t

Internat./ 
national 
donors, 
founda-
tions, etc.

●       ●         ●  

●  ●     ●   ●   ●  

●       ●            

●       ●         ●  

●       ●            

●       ●   ● ● ● ●  

●       ● ● ● ●    

●       ●           ●

●       ● ●          

●       ● ●          

●       ●     ●       

●       ●            

●       ●            
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Country Workplace Workplace characteristics Workers’ needs addressed

     Industry ¹ Size ² Preschool age Aft er school 
and holiday 
care ³ 

Emergency/ 
back-up care

Thailand Phra Pradaeng 
Industrial Zone

Manuf. P 
(L, M, S)

● 
(1.5–4yrs)

HC
(6–12yrs)

 

  Nawanakhon 
Industrial Area

Manuf. P 
(L, M, S)

● 
(2.5–4.5yrs)

HC
(6–12yrs)

 

  AEROTHAI Comms L ● 
(2m–4yrs)

HC
(6yrs+)

● 
(2m+)

  BOWT Education L ● 
(3m–4yrs)

HC  

  Nong Nooch 
Garden

Agric. L ● 
(1.5–5yrs)

AS, HC 
(6–12yrs)

 

UK Royal Marsden Health 
services

L ● AS, HC ●

USA SEIU Employer 
Fund

Health 
services

P ● AS, HC ●

1. Industry categories are based on the International Standard Industrial Classification (ISIC, Rev. 4). 
2. P: Partnership between two or more companies; S: 50 or fewer workers; M: 51–250 workers; L: 250+. 
3. BS = Before-school; AS = After-school; HC = Holiday care.
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Childcare assistance Partners

On-site/ 
work-
place-
related 
care

Link 
to com-
munity 
facility

Financial 
support

Advice 
or 
referral

Employer Trade 
union/ 
workers

Employers’ 
organ-
izations

National 
govt.

Local 
govt.

Service 
providers, 
private 
and non-
profi t

Internat./ 
national 
donors, 
founda-
tions, etc.

●       ● ●   ● ●   ●

●       ● ● ● ● ●   ● 

●       ● ● ●      

●       ● ●     ● ● ●

●       ●     ●      

● ● ● ● ●   ●  ● ●  

● ● ● ● ● ●    ● ● ●  
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For parents who work or would like to work, childcare is a problem that is almost
universal. One way that workers can be supported is through assistance offered by
their workplace. The focus of this book is on why workplace partners around the
world have become involved in childcare and the nature of the programmes that
have been implemented.

The book provides an overview of diverse workplace initiatives, beyond the traditional work-

place crèche for pre-school children. Partnership is a key theme, and the authors highlight the

fruitfulness of collaborations that combine the resources and capabilities of different actors.

The book also draws heavily on concrete case studies, many of which were prepared specifically

for this publication. Ten countries, industrialized and developing, are examined through a

national overview on policies and facilities for childcare and the implications for working parents,

followed by case studies of specific workplaces. The case studies provide considerable detail

on why the childcare support was started, how it is funded and managed,

how various partners are involved, and the perspectives of workers

and employers on the support provided.

By showing how support for childcare has been organized

and funded in a variety of workplaces and the diversity of

the partnerships which have evolved in both developing

and industrialized countries, as well as the limitations

and challenges they face, this book should be helpful to

policy-makers and workplace partners who are concerned

to find practical solutions for helping working parents

with their childcare needs.

40 Swiss francs
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