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Chapter 3   

Building an economic case for investing in 

support for parents and children 
 

Andy Bilson 

Introduction 

The United Nations Guidelines for the Alternative Care of Children (UN, 2010) stress the 

importance of ensuring that parents and families have support so that children are not placed in 

alternative care. The guidelines propose services to support parents and families, which can 

take several forms, from social services, to strengthened universal services such as housing, 

health, and education, through to services to combat poverty and fight social exclusion. While 

both the child-rights case and the moral case for providing family support are strong, there are 

occasions when it is also necessary to provide economic arguments to convince policymakers 

and even the public. This chapter considers how to build an economic case for investing in 

child-centred support for parents and families to prevent the need for children to live in 

alternative care. It identifies key issues to consider in creating an economic case, and different 

approaches to take. 

There is a growing need for a strategy to invest in family support and reduce the number of 

children losing parental care for many reasons. Despite the considerable evidence of poor 

outcomes of children in alternative care, a survey of child-protection policies in ten 

industrialised countries found that in nine of them the number and rate of children in state care 

was increasing (Gilbert, 2012). In addition, the number of children in damaging institutional 

care remains high across Eastern and Central Europe, where many countries inherited the Soviet 

state institutional system. At the same time there is growing inequality and child poverty across 

most wealthy countries (Cantillon et al., 2017), which place greater pressures on families and 

harm children. The consensus for a supportive welfare state is under severe challenge in many 

countries through the wide adoption of neoliberalism and the acceptance of austerity policies 

(Konzelmann et al., 2016).  



The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) requires states to provide 

appropriate and culturally sensitive support to parents to prevent the separation of children from 

them. The next section will consider this child-rights basis for investing in family support, 

alongside some of the supporting evidence on poor outcomes for children in out-of-home care. 

This evidence shows that, for example, children in all types of placement underperform, to 

varying degrees, compared with other children in the community in terms of education, or are 

at greater risk of being in conflict with the law. This is followed by outlines of two approaches 

to developing an economic case. The first involves a simple approach that has been used widely. 

It compares the direct costs of child-centred family and parenting support with those of out-of-

home care. The second approach shows how the wider social impact of implementing child-

centred family and parenting support can be included in an economic case. Finally, the chapter 

will consider strategic issues in considering the need for and type of economic case to be 

included in a reform strategy, and some thoughts on how it might be used. 

 

The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UN, 1989) requires states to provide 

appropriate support to parents to prevent children being deprived of parental care. On the 20th 

anniversary, of the Convention the UN General Assembly endorsed a set of guidelines which 

call for states to pursue policies to support families and address the root causes of children 

losing parental care. These Guidelines for the Alternative Care of Children are annexed to a 

resolution which states that they 

set out desirable orientations for policy and practice with the intention of enhancing the 
implementation of the Convention on the Rights of the Child and of relevant provisions 
of other international instruments regarding the protection and well-being of children 
deprived of parental care or who are at risk of being so. (2010, p. 1) 

The CRC is clear that parents have the key duty with regard to bringing up children and 

indicates that the s ibid., p. 2). 

While st interests are served by 

their being placed outside of parental care, this should only be where 

unable, even with appropriate support, to provide adequate care  (ibid., annex p. 2); it should 

be a measure of last resort and, wherever possible, temporary and for the shortest possible time 

(ibid., p. 4).  

The Guidelines are provided to encourage governments to implement their CRC obligations to 

provide a comprehensive welfare system, taking into account prevailing social, cultural, and 



economic conditions. They provide a list of recommended elements of a comprehensive child-

welfare service that should be available to prevent the separation of children from their families. 

Government measures should combat problems caused by discrimination and stigma; enhance 

the capacity of families facing problems such as physical or mental ill health, disability, or drug 

and alcohol misuse; provide services for vulnerable children such as abandoned children and 

victims of abuse; and combat poverty and social exclusion. In particular, it states that financial 

and material poverty should never be the only justification for removing a child or for the child 

continuing in alternative care, but should rather be seen as a signal for the need to provide 

appropriate support to the family  (ibid., p. 4).  

Despite the near-

families falls disproportionately on minority and deprived groups such as those affected by 

poverty and deprivation (Bywaters et al., 2014), Roma children (Bilson and Larkins, 2013), 

Aboriginal and First Nation populations (Trocme et al., 2010 Magruder and Shaw, 2008), and 

African Americans (Magruder and Shaw, 2008). This continues despite the extensive research 

out-of-home care (Eurochild, 2010) summarises some of the poor outcomes for children found 

in research across many parts of Europe. These include higher likelihood of suicide or early 

death, poor educational performance, higher likelihood of involvement in crime and 

imprisonment, high levels of mental health problems, many children being unemployed and 

homeless, early pregnancy, substance misuse problems, and so on.  

Despite these poor outcomes, the use of out-of-home care is growing in industrialised countries 

(Gilbert, 2012). Institutional care even continues to be used for children aged less than three 

years in many countries across Europe (Hamilton-Giachritsis and Browne, 2012) despite the 

substantial research evidence of its negative impact (Bilson 2009). Problems encountered by 

institutionalised younger children include lower IQ and compromised brain development, 

reduced growth and weight (Van Ijzendoorn et al., 2008)poorer language acquisition (Windsor 

et al., 20117, and increased levels of mental health problems ( Rutter et al., 2007; Sigal et al., 

2003). This occurs in both well-funded and well-staffed institutions and those with poor care 

(Zeanah et al., 2003).  

-quality family support. 

It gives a framework of duties and even some examples of areas for alternative services. In 

, Article 4 of the CRC says that states 



should undertake such measures to the maximum extent of their available resources . An 

economic case is an important tool to identify current resources used for family support and 

alternative care, and to demonstrate how to undertake this duty, what the resources required are, 

and how this investment benefits everyone in the state.  

Comparing the direct costs of child-centred family and parenting support and out-of-
home care 

The first approach to building an economic case considered here is to demonstrate that the direct 

cost of providing child-centred family and parenting support is lower than that of out-of-home 

care. This approach is often used where an alternative to institutional care is being introduced, 

such as providing supported kinship care (e.g., Scottish Government, 2007) or an alternative to 

care programme which provides gatekeeping and reintegration (e.g., Sofovic et al., 2012). It 

has been used in several countries, including Armenia (Andreeva, 2010) and Moldova (Larter 

and Veveritsa, 2005). It uses an economic costing usually expressed in terms of unit cost, which 

is defined as: 

example) absorbed to prod
make use of time periods of service: a day in a placement, an hour of social work, a 
session in a day nursery, etc. (Beecham and Sinclair, 2006, pp. 31 32) 

In some countries, unit costs for services are available from government sources. In England, 

for example, health and social-work unit costs are published nationally (Curtis and Burns, 

2017).  

Four key questions when considering the calculation of direct costs 

When considering direct costs, it is important to bear in mind four key questions: (a) What items 

to include in the costing; ( (c) How costs are to be 

compared; and (d) Whether implementation costs are included. These will now be considered 

in turn. 

(a) What to include in the costing 

The first question concerns what to include in the costs. If the economic case is to be persuasive, 

it must be even-handed; choices about what to include should be transparent and provide a 

similar basis for measurement for out-of-home care and family support services. Some costings 

of services have focused only on revenue costs (the recurring budgets) and excluded capital 

costs, and others have been even more narrowly focused, looking only at the direct cost of 



caring for a child (food, heating, accommodation costs of treatments provided, etc.). When 

looking at the cost of services, decisions must be made about whether to include capital costs, 

wages, premises, maintenance of premises, travel, and so on. A toolkit designed to identify 

these costs for institutional care has been produced for use in Eastern Europe and Central Asia 

by UNICEF and the World Bank (Fox and Gotestam, 2003). Many children in out-of-home 

care also receive a care package which includes educational support, social work, specialised 

health services, support and training for carers, and so on. In addition, there are hidden costs 

such as the cost of the legal proceedings to remove a child from their parents. A detailed 

example of how to calculate these wider costs for out-of-home care is given in a resource pack 

produced by the government in England (DfES, 2005). Thus, while producing unit costing may 

appear straightforward, there are many issues to consider in the context of providing out-of-

home care or community support services. It is important at an early stage to decide and be 

clear about which of these costs are to be included. 

 

The second question involves which  clude. In some studies, 

only state expenditure is considered, so an argument can be made about the impact on 

government expenditure of a change of policy (Maher et al., 2012). However, the full cost of a 

programme may include income and inputs from a range of sources. For example, it might be 

necessary to include voluntary donations both in cash and kind, the costs of volunteering, 

expenditure by NGOs and charities that supplement budgets from government, and so on. When 

costing institutional care in Bulgaria, for example, it was found that many homes received 

support from donors in local communities. If this was included, the unit cost of this form of 

placement rose significantly. 

c) How costs are to be compared 

The third question concerns how to compare the costs of different types of service and whether 

to include the implementation costs of setting up a new service. A simple comparison of the 

annual costs of different services might be sufficient to demonstrate the considerable disparity 

of costs between community-based and out-of-home care. In 2015, the president of Lithuania 

used a simple annual cost comparison as the basis for her call for reform of the child protection 

system. She reported that the cost of keeping nearly 4,000 5 million 

, while in group homes the 



Institute, 2015). 

A more sophisticated comparison would need to include a number of other factors. For example, 

the aim of child-centred family and parenting support is to strengthen the ability of families to 

become independent. If effective, a programme of support may last only a matter of months. In 

contrast, in some countries many children spend long periods in institutional care or foster care, 

often leaving only when they age out of the system. In such cases a comparison of the costs of 

community support and out-of-

lifetime. A second issue is the targeting of services. It may be necessary or beneficial to provide 

family support to a larger number of families than the number who would otherwise enter care. 

If there are more users, simply comparing the annual cost for an alternative support programme 

with the annual cost of out-of-home care would underestimate the cost of alternatives, even 

though their benefits would be felt by a larger group of families.  

An example of a simple approach of comparing costs that takes into account these disparities 

was used in Bosnia and Herzegovina, where Hope and Homes for Children (Sofovic et al., 

2012, p. 23) calculated that from 2003 to 2010 the total cost of the ACTIVE Family Support 

. They estimated 

, 

based on the average duration of institutional placements for children. They were thus able to 

claim that for every euro invested in the ACTIVE 

reduced government expenditure.  

d) Whether implementation costs are included 

The fourth question concerns the cost of implementing new services. The true cost of a new 

service is likely to include implementation costs. It is useful for policymakers to understand the 

extent of the expenditure required for the new service to be properly established. However, 

implementation costs need to be separated from the ongoing costs of running the new service 

when comparing the ongoing costs of services. Implementation costs might include expenditure 

on retraining residential workers, training social workers and managers for new duties, staff 

recruitment or capital costs in creating new community-based facilities, office equipment, 

computers, vehicles, and so on. It may also be necessary to develop some aspects of the new 

service before the benefits of reduced costs in the old services can be achieved. Implementation 



programme. Failing to consider these costs may lead to the failure of the new services that are 

being introduced. 

So far, the wider social impact of implementing community-based services has not been 

considered. Whether these costs need to be calculated, this will require an assessment of the 

strength of the case without costing them as well as the resources available for developing the 

case. 

Including the wider social impact of implementing child-centred family and parenting 
support 

Simply comparing direct costs does not answer the question of whether a new service achieves 

better outcomes and thus provides better value for the money spent. To do this, a different 

approach is required that looks at the social impact as well as the economic cost of the services 

being compared. Vanclay (2003, p. 6) defines social impact assessment as: 

the processes of analysing, monitoring and managing the intended and unintended social 
consequences, both positive and negative, of planned interventions (policies, programs, 
plans, projects) and any social change processes invoked by those interventions. Its 
primary purpose is to bring about a more sustainable and equitable biophysical and 
human environment. 

There are many related approaches designed to assess these wider aspects of the implementation 

of new policies and programmes. These include cost effectiveness, social return on investment, 

cost benefit analysis, cost saving analysis, social accounting, outcomes approaches, and 

sustainability reporting. All these approaches include an assessment of the impact of 

programmes on the wider community and attempt to consider both intended and unintended 

outcomes (e.g., closing a remote institution may cause unemployment and other consequences 

in the local community). Some, such as social return on investment (SROI), put a monetary cost 

on the positive and negative impacts of the change in policy, and this may be a powerful way 

of making an economic case. Others, such as cost effectiveness, compare costs but do not put 

an economic value on the effectiveness of programmes, simply providing details of their 

impact. 

These approaches require access to a wide range of information, and the difficulties in rigorous 

cost benefit studies should not be underestimated. Thus Maher et al. (2012) state: 



Cost benefit results on specific programs in child welfare are sparse, which has been 
attributed to a lack of suitable data on program costs, the inability to capture quality of 
life measures for children, and a general lack of feasibility from a resource perspective. 

If the economic case for a family support service is to show that a particular programme 

provides an effective alternative to out-of-home care, then it will be necessary to show the 

outcomes of the programme and to compare this with the outcomes of out-of-home care. 

Seven principles of SROI 

 Involve stakeholders. Stakeholders should inform what gets measured and how this 

is measured and valued. 

 Understand what changes. Articulate how change is created and evaluate this 

through evidence gathered, recognising positive and negative changes as well as those 

that are intended and unintended. 

 Value the things that matter. Use financial proxies so that the value of the outcomes 

can be recognised.  

 Only include what is material. Determine what information and evidence must be 

included in the accounts to give a true and fair picture, such that stakeholders can 

draw reasonable conclusions about impact. 

 Do not over-claim. Organisations should only claim the value that they are 

responsible for creating. 

 Be transparent. Demonstrate the basis on which the analysis may be considered 

accurate and honest, and show that it will be reported to and discussed with 

stakeholders. 

 Verify the result. Ensure appropriate independent verification of the account. 

 

Source: Action on Addiction (2014, p. 6).

  

Action on Addiction (2014) provides an example of costing a preventive scheme aimed at 

supporting parents and children in families where there is a problem with addiction. This uses 

a Social Return on Investment (SROI) analysis, the principles of which are shown above. These 

principles are applicable not just to the SROI approach but more widely to developing an 

economic case that includes the social impact of a new service. The principles include important 

guidelines on how to include the wider social impact into costing, and suggest processes that 

will create a persuasive economic case. The report by Action on Addiction, details how it is 



possible to apply these principles to an intervention with young people and parents, aimed at 

reducing the harmful impact that parental substance misuse and addiction has on family life and 

producing better outcomes for children. It also demonstrates some of the challenges in 

measuring soft and sometimes intangible outcomes. To do this in preventive programmes 

requires identifying the benefits or outcomes of the programme, capturing data on these 

benefits, valuing the benefits, and showing how the benefits relate to costs.  

Another approach to showing the social impact is to demonstrate how alternatives to care reduce 

the negative outcomes associated with placement in out-of-home care. A Canadian costing of 

the economic impact of being in out-of-home care provides a good example of the information 

needed to assess social impact of such placement (Bounajm et al., 2014). Like European care 

leavers, Canadian children had a higher likelihood of homelessness, unemployment, falling into 

a life of crime, substance misuse, early pregnancy, and so on. The economic costing in this 

paper focused on just two issues: the high rates of care leavers failing to graduate from high 

school, and those suffering from poorly treated mental health problems. The study had to 

acquire data on the annual number of care leavers; the rates of them having mental health 

problems and the rates failing to graduate; and various demographic details of the care leavers, 

including sex and Aboriginal status. These were used alongside measures of economic 

performance, using data on market income, income taxes paid, social assistance, and 

consumption taxes received. This data was extracted from a variety of sources, and in some 

cases estimates had to be made (ibid., pp. 5 6). By combining this data, it was possible to make 

the case that on average a child who aged out of care was likely to earn $326,000 less income 

over their lifespan because of these two issues. This lost income for each care leaver affects 

everyone, as government has higher liabilities to pay social assistance and raises less in taxes 

from them. 

It can be seen from the above that it is not simple to make a credible and persuasive economic 

case that includes the social impact of alternatives to care. Making such a case relies on the 

availability of data on both the impact of the programme or policy being considered and its 

economic and social costs. 

Strategic issues in building an effective economic case 

This section suggests some issues that need to be considered when developing an economic 

case, including some thoughts on how an economic case can be used to promote investment in 

support for families and children.  



Why is an economic case needed? 

It is assumed that an economic case is only part of the strategy to promote investment in family 

support. A starting point for any strategy is to consider why, in the particular country or regional 

context, family support is not used and why out-of-home care is supported and who it is 

supported by. Save the children (Csáky, 2009, pp. 11 12) makes the following four suggestions 

about why governments and other organisations are not investing in supporting families to look 

after their children: 

1. Lack of political commitment 

In many cases governments are unable or unwilling to tackle the often complex social and 

political factors that are behind children being deprived of parental care. This includes the 

problem that removal from parental care is frequently concentrated among socially excluded 

groups and those facing poverty. Targeting these groups for increased support can be politically 

challenging and provides little political incentive, as they have little influence. The focus on 

blaming poor parenting, seen in many industrialised countries, can also provide a smokescreen 

for austerity measures that play a big part in creating the problems of poverty and social 

exclusion faced by those same families (Bilson, 2017). Another issue that can create a lack of 

political commitment is 

while the impact of community support is often 

more difficult to quantify. 

2. Financial challenges 

Despite the evidence that out-of-home care is usually more expensive than community-based 

support, governments often feel that the process of change represents a financial challenge. This 

is because of the implementation costs discussed above as well as a lack of appreciation of the 

full costs of out-of-home placement through its wider impact on the economy. 

3. Children as commodities 

Many countries have a growing industry providing out-of-home care. Institutions and agencies 

providing foster care provide a large amount of employment to caregivers and staff as well as 

profits for companies. Institutions can also provide a basis for fundraising for many NGOs and 

faith-based charities. Introducing alternatives can thus be a threat to employment, funds, and 

profit. 



4. Misconceived good intentions 

Some providers and policymakers continue to be unaware of the social impact of out-of-home 

care placement and how the use of funds in this area diverts resources away from better means 

of protecting children through supporting families. For example, in England there have been 

cuts of over 55% in funding for preventive family support since 2010, alongside a 9% increase 

in children in out-of-home care (Bilson et al., 2017). 

In a particular context there may be combinations of these four factors at play. It is thus 

important to consider what supports the current pattern of services before deciding on the type 

of economic costing that will support a strategy to promote investment in family support. In a 

situation where there is general agreement about the need for change and little resistance, then 

an economic case might be necessary to identify the resources needed to make the desired 

change. In this case it may be sufficient to look at the direct costs and calculate the 

implementation costs without looking at wider social impact. In other cases there may be many 

competing interests, and the economic case may be required to challenge these by showing the 

wider benefits of implementing family support and the costs of not changing. 

Resources needed to create an economic case 

Another factor to consider when designing an economic case is the resources required. This 

will vary due to a range of circumstances. The resources needed shall depend on what 

information is readily available and on the nature of the case being made. For example, in 

England there is a range of information that is already collected and published, and other data 

may be obtainable through local authorities and government, perhaps using the Freedom of 

Information legislation. However, even in these circumstances it may be necessary to research 

outcomes, particularly the impact of new services. In other contexts, even basic information 

such as the number of children in care, their ages, and lengths of placements is not freely 

available and would have to be gathered specifically for the development of the economic case 

(this was the case in Canada, discussed above). This might need an economist or researcher to 

be employed to gather the data or research to be commissioned. The resources needed to make 

an economic case would thus vary depending on information availability. 

Planning ahead  

It has been found that many NGOs struggle to quantify and identify the outcomes of their 

services (Wood and Leighton, 2010, p. 55). It is thus important that developing an economic 



case is not an afterthought or separate from an overall strategy for promoting family support. 

For example, when planning pilots of new services, it is possible to build into regular data 

collection the information that is needed about costs and outcomes, measuring them as services 

are provided. For example, the ACTIVE approach (Sofovic et al., 2012) mentioned above 

builds its programmes specifically around the outcomes that it aims to achieve for families. 

This clarity of focus, if combined with independent evaluation of these outcomes, gives a good 

basis for measuring the impact of the programme. 

The principles for creating an economic case, shown in the box above, provide a basis for it to 

be developed as part of the strategy for change. This would involve wide consultations and 

involvement of a range of stakeholders, including children and parents. This will have costs 

which may include payments for time and expenses, facilitation, and rooms and refreshments 

for meetings. It will also impact on the amount of time and staff resources needed to create the 

economic case. However, if this is done alongside the development of programmes, some of 

these costs can be reduced by designing them into service provision and planning. 

What else needs to be in place? 

The case for developing alternatives to children being relinquished and staying in out-of-home 

care requires more than a cost perspective. Firstly, it is important that there be good evidence 

that the family support being planned or implemented is an effective alternative to children 

being placed in out-of-home care and that it has better outcomes for children and their families. 

Providing details of how this can be achieved is beyond the scope of this chapter, but a range 

of materials on gatekeeping and alternative services are available from the Better Care Network 

(http://bettercarenetwork.org). It may also be necessary to show that it is possible to reform the 

system to provide the necessary range of community-based services to support children and 

their parents. This might be evidenced by referring to pilot projects that have proved successful 

(e.g., Meintjes, 2009); through reference to national or international research (e.g., Greenberg 

and Partskhaladze, 2014), or through developing a strategic plan for transformation (e.g., 

UNICEF, 2014). This chapter assumes that these basic elements are in place and that an 

economic case is being used as part of a strategy to bring about reform. 

Using the economic case 

An economic case needs to be part of a wider strategy to promote the use of community 

commitment to provide support to the mainly poor and socially excluded parents who lose their 



children to the care system. In order to make most effective use of an economic case, it is useful 

to consider the different audiences for whom the case is to be used and the issues that they will 

find important and interesting. This might vary from policymakers, to service managers, local 

politicians, and the public at large. While the facts of the case will be the same, it will be 

important to think about these different groups and how the economic case can most effectively 

be presented to each. This may involve writing specific short reports for different groups that 

address what is known about their assumptions about the use of care and alternatives; holding 

round tables, meetings, or conferences for different groups; and making sure that plans for 

media releases and publicity are made and targeted carefully.  

Where there is resistance to change, simply providing facts is unlikely to be a successful 

strategy (Bilson and Thorpe, 2007). The principles for an SROI approach given above engage 

all stakeholders in discussing the nature of the outcomes and the basis for the case; if handled 

carefully, it provides an opportunity for gaining commitment from those involved. Many of the 

children who enter out-of-home care are from excluded groups who are often seen through 

stereotypes and prejudice (Bilson and Markova, 2014. In such cases an effective economic case 

will need to overcome this. The strategy will need to include emotional engagement alongside 

the rational arguments to win over all parties. Approaches which help to make the oppression 

of children and parents visible include: (a) involving parents and children directly with other 

stakeholders through active involvement in managing the programmes and attendance at 

meetings; (b) reports and media releases that use case studies and stories that make the plight 

of children and parents and the benefits and better outcomes of providing support more real to 

the reader (Bilson and Thorpe, 2007); and (c) showing how investing in parents and children 

also benefit the wider community, through, for example, improving educational attainment and 

thus contributing to improvement in the local and national economy, or reducing crime and its 

impact on the community at large.  

Conclusions 

The need to reduce the use of out-of-home care by investing in support for families builds on 

that shows that such investment reduces harm to the children 

and benefits the wider community. Two approaches to developing an economic case have been 

presented. The first focuses on the direct costs of implementing new services. This shows the 

comparative costs of out-of-home care and support for families. Analysis of direct costs can 

demonstrate how the costs of family support at individual and programme level are often less 



than those of allowing children to enter out-of-home care due to a lack of earlier support. The 

key questions to consider when comparing direct costs are: what is to be included in the costing? 

W ? How should costs be compared? Should 

implementation costs also be included? If so, how should they be presented?  

The second approach to building an economic case includes valuing the wider social impact of 

investing in support for families. There are several methodologies for measuring social impact, 

and this requires a wide range of information that may be difficult to obtain. A set of principles 

for carrying out an economic case show how it benefits from an inclusive approach that involves 

key stakeholders; is transparent, sharing all the assumptions made; is modest in its claims; and 

engages a wide audience in reflecting on and learning from the findings. These principles are 

applicable to the development of any economic case that needs to overcome resistance to 

change. 

An economic case is just one part of a strategy to reform a child protection system and to 

promote investment in support for families. When considering the need for and type of 

economic case, it is important to understand what it is to be used for and why it is necessary. A 

key factor in making choices about creating an economic case is an analysis of what is 

maintaining the current system of out-of-home care. Alongside this, it is important to consider 

the resources that will be needed to create the economic case. An economic case should not be 

an afterthought: it benefits from being considered during all phases of the planning of a reform 

strategy. Building into programme design the identification of outcome measures and gathering 

data on them and on associated costs will enhance programme effectiveness and reduce the 

resources needed to produce the evidence on costs and impact of new services. 

Using the results of an economic analysis requires careful planning. The economic case might 

need to be presented differently to various audiences, and different arguments may need to be 

made to impact on them. Facts and figures will rarely be enough to bring about changes in 

attitudes, and the presentation of an economic case should involve emotional engagement. Key 

to this is to show how investing in family support benefits everyone in the community.  
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