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Foreword

In the fall of 1996, conversations with policy advisors and social services agencies
identified a growing state of alarm about Canada’s children. The 1989 euphoria
about Parliament’s pledge to eliminate child poverty by the year 2000 had turned to
despair as the economic slump and cuts to federal and provincial income supports
created extraordinary pressures on parents — whether they were working or not — and
pushed hundreds of thousands more children into poverty.

News stories were highlighting increasing evidence of poor outcomes for children,
especially poor and marginalized children. At the same time, research evidence was
creating a sense of urgency about the need to invest in the early years in order to
assure children a happy childhood and the best possible chance of becoming
fulfilled and productive adults.

Public debate about the stresses on families and children was confused by the
competition among different schools of thought about what kinds of investments
were needed. Some people were advocating child care, others were focussed on
income transfers, and still others gave more priority to preventive programs and
services such as Family Resource Centres. In the background were insistent voices
that the problem could be solved if mothers would stay home with their children.

Suzanne Peters, who was then Director of the Family Network of the Canadian
Policy Research Networks, felt instinctively that this battle of wills over the right
solutions for children was counterproductive. She argued that there was no single
route to meet the needs of families. She decided to bring all these different views
together to begin to think through what combination of supports and services would
work best for families and their children at this time in our history. Her hope was
that CPRN could play a catalytic role in the debate by taking a more comprehensive
look at the challenges facing families.

She began by organizing a workshop, hosted by the Laidlaw Foundation, which
included a cross-section of federal and provincial policy advisors, academics, and
social advocates. Together we brainstormed a research agenda that would be
anchored in the views of citizens and parents, and focussed on the question, What Is



the Best Policy Mix for Canada’s Children? The result was nine individual papers
plus A Policy Blueprint for Canada’s Childrepublished in October 1999. The
Blueprint has been greeted with enthusiasm by interested parties across Canada
— policy advisors, teachers, corporate leaders, and activists at the community level.

This volume includes the recommendations put forward in the Blueprint and also
provides a synthesis of the entire research program. It casts its net widely across the
values influencing policy, the outcomes or markers for gauging the well-being of
children, the policy goals of Canadian governments, the policy practices in Canada
and abroad, and emerging patterns of governance. The study reports on the work
commissioned for the project, but also synthesizes other research completed in
recent years, including especially the research made possible yattmal
Longitudinal Survey of Children and Youtteated by Statistics Canada and funded
by the Applied Research Branch of Human Resources Development Canada.

| want to thank the group of Canadian foundations that provided most of the
money for this research, and the Advisory Committee of 21 Canadians who worked
with us over the three years, reading drafts, attending workshops and roundtables,
offering advice and constructive criticism, which helped us to keep the project
moving, and weathering Suzanne Peters’ illness. The authors, Sharon Stroick, who
joined the project when Suzanne was no longer able to work, and Jane Jenson, who
was appointed Network Director following Suzanne’s death, have done a remark-
able job of capturing her vision and weaving together the threads of all this research
into a story that provides both a comprehensive record of where Canada stands on
policies for children at the end of the 20th century and a road map for the early part
of the 21st century. Perhaps just as important, the study lays out the markers for
assessing whether we are making progress in achieving better outcomes for children.

| also want to thank Suzanne for getting us started on this journey. | think she
would be proud of what we achieved, and delighted with the response to the ideas in
the Blueprint.

Judith Maxwell
November 1999



Executive Summary

A concern for child well-being prompted the Canadian Policy Research Networks to
undertake a three-year multi-staged project which asked, What Is the Best Policy
Mix for Canada’s Children? This study provides some answers based on a synthesis
of that research, which examined policy practices, policy thinking, public values,
and the outcomes achieved by children in Canada and a number of comparable
countries. It knits together the key findings from several strands of research and
demonstrates how policy instruments can be combined across sectors to achieve
policy goals that lead to improved child outcomes.

This report builds the case that all citizens should care about the well-being of
children. Children are “nested” in multiple environments: the child within the family,
the family within the larger community of neighbourhoods and workplaces, the
community as defined by different geographic and political boundaries, the public
institutions (such as schools) that provide community infrastructure, and the govern-
ments that provide the resources and policies that allow each of these nests to
function well. Each of these distinct spatial and political environments are also
social nests in which children and, in turn, families are nurtured.

Restructured employment patterns, restructured families, and changing approaches
to policy have all had an effect on the capacity of parents to meet the needs of their
young children. Parents need employers and communities to support family life. In
addition, they need all orders of government to make investments in children and
parents. Research evidence on child outcomes demonstrates clear consequences for
young children following from parents’ ability to provide for their families, financially
and through sound parenting practices.

When all the actors who form the societal nest in which children live work in
concert, their actions combine to foster #reabling conditionsieeded to ensure
child well-being and healthy development. The three enabling conditions identified
in our research are: (1) adequate income, (2) effective parenting, and (3) supportive
community environments. A number of actions can be taken to foster these
conditions:
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« Adequate incomepreferably earned income, can be assured by recognizing the
cost of raising children, significantly reducing the cost of child care for employed
parents, and providing additional income support to families with low earned
incomes, social assistance payments or maintenance payments.

- Effective parentingan be supported through improved paid and unpaid parental
leaves, flexible employment hours and schedules, improved access to health and
developmental programs as well as community resource centres, and enhanced
availability of developmental child care and preschool for both employed and
stay-at-home parents.

« Supportive community environmentn be provided for children through access
to reliable education, health, social, and recreational services, by providing
integrated delivery for all of these services, by creating “child friendly” spaces
and systems, and by collaborating across sectors to promote better outcomes for
all children.

What is needed now is a societal strategy for children. The development of a
societal strategy that includes the best possible mix of policies requires innovative
thinking and the adjustment of longstanding habits by governments and leaders in
the private and voluntary sectors. Such a strategy will require a significant invest-
ment of money, political will, time and energy. The costs are not modest, but the
costs ofinactionare even greater, since the problems that emerge in childhood have
an important bearing on the adult as a worker, parent and citizen.

The values and preferences held by Canadians about child and family policy also
inform this analysis. The different data sources that were analyzed for this research
point to a number of components that should be considered when creating the policy
mix developed as part of a societal strategy for children. For example, Canadians
have consistently stated that children are a high priority for public spending, that
healthy child development in the early years requires a sustained high investment by
all stakeholders, and that health care and education are essentials that should
continue to be the backbone of Canada’s universal social programs.

Child outcomes refer to measures of physical, emotional and behavioural
achievements or failures, relative to an age-specific peer group. The measurement,
tracking and reporting of child outcomes can play a significant role in the policy
design and development process used to create and strengthen a societal strategy for
children. Although the primary reason for measuring child outcomes is to ensure
that the life circumstances of children improve, the focus on outcome goals also
helps to mobilize action by employers, voluntary organizations, and others in the
community.

CPRN also examined the research evidence related to child outcomes in five
countries and explored the association between public values and the policy instru-
ments used to invest in children and their families in eight countries. Family policies
have emerged for a variety of political, economic and demographic reasons.
Historically, policies for children and families have been implemented successfully
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in nations with a history of social democracy, structures requiring negotiation
among various interest groups, and a centralized government. Key to this success
was a willingness by government to invest in children and families and a general
consensus on the need for government to do so.

In addition, countries that pursue a more broad-based approach to policy and
program delivery have superior records related to child outcomes than countries that
target support only to certain groups. Further, the allocation of resources through
social transfers appears to have a much greater effect on alleviating child poverty
than does lowering family taxes. Policy choices, and the values that support them,
appear to affect the level and kind of support provided to families with children and
the outcomes that children achieve.

Governments in Canada have undertaken major reforms in recent years in the
ways they address the needs of families and organize their income security pro-
grams. New forms of income redistribution are emerging along with programs for
intervention in early childhood. In developing these initiatives, governments have
taken new directions in the design of public policies that break with most of the
traditions and precedents of past decades. At the same time, the last few years have
seen a frontal assault on the problems of public finance. With the deficit and debt
under better control, there is now room for innovation in policy design.

We conclude from our research that there is no single policy or program that can
meet the needs of Canada’s children. We therefore provide a blueprint for creating a
mix of policies that, together, produce the enabling conditions of healthy child
development. Thus any program, and all family policy instruments, must serve and
balance multiple end goals.

Canada must stay within the bounds of fiscal prudence and there are other
important claims on the public purse, for tax cuts and other spending changes as well
as for debt reduction. Nonetheless, our extensive analysis of research evidence and
dialogue with Canadians also makes it very clear that the time has come for a
sustained societal investment in children and their families. Phased implementation of
this blueprint for action will be necessary to sustain the current momentum and build
the better outcomes we want for Canadian children. Therefore, we recommend that;

« All governments strengthen their regulatory frameworks to provide better protection
for parents who wish to take unpaid leave at the time of child birth or adoption,
or for family reasons.

« Maternity and parental benefits be either removed from the Employment Insurance
regime and that a separate fund be created for them, or that a separate compart-
ment be created for them within the current program, in either case with an
appropriate adjustment to financing arrangements.

« Employers innovate in order to render working hours and other employment

conditions more sensitive to the fact that many of their employees have family
responsibilities.
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« Provincial and municipal governments, school boards, the voluntary sector and
employers all make substantial new commitments to developmental child care,
including kindergarten, so all young Canadian children will have access to high
guality preschool services.

« A two-pronged approach be used to deal with the price of child care. One is
substantial investment, via subsidies, in developmental centre-based care and
family day care. This involves subsidizing both infrastructure and operating costs
as well as controlling prices to allow parents to find quality care for very low or
no cost. For parents who cannot or choose not to have their childterigzde
in these programs, the Child Care Expense Deduction should remain available to
them.

« A universal credit for taxpayers with dependent children be instituted.
« The amount of the Canada Child Tax Benefit be increased significantly.

« Provinces take the lead in fostering and overseeing a more consistent network of
services so that all children have access to the health and developmental
monitoring and intervention programs that have been found to have a significant
positive effect on child outcomes.

« Provincial governments take the lead in developing community resource centres
by supporting cross-sectoral partnerships that provide integrated, community-
based service delivery for children and families.

It is essential to view these action steps as a “package” that will be fully
implemented over time. Thentire package is needed to ensure that the overall
policy mix achieves and maintains a correct balance. The blueprint for action
developed in this report is meant to shape decisions over the next several years as
funding can be allocated and as the capacity to provide key services is created.
Every policy actor must take a lead role in some part of the strategy if children and
their parents are to receive the support that CPRN'’s research shows they need and
want.

Canada has the capacity to implement a societal strategy that will provide the
best policy mix for all of Canada’s children. Research evidence and public dialogue
have uncovered what is needed. Now the only issue is whether, as Canadians
concerned about our children and their future — which is also our future — we are
willing to make the necessary commitment to action.
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Introduction

Canadians and their governments pride themselves How can we enhance coordinated action to foster
on their reputation as a caring and just country,these three enabling conditions? The final chapter
whose citizens live well and whose social infra- of this report examines the policy goals and instru-
structure is strong and fair. Each time the Unitedments available to the public, private and voluntary
Nations’ Human Development Indegport is issued, sectors and provides a policy blueprint for creating
we celebrate the high score achieved. Yet, thathe enabling conditions that can lead to improved
overall success story hides less positive ones. Irchild outcomes.
particular, we do not hold pride of place when it
comes to creating the societal conditions that pro- Concern for good child outcomes gave rise to the
mote child well-being. major project, What Is the Best Policy Mix for
Canada’s Children? The overall project goal is to
If we are not doing well enough, how can we contribute to the development of a societal strategy
do better? We argue here that Canadians caffor Canada’s children.
work together to create a societal strategy for
children. The efforts of all sectors of society will To ground its conclusions in evidence-based
be needed because so many factors combine teesearch, the Canadian Policy Research Networks
create theenabling conditionghat contribute to assessed the situation of Canadian children and their
good outcomes in the realm of child well-being families, including the values held by Canadians
and development: adequate family income, effec-about issues related to parenting. It compared
tive parenting practices, and supportive commu-patterns of child outcomes in Canada to those found
nity environments. Families, communities, em- in other countries. It mapped the policy practices of
ployers, public institutions and governments all our governments as well as some in Europe and the
need to take specific actions to foster these enablingnited States. It drew conclusions about policy
conditions and, in so doing, improve the life goals and instruments that might move Canada
chances of Canadian children — and these separatdoser to where it wants to be — among those
actions must be taken in a conscious and coordinatedountries doing the best in the world for their
way. children.

In order to increase awareness of the enabling The successful elaboration of a societal strategy
conditions that lead to better child outcomes, thefor children requires a common language for dis-
first four chapters of this studyap the terrain to cussion and an understanding of the factors affect-
increase our understanding of this complex issue. ing children’s life chances. This report begins to



build that common language and contributes to thep/hat |s a “Best Mix of Policies”
common vision that will enable Canadians to help

all parents meet the many and varied needs of theifOf Young Children?

children. .
An enormous range of programs and services

that support children and families are delivered by

One premise of this study is that shagedils  diverse government ministries and departments, the

for Canada’s children can be developed, as can @rivate sector, and voluntary agencies. Moreover,
commitment to collaborate in order to achieve policies are too often implemented with minimal

them. lateral consultation or coordination, much less inte-

gration across sectors. This lack of policy coordina-

A second premise is that arriving at a societal tlo™ ang the mu'ltlple systems that have t]? dbe
strategy for children is a responsibility that must accesse to recelve support, are sources of deep
be shared by parents, families, neighbourhoodsfrUStrat'on for parents who are trying to best meet

communities, employers, public institutions and their children’s needs.

governments. This shared responsibility must be

accompanied by a commitment to specific ac- Therefore, an initial step towards clarification is
tions to achieve shared goals and a willingness tao recognize that policies towards children and
track progress towards their achievement. families may have a variety of goals, and that
choices among goals can be made and may be
| required. Looking back over the past few decades

A third premise is that creation of a societa _ J
of Canadian politics, we can construct the follow-

strategy for children is no easy task. It is innately
difficult because the needs of children cross the

ing list of goals that have at times underpinned the

traditional policy domains of governments, not aCtions of policymakers.

fitting neatly and exclusively into existing cate-

gories such as education, health, housing, justice, Recognizing and supporting the costs of child

labour, tax policy, and so forth. Child well-being
is also affected by the policies of employers in
the public, private and voluntary sectors. In addi-
tion, outcomes for children are affected by the
policies of voluntary agencies, service clubs and so
forth that provide programs, services and support
for children and families on an occasional or
ongoing basis.

The development of a societal strategy for
children that includes the best possible mix of
policies requires innovative thinking and the adjust-
ment of longstanding habits by governments and
other policymakers in the private and voluntary -
sectors. It requires a new framework as well as
cross-jurisdictional learning and collaboration.
Such a strategy will require a major societal com-
mitment as well as a significant investment of
money, political will, time and energy. The costs

rearing for all families: This was, for example,
the policy goal of the universal family allowances
established in 1947, as well as the goal of the tax
exemption for dependent children first set out in
1918.

Reducing and preventing poverty and economic
vulnerability: This has been a traditional policy
goal and, therefore, income redistribution for this
purpose remains a policy focus in all of Canada’s
provincial and federal jurisdictions.

Fostering gender equality in the home and the
workplace:Although gender equality was a dom-
inant Canadian policy goal during the 1970s, it
now seems a less significant part of the policy
discourse. Key issues remain, however, such as
balancing work and family time and confronting

are not modest, but change can be undertaken, stepthe problems of single parents, an overwhelming

by step, if Canadians so choose.

2 | BEST POLICY MIX FOR CANADA’'S YOUNG CHILDREN

number of whom are women.



« Increasing meaningful parental choice in meet- workfare program while simultaneously discussing
ing family needs for parental and nonparental the importance of high quality developmental child
child care Meeting this goal would provide par- care. Clearly, the need for policy coherence, both
ents with real choices about whether to use nonwithin and across jurisdictions, is paramount.
parental child care services, as well as making
sufficient quantities of services available so that Complicating this challenge, policy develop-
parents have access to them. ment is not the sole responsibility of government.

Employers across all sectors develop personnel

« Advancing child development in the early years: policies about working hours, leave provisions, and
This objective promotes developmental care forso forth that affect employees’ capacity to balance
children. The term “developmental care” is used employment with their family lives. In addition,
in this report to denote programs for young voluntary organizations, service clubs and other
children that offer nurturing care, physical and community organizations develop policies about
intellectual stimulation, school readiness, and thethe types of services and supports they will provide
prevention and early detection of probleniis or fund.
is an emerging policy goal in several provinces.

This research project seeks to disentangle this

« Facilitating parents’ transition from social as- policy web and bring some needed clarity to the
sistance to employmenthere has always been a discourse on policies aimed at young children in
broad policy focus aimed at facilitating the labour Canada. Given the varied goals already identified,
force attachment of all Canadians. However, inour emphasis is on seeking a mix of policies. This
recent years, a special emphasis has been placetudy provides the evidence for moving towards a
on moving parents on social assistance into emmix of policies to achieve a range of goals and to
ployment. As currently seen in many provinces, ensure that policy coherence becomes the norm
this goal underpins a number of programs such asather than the exception. As this study will show,
job training, workfare programs for social assis-the evidence demonstrates that all Canadian parents
tance recipients, and subsidies for child care toneed an array of policy choices to enable them to
facilitate parents’ employment. fulfill their family responsibilities and improve the

lives ofall of Canada’s young children.
These goals obviously overlap and may be met

_by a varlety o_f p(_)llcy m_s'gruments. For example, The Parameters of

income redistribution policies can be used for two

very different purposes: either as a means to sharthe Research

in the costs of raising children that all families incur

or, conversely, to target support to only the mostA Focus on Policies for

economically vulnerable families. Similarly, child Children and Families

care policies can be used to promote parental choice

about nonparental child care options, to enhance This research examines the types of public

early childhood development and education, or topolicies that traditionally come under the heading

serve as a tool for promoting goals as diverse aof family policy. Therefore, it does not concentrate
parental employment or gender equality. on policies related to taxes, labour, health care or
compulsory public education. It is recognized, how-

In the current Canadian system, with manyever, that policies from these realms bump up
ministries delivering policies for children that have against policies for children. By way of example:

a variety of goals, they can sometimes work at(1) tax and labour policies affect family income and

cross-purposes. For example, Ontario is promotingparental leave provisions, (2) parenting education

informal, custodial child care for parents in its and support programs can be provided as public

INTRODUCTION | 3



health or community education programs or as parcombinations of policies, which have the maximum
of school studies, and (3) care for disabled childrenmpact on young children in Canada and on the
is often provided under the health mantle while families in which the vast majority of children li¢e.
their educational needs fall under education policy
for children with special needs. This broad focus is not intended to diminish in
any way the need for and value of policy aimed at
specific groups that are disadvantaged when com-
A Focus on Young Children pared to Canadian children as a whole. Clearly,
some children are at a disadvantage when compared
When we speak of young children, what do we with their peers because of their family’s income,
mean? At the outset of this research project, thaheir immigration status or lack thereof, their physi-
intent was to examine federal and provincial poli- cal or intellectual capacity, the neighbourhood in
cies in Canada that were aimed at promoting thewhich they live, and so forth.
healthy development of all children and designed to
support and enable parents to maximize their chil- Current policy focusses strongly on low-income
dren’s development throughout the life course.children or on children with particular handicaps or
Early scans of the research on child developmentisabilities. By targetting policy this closely, we are
and child outcomes indicated that the bulk of infor- missing all kinds of children who do not quite
mation available focussed on children under the ageualify for support if their family income is a few
of 12, especially on preschool children. Further, wedollars over the policy limit or if their disability is
discovered an emerging trend by governments tanot one included in a supportive program. Children
set performance targets for all forms of policy, fall through the cracks in the system in many ways.
including policies and programs aimed at youngTherefore, this study will document our conclusion
children and their parents. thatall children, and all families, need access to
and can benefit from public resources and programs
Given the available knowledge and recentat different times in their lives.
trends, the parameters of the study were adjusted to
concentrate on the policies, values and outcomes All families require access to a welcoming envi-
most broadly relevant to families with young chil- ronment to enable those needs to be met. If a wide
dren, especially preschoolers (from birth to age fiverange of broad-based policies and programs are
inclusive). Nonetheless, policies and outcome dataaccessible to all children and their parents, every-
for school-aged children and adolescents are disene benefits when specific needs arise. Further,
cussed in parts of this report, both where sufficientwhen programs are widely available and easily
information is available and to illustrate current accessible, families who are experiencing chal-
gaps in knowledge. lenges will not be stigmatized when they access the
specific programs they need.

A Focus on All Young Children The “Best Policy Mix for
In focussing on preschool children and their Children” Studies

families, we attempt to address the issues that affect

all families with children despite their many differ- The Canadian Policy Research Networks
ences following from, for example, ethnicity, cul- (CPRN) multi-year project, What Is the Best Policy
ture, geography, income level, employment statusMix for Canada’s Children?, is comprised of
family composition, biological endowment, and several component studies. These focus on policy
developmental capacity. In adopting this broad practices, policy thinking, public values, and the
spectrum approach, we focus on policies, andoutcomes achieved by children in Canada and a
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number of comparable countries. Highlights arepolicy performance. Several jurisdictions are using
summarized below. indicators of child and family well-being or
“outcomes” as part of this performance measure-
The discussion paper “Values and Preferencesnent process. Provinces are also increasing the
for the ‘Best Policy Mix’ for Canadian Children” transparency of the policy design and delivery pro-
triangulates public opinion polling data dating back cess and some have changed their governance
20 years with data gathered through choice deliberstructures to integrate or coordinate services for
ation exercises conducted by CPRN — in focuschildren and families across government depart-
groups, at roundtable meetings, and with commu-ments and ministries. Taken together, this enables
nity groups across Canada. The polling questionsll stakeholders to coordinate their actions around
that were examined related to social policy affect-shared goals and objectives for children. This is
ing families and children. The findings were com- especially important for voluntary sector agencies
pared with data collected at deliberative discussionwho deliver many programs and services at the
groups in which public values about children and community level. Efforts by government to manage
families were explored. This combination of data interdependence — across governments and across
sources provides a previously unavailable andsectors of society — suggest that Canada is inching
greater depth of understanding about the valuegloser to the creation of a broad-based societal
Canadians hold about family issues: mothers’strategy to support children and their families.
labour force participation, child care, and the
kinds of policy and workplace supports needed by Comparative Family Policy: Eight Countries’
families with children. The findings show that Stories examines the public values and policy
Canadians support a high societal investment instrategies supporting families in Canada, the United
children — by governments, parents and employers.States, and six European countries. This report
highlights the dilemma that families everywhere
The discussion paper “Building Better Outcomesface: parents need and want paid work to support
for Canada’s Children” provides a synopsis of emerg-their families, yet they also believe that young
ing trends in the measurement of child outcomes. Ichildren suffer when their parents cannot spend
illustrates how different disciplines —economics, needed time with them when they are young.
psychology, sociology, and the health sciences — alDifferent countries respond with different policies,
share common concerns about children and theiwhich either help or hinder families who are strug-
well-being. By bridging the gaps across disciplinesgling to balance employment and family life by
and sectors, this research provides a new languagaroviding adequate income, nurture and care for
for supporting children so they develop their assetgheir children. Canada is near the bottom of the
and reach their potential, instead of focussing onlylist in providing supportive family polices to help
on deficits or failures. It also points to how devel- parents with this challenge.
opmental achievements in early childhood are foun-
dations that are built upon throughout childhood The study An International Comparison of
and adolescence, which lead to success in adult lif€olicies and Outcomes for Young Childradds a
in the home and the workplace, and which serve amew dimension to international comparative re-
a foundation for enhancing civic life in Canadian search on family policy. This paper uses available
communities — now and into the future. microdata sets in an original way to compare val-
ues, policies and the outcomes achieved by children
Child outcomes are again a focus in the discusin Canada, the United States, the United Kingdom,
sion paper “Moving Forward on Child and Family Norway and the Netherlands. Data on child out-
Policy: Governance and Accountability Issues.” comes — measured by economic, health and be-
Governments in Canada are instituting a “focus onhavioural indicators — show that a strong social
results” and becoming more interested in measuringsafety net that provides a wide variety of policy

INTRODUCTION | 5



choices for families is associated with better

The results of all of CPRN's research on policies

outcomes for children. On all of the indicators for young children and their families have been
measured, Norway leads the pack. An importantanalyzed as a whole and were discussed at a na-
element of success is a mix of policies that em-tional roundtable in June 1999. This analysis is the
power parents to choose options for employmentpasis for our conclusions about a best policy mix
family leave, and nonparental child care to addresgor Canada’s young children, summarized An

the spectrum of needs they face throughout theilPolicy Blueprint for Canada’s Childrepublished

life course and act in the best interests of theirby CPRN in October 1999 and presented in detail in

children and families at any given time.

this study. The remainder of this report is organized

as follows:

Provincial differences in child outcomes across

Canada are examined in the discussion paper Chapter 1 builds the case for why all citizens

“Outcomes for Young Children in Canada: Are
There Provincial Differences?” While some differ-

ences do exist, neither outcome achievements nor

gaps can be directly attributed to different ap-
proaches to provincial family policy. More refined

data are needed before policy initiatives can be
developed based on provincial differences in child
outcomes. This may be a promising area of study
for future research. .

A detailed review of Canadian family policy is
presented in CPRN’s studg@omparative Family
Policy: Six Provincial StoriesThis research exam-
ines the family policy strategies that have been
employed by the federal government and six
Canadian provinces over time and provides a com-
parative inventory of policies across the provinces
under review. It also illustrates the magnitude of the.
many and varied changes that are taking place in
the ways that families with children are being
helped or hindered by the policies governments
establish.

The final Best Policy Mix for Children compo-
nent report, “Tax Fairness for One-Earner and Two-
Earner Families: An Examination of the Issues,”

should care about the well-being of children. The

values and preferences held by Canadians for
child and family policy are also discussed. This

provides some clear direction about the types of
actions that would be endorsed by citizens who
want to help parents address their varied and
pressing needs.

Chapter 2 presents highlights from some emerg-
ing research on child outcomes, discusses new
approaches to measuring outcomes, and profiles
the way some Canadian governments are measur-
ing outcomes for children. It also provides an
overview of trends in the design and implementa-
tion of family policy that are emerging in Canada
today.

Chapter 3 presents the key findings of CPRN's
international comparative research on both child
outcomes and policies for children and families.

It also illustrates the link between public values,

government policies and the outcomes achieved
by children.

Chapter 4 presents a summary of findings from
CPRN's interprovincial comparative research on

demonstrates that the current Canadian income tax the evolution of Canadian policy for young
system does not discriminate against stay-at-home children and their families. It describes the cur-
parents in favour of parents who enter the paid labour rent state of affairs and explains why Canadian

force. Instead, the Child Care Expense Deduction
partially corrects for the horizontal tax inequity
between families in which one parent stays at home

policies have developed as they have.

Chapter 5 solidifies all of these learnings into a

and families with two employed parents by allow- proposal for thinking about the best mix of poli-
ing a necessary employment-related expense to beies for Canada’s young children and their families.
deducted from income before tax rates are applied.By examining the policy goals and instruments
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that can be used by the public, private and voluntarythe enabling conditions that can lead to improved
sectors, it provides a policy blueprint for creating outcomes for Canada’s young children.

Notes

1 As noted, the term “developmental care” is used in

this report to denote programs for young children
that offer nurturing care, physical and intellectual
stimulation, school readiness, and the prevention and
early detection of problems. While the term “child 2
care” as used by the policy community is assumed to
include these components, recent research by the
Better Child Care Education Foundation (1999, 5)
found that the general public overwhelmingly associ-
ates the components of “developmental care” with

early childhood education and kindergarten, while
equating “child care” to non-developmental, custodial
care (e.g., babysitting).

It is recognized that some children do not live in
families, most visibly “street kids” but also
“independent minors” who have gained legal status
outside their families and “unaccompanied minors”
who are most often immigrant children sent to Canada
to study.
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The Well-being of Canada’s Children

Not all children are born equal. The complex
interplay of biology, the environment, and physical
and neurological development affects the health an| Children Nested in Multiple Environments
developmental outcomes that children achieve. Thi
is the subject of ongoing research in the healtl
sciences and influences policies that are targetted
meet the multiple special needs of children with 3
biological disadvantage. However, whatever theil
biological endowment, all children are also a produc]
of their social environments. The social environment
experienced bwll young children is the focus of
this report.

Figure 1-1

e gt
P, duslilili™

Children are “nested” in multiple environ- Frrtvamint
ments: the child within the family, the family

within the larger community of neighbourhoods M
and workplaces, the community as defined by
different geographic and political boundaries, the
public institutions that provide community in- Research evidence on child outcomes demon-
frastructure, and the governments that providestrates clear consequences for young children,
the resources and enabling policies that allowwhich are associated with parents’ ability to pro-
each of these nests to function well. Taken to-vide for their families, financially and through
gether, these nested environments form societysound parenting practices. The life circumstances
as a whole. Each of these distinct spatial andof children depend on the life circumstances of
political environments are also social nests intheir parents which, in turn, depend upon the
which children and, in turn, families are nur- environments they experience in communities and
tured. Each successive nest contributes to thevorkplaces. Therefore, in order to fully provide for
care, growth and development of the other nestgheir children, parents need employers and commu-
enfolded within them, as shown in Figure 1-1. nities to support family life. In addition, they need
This notion of a societal nest contrasts with theall orders of government to make investments in
way that children and families have traditionally children and parents. In this way, the nests in which
been perceived as separate from the environehildren live will, together, provide thenabling
ments in which they live. conditionsneeded to ensure child well-being and




healthy development. These enabling conditions,begin to develop their own unique talents. As toddlers,
identified in our research, are adequate incomemany will be placed in nonparental care environ-
effective parenting, and supportive community en- ments where they will play and share with other
vironments. children and begin to acquire the skills that will
set the tone for learning in school and throughout
. their lives. In about 2006, these children will
1.1 The Children of 2000 and enter the public school system in the primary
Their Future grades. They will begin to build upon their early
strengths as they expand their capabilities and en-
Why should we be concerned about the well- joy new experiences, learn independently and in
being of Canada’s young children? There are twogroups, enjoy informal and organized play and
main reasons. First, we should be concerned if wesocial activities, and acquire hew knowledge and
value children in their own right and care about the skills. With a healthy start, the children of 2000
kind of life they experience. Second, we should bewill continue to learn, grow and refine their identi-
concerned if we value what children will become asties as individuals and young citizens throughout
parents, workers, friends, and participants in theirthe primary and secondary school years.
own communities. These two reasons for concern
are interconnected. If children do not achieve their Children As the Citizens of TomorrowAn-
potential in childhood, and enjoy their childhood other important reason to pay attention to today’s
for what it is, there is far less chance that they will children is that they are the adults of the future.
achieve and demonstrate their capabilities in adult-This interest is also shared by governments,
hood. Therefore, they will neither fully experience employers and many citizens who benefit from
the joys of childhood nor enjoy a high quality of robust national productivity and suffer when it is
life as adults in their homes, families, communities lacking.
or workplaces.
The children born in the year 2000 will vote for
Children As the Citizens of TodaySince 1989, the first time in 2018. They will enter the labour
Canada has been signatory to theited Nations force in full-time jobs in about the year 2020. By
Convention on the Rights of the Chichich states  then, Canada’s working population will be required
that every child has the right to live in an atmo- to generate enough Gross Domestic Product to
sphere of happiness, love and understanding. Thesupport the post-war baby boom generation, all of
54 articles in theConventionconcerning the treat- whom will be over the age of 65, collecting public
ment of children cover three broad areas of rights,and private pensions, and in need of public and
which are intended to promote children’s best inter- private services. When the children of 2000 reach
ests: (1)provision rightsto goods, services and working age, they will also make choices about
resources, (Qrotection rightsfrom neglect, abuse, partners and about having children of their own.
exploitation and discrimination, and (Barticipa- As they balance employment with their family
tion rights giving children proper information to responsibilities, they will also determine how
enable them to make decisions about and contributenuch time they can commit to civic life by partici-
to the circumstances of their everyday lives. Article pating in neighbourhood programs and projects and
3 of theConventionstates that those responsible contributing to the creation of a high quality com-
for children must ensure that “the best interests ofmunity life.
the child shall be a primary consideration” (Penn,
1999, 1). The Best of Both WorldsThe challenges of
creating a high quality life for Canadian citizens
The children born in the year 2000 will ideally and of adequately organizing inter-generational
enjoy the support and nurture of their parents andequity will only be met if Canada has made sound
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investments in the foundations of both its economic In the year 2000, between 400,000 and 500,000
and social development. Although a healthy econ-children will be born across Canada. What these
omy is essential for achieving these tasks, so is &hildren become depends on the kind of childhood
healthy social environment. Vibrant social develop-they experience. Based on current research evi-

ment requires healthy child development. It is dence’ some of which is documented in Boxes 1-1
through social development that children not onlyand 1-2, we can say it is likely that:

enjoy life but begin to experience their rights and
responsibilities as citizens. Canada’s well-being as

A large majority of children will live in families

a country, as measured by the most reliable interna- with both parents in the labour force. When these
tional standards, depends upon its capacity, and its children are born, however, less than three-

willingness, to provide healthy social and natural

environments as well as adequate health care, edu-

cation, income and other resources to all of its citizens,
including its most vulnerable and its youngest.

Thinking of children in this way raises the
much debated issue of who is responsible for chil-
dren. It is clear from research on public values and
current public policy that Canadians believe parents
are primarily responsible for their children. Yet,

Canadians also maintain that parents require the

support of governments, employers, public institu-
tions, and fellow citizens to enable them to assume
that responsibility and thereby act in the best.
interests of their children. Parents, politicians, and

guarters of their mothers will have been able to
take paid leave in order to spend the first
critical months caring for and bonding with the
new baby. Regulated child care spaces are avail-
able to an average of only 7.5 percent of children
under age 12 (whether one or both parents are
employed), even when their parents are earning
good incomesUncounted numbers of Bool-
aged children will spend time on their own as
latchkey children, due to a severe shortage of
high quality before- and after-school care and
holiday care for children in the primary grades.

The parents of these children will work longer
hours and many young couples will earn less

community and business leaders all need a deeperthan their own parents did 20 years ago. In-

understanding of changing social circumstances,

come polarization is increasing between a core

the pressures these place on families, the needsgroup of older, highly skilled workers with
these pressures create, and the effects these factorgood benefits and a group of mostly younger

have on children. In turn, policies to support chil-

workers with low skills and precarious jobs.

dren must be based on evidence rather than on The real annual earnings of young people aged

speculation or outdated notions of family life.

Our Children’s Likely Future

In polling data and through public dialogue,
Canadians are quick to agree on what they want for
all children. They want them to be safe, secure, well
fed, loved, and ready to learn at school and through-
out their lives. Canadians would also agree that
they want these children to grow up to be honest,
hard-working citizens who have the capacity
needed to master new technologies, thrive in a
knowledge-based society, participate fully in com-
munity life, and nurture their own children and
grandchildren.

18 to 24, before taxes and transfers, have de-
clined by 30 percent in the last 15 years. This
is likely to have devastating effects on those
young families with children born in the year
2000.

The “time crunch” parents experience will be
severe as they struggle to balance employment
with their family responsibilities. Despite the joys
and rewards, having young children is reported
as the main reason for a worsened relationship
in the employment-family balance: 40 percent
of employed mothers and 25 percent of em-
ployed fathers experience high levels of family-
employment conflict, and 50 percent of parents
report difficulty in managing their family time.
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Box 1-1
Changing Employment Patterns in Canada

1. The proportion of single-earner husband-wife families has dropped 36 percent inetadesd from 59 percent 1967 to
23 percent in 1996. Similarly, among all families, the proportion of dual-earner husband-wife families has risen 27 pprcent in
three decades, from 33 percenilB67 to 60 percent in 1996.

2. The labour force participation of women aged 25 to 54 rose from 52 percent in 1976 to 75 percent in 1994 (“labpur force
participation” is defined as people who @&mployedor actively looking for work Among all women in families whosg¢
youngest child was aged 3 to 5 years, 47 percentevepboyedn 1981, compared to 61 percent in 1996.

3. Between 1991 and 1995, the “casualization” of the labour force has seen contract, temporary and seasonal erhployment
increase from 5 to 12 percent. More people are self-employed. Most of these workers do not have any form of social protection,
benefits or economic security. This trend has been driven to some extent by both the growth of services and the growing use of
“contracting out” by large companies and governments.

4. Canadians work more hours per year when compared to most Europeans, although less than Americans. An index dgveloped to
compare the actual annual hours of employment per person (in part-time and full-time employment) illustratgs these
differences. In 1997, with the United States indexed at 100, other countries compare as follows: 90.39 for Canada, 88 30 for th
United Kingdom, 83.11 for France, 80.32 for Switzerland, 79.86 for Germany, 78.99 for West Germany, 78.94 for Bweden,
and 71.16 for Norway.

5. In Canada, the rate of “involuntary part-time employment” (part-time workers who would rather be in full-time jobs)|tripled
between 1976 and 1995, from 12 to 36 percent of all part-time workers.

6. Almost half of Canadians (46 percent) today are experiencing a moderate to high level of stress as a result of tryivey o bala

employment with their family lives versus 27 percent in 1989. Finding this baladiégcislt or very difficultfor 28 percent of

Canadians versus 20 percent just 10 years ago. The number of days of paid work missed due to the stress and difficulty

experienced in trying to balance the employment-family interface has also increased in the past decade. The overal gosts of th

lost productivity, however, are difficult to measure.

7. The average net income of households in Canada in 1996 was $37,000 — a drop of about $2,400 (6 percent) since 1989. A more
dramatic change has been experienced by young people aged 18 to 24 whose real annual earnings (before taxes ahd transfers)
has declined by 30 percent in the last 15 years.

8. In 1970, lone mothers made up 24 percent of the bottom 10 percent of Canadian earners. By 1995, lone mothers made up
40 percent of the bottom 10 percent of Canadian earners.

Source: See Appendix A for a detailed list of data sources.

« If current trends continue, many children born «
in the year 2000 are likely to experience eco-
nomic vulnerability. Between 1989 and 1996, the
total number of poor children in Canada (living
in families whose total income before taxes
falls below Statistics Canada’s low income
cut-off) increased by 60 percent or 564,000 chil-
dren. The number of poor children living tiwo-
parent familiesincreased by 43 percent, while
those living inlone-parent familiesncreased by
92 percent.
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Children in poor and low-income families will be
disadvantaged in multiple ways, such as being at
risk from living in neighbourhoods that are un-
safe, that have fewer resources and supports, and
that have lower levels of community or social
cohesion. Yet, these disadvantages can be par-
tially offset by strengths such as adequate income
and effective parenting. With a combination of good
employer policies and supportive neighbourhood
programs, parents can spend the quality time with
their children that leads to better outcomes.



Box 1-2
The Experience of Children in Today’s Families

1. Based on Statistics Canada’s definition of a “census fanmalyu¢rently married or common law couple with or withoj
never-married childreror a single parent with never-married children in the same dwé|li®@ percent of Canadians live
families.

2. Ofthe 8.1 million census families in Canada, 5.3 million of them have children living at home.

3. Divorce and separation rates have tripled in the past 20 years and the majority of children under 12 remain with the
after separation.

4. Among 10- to 11-year-old children in 1994, 76 percent were living in intact families, 9 percent were in step-familieledr,
families, and 16 percent were in lone-parent families.

5. Between 1989 and 1996, the number of children living in very expensive rental housing increased by 91 percent.
6. Research shows that good parenting matters for children of all ages and the effects of responsive parenting on plog

behaviour increases as children age. Responsive parenting practices generally decrease as children age, however
when they have the most beneficial effects on children’s behaviour.
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7. Some research shows that a grepteportion of poor children experience developmental challenges. Developmental ¢lelays

are experienced by 25 percent of children in low-income families (annual household income under $30,000) versus
in middle-income families ($30,000 to $60,000), and 9 percent in upper income families (over $60,000). Househol
also appears to be a determinant of family functioning when the proportion of families experiencing difficulties is ca
Of children living in households considered dysfunctional, 15 percent are lower income, 8 percent are middle ing
5 percent are higher income househdlds.

8. When population data are considered, the aotwaberof children experiencing challenges is much greater for higher ing
groups. Using data from thidational Longitudinal Swey of Childrerand Youthresearchers have calculated the frequenc]
impaired social relationships and the presence of one or more behavioural problems in children aged 4 to 11, as
number of children aged 6 to 11 who have repeated a grade — across four income levels (see Table 1-1). When the
are aggregated, it can be seen that among children who experience difficulties, 70 percent are living in families with
above Statistics Canada’s low-income cut-off (LICO) while only 30 percent are living in families with incomes bel
LICO and, therefore, are classifiedgsor or very poor

1  Some policymakers note that discussions of adequate family or household income are not complete without considerasiontoétf
there are trade-offs to be made between the public provision of adequate income benefits, whether provided as sociaressistaloc
benefits, and employment disincentives, including marginal tax rates. While it is important to note that debate contiengsoyveent
incentives and disincentives, it is beyond the scope of this report to suggest specific levels of household income thatormiditied
adequate to meet family needs. This is more appropriately left to be determined through democratic public debate amarge ofi
stakeholders.

Source: See Appendix A for a detailed list of data sources.
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« While most of the children born in the year 2000 blended or step-family at some point during their

will probably live with both their parents  childhood.
throughout childhood, many others are likely to
experience life in a variety of different kinds of It is not only children at risk of experienci

ng

families as a result of their parents’ changing poverty and economic difficulties who face chal-

relationships. Some are apt to live in a lone-lenges. The stress experienced by families tod

ay is

parent family for some years, and from an earlyhaving ramifications on children at all income levels,

age. These children are also likely to live in a as shown in Table 1-1.

THE WELL-BEING OF CANADA'S CHILDREN | 13



Table 1-1
Challenges Faced by All Children

Key: LICO = Statistics Canada'’s low-income cut-off.
Very poor = Family income is below 75 percent of the LICO (less than $23,303).
Poor = Family income is 75 to 100 percent of the LI@0Om $23,303 to $31,071).
Not poor, low income = Family income is up to 25 percent above the LICO $8dm072 to $38,838).
All others = Family income is more than 25 percent above the LICO ($38,839 or more).

Number of children by income level

Not poor,

Challenges children face Very poor Poor low income All others Total
Children aged 4-11 with one or more

emotional or behavioural problems 122,357 60,858 63,508 367,430 614,1
Children aged 4-11 with impaired

social relationships 27,404 8,288 10,317 35,003 81,012
Children aged 6-11 who have repeated

a grade at school 34,060 12,622 16,649 60,620 123,951
Children aged 6-11 with one or more

of the above challenges 115,818 54,414 58,818 336,269 565,319
Proportion of children aged 6-11 with

one or more challenges (percent) 20.5 9.6 10.4 59.5 100.

1 The family income categories used in Magional Longitudinal Survey of Children and Yo@i#LSCY) and shown in this table are
calculated based on a four-person household in large urban areas with populations over 500,000. In the NLSCY, the catdgmg aho
“not poor, low income” is defined by Statistics Canada@goorwhereas the category shown here as “all others” is defined by Statisti
Canada awell-off.

Source: Statistics Canada (1899

Behind this range of statistical observations is athe public, private and voluntary sectors also have a
sociological fact. Canadian families and the childrensignificant impact on how families cope. Raisel
within them are never static, either in their situa- policies can ignore families, leaving them to strug-
tions or their needs. Marital status, employmentgle on their own, or they can help families meet
status, and the presence of dependent children “catimeir changing and varied needs. Community
all change from one year to the next — and often do'groups, through their policies, can provide services
(Norris and Webber, 1999, 17). Some ifaes climb such as home visiting and parent-toddler programs
out of poverty or into more comfortable lives as par-that support families in their parenting goals. Gov-
ents find employment, pool resources with otherernment policies, whether addressed directly to
adults, or gain access to new social benefits. Otherfamilies or affecting them indirectly through em-
suddenly become dramatically more vulnerable beployment and tax policy, for example, also have a
cause of job losses or family breakdown. When amajor impact on how families cope when they are
new baby is added to the already heavy load ofthreatened by change — and on whether families
employment and family responsibilities, many par- truly flourish when times are good.
ents suddenly find themselves struggling to stretch
the hours of the day and avoid destructive stress. In the recent past, the support for families pro-

vided by government included universal education

These dynamics are not the result of individualand health care, as well as some limited recognition
and family choices alone. The policies of employers inof the costs of raising children through family
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allowances and tax deductions. However, the majoworking hours and uncertainty about employment
investment of government was in a safety net forare creating levels of stress that are harming the
the poorest families, distributed through social health of many adults and interfering with their
assistance and through help with basic needs oparenting capacities.
supports such as child care subsidies. The family
was primarily responsible for child development  Another dimension of the restructuring of the
unless there was evidence that a child was nelabour force is the dramatic increase in female
glected or abused. In that event, the state toolkabour force participation, including that of mothers
control from the family, and often took the child as of young children. One benefit has been the oppor-
well. tunity for women to experience the economic au-
tonomy and personal satisfaction associated with
This reflects an approach to government-family paid employment. However, this adds to parental
interaction that made targetting low-income fami- stress related to the need for new mothers to recover
lies and at-risk children the focus of family policy from childbirth and the desire of parents to spend
for many years. Now, however, there is more dis-the time they need to bond with and nurture their
cussion about the risks of developmental delays angloung children. This new employment pattern also
about fostering the transition of parents from socialcreates pressing needs for nonparental child care and
assistance to employment. These topics have arisefior new ways of reconciling two major and often
because we know more about how critical child competing responsibilities — family and employment.
development is to human, social and economic
development. They have also come to the fore Our studies, and a wide range of other research,
because of the specific forces for change experifind that many employees are demanding better and
enced in Canada in recent decades. more family-friendly policies from employers.
Some can vote with their feet, seeking and taking
new jobs where their burdens will be recognized
1.2 The Forces for Change and they will be better supported. Others, however,
do not have this option and need more support from
Social and economic changes (highlighted inemployers and governments in the form of regula-
Boxes 1-1 and 1-2) and the policy environmentstions, legislation and programs.
that affect them, can be clustered into three broad
categories. These are restructured employment pat- Restructured FamiliesSocial and demographic
terns, restructured families, and changing approacheshanges such as divorce, remarriage, lone parent-
to policy. hood, and immigration have created a diversity of
family structures not previously seen in Canada.
Restructured Employment Patterndncome  Communities and employers, as well as govern-
security is no longer generated by employment.ments, have been called on to develop programs
Even two-income families may not earn enough torecognizing that the two-parent family with a parent
raise a family. There has been a significant polar-who stays at home for an extended period of time is
ization of the labour force into high and low earn- much less common than in the past.
ers, which has made it difficult for many workers to
avoid or escape from poverty even by working Parents are now living in sometimes happy,
full-time. The average annual income of house-sometimes stressful situations of blended families,
holds in Canada has been stagnant for much of theone parenthood, and intact families (sometimes
1990s (in constant 1997 dollars) and even declinedvith same sex parents). The needs of such diverse
slightly between 1996 and 1997 (Statistics Canadafamilies, at various points in each family's life
199&). Precarious forms of self-employment are course, vary tremendously and therefore can seem
also increasing (Hughes, 1999). Moreover, irregularwidely divergent. The fact that family needs change
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over time helps explain the apparent contradictionss a decline in the belief that the use of passive
or ambivalence that people express in their preferincome support is “a way of addressing social
ences for different kinds of policy support. problems,” government is nonetheless identified by
Canadians as “the prime agent for achieving societal
Changing Approaches to PolicyNew social, goals” (1999, v and iii).
demographic and economic realities have resulted
in an alteration of policy approaches in the last few
decades. Three significant changes are happeninGhallenges Families Face
simultaneously, producing results that are not al-
ways coherent. It is clear that the economy is no longer the same
as it was, communities are no longer the same as
First, disappointment with the performance of they once were, families no longer have precisely
post-war social policy has led governments to re-the same needs as they had in the past, and the
think their delivery of social assistance and otherreasons underlying children’s varied needs and ca-
benefits. Employability and encouraging the move pabilities are becoming more widely understood.
from welfare to employment has become a primaryEconomic, social and political restructuring pro-
goal in many jurisdictions within and outside of cesses are placing enormous pressures on Canadian
Canada, thereby bringing adjustments to existingparents and their children. These combine to create
policy practices. The design of such programs hashallenges for families related to:
effects on whether or not families have income
security as well as the tools to become truly self-- Lack of societal recognition and government sup-
sufficient (educational upgrading, child care ser- port for the high costs of raising children, in terms
vices, low-wage supplements). These programs also of both monetary costs and costs to parents’
have an effect on whether or not families have careers
access to adequate income, through employment
and with the assistance of government as needed. - Limited access to high quality nonparental devel-
opmental child care for both employed and stay-
Second, new information on the links between at-home parents
health and child development points to the benefits
of nurture and the need for adequate services for A time crunch for parents trying to balance em-
infants and young children. Some research clearly ployment with family life as they earn income and
highlights the risks associated with not paying atten- provide care and nurture in their families and
tion to family needs and describes the likely impacts communities
of inaction on further family poverty and compro-
mised child development. For example, McCain ands Minimal access to family-friendly workplaces
Mustard (1999) illustrate the gradient between low
and high income and the impact of that on socials Economic insecurity arising from non-standard
prosperity and healthy child development. They and and fluctuating employment patterns as well as
others argue convincingly that new knowledge has from the multiplication of low-end, low-paid and
shown an investment in social capital is not only often part-time jobs
essential but requires an urgent policy response.
+ Child and family poverty, and
Third, Canadians have changed their views on
government, as Ekos Research Associates found in Social and physical isolation and related chal-
its 1999 studyRethinking GovernmentThis re- lenges, experienced to a disproportionate degree
search shows that Canadians still have a “desire for by lone-parent families, immigrant families and
active, humanistic government.” Thus, while there Aboriginal families.
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Parents now require more and different kinds ofin tandem at the outset and some are already under
support to enable them to meet the needs of theidevelopment. For example, Canadians must first set
children. Past policies, which focussed primarily on goals for the outcomes we want our children to
meeting the needs of workers who were temporarilyachieve. Yet, there is no direct link from goals to
unemployed or who were considered unemploy-outcomes. Rather, a nhumber of policies must mix
able, are no longer meeting family needs. This hagogether to fosteenabling conditionswhich, as a
generated new policy approaches, internationallycomplete package, can lead to better outcomes for
and in Canada, to address the many issues familieshildren.
face. New employment patterns, different forms of
family composition, an aging population, and new We conclude from our analysis of the research
knowledge about child development have com-that the numerous factors associated with child
bined to place a sustainable economic and sociabutcomes cluster into three broad categories, termed
future for Canada at the forefront of policy debates.enabling conditions, to: (1) generate adequate family

income, (2) nurture effective parenting practices,

There is now a wide array of models for support-and (3) mobilize communities to providepport-
ing families with children that share considerable ive environments for children and their families.
common ground and offer many examples of best
practices. However, there is no single approach to How do we create and strengthen enabling con-
policy that qualifies as “one size fits all” and could ditions? This complex challenge is sketched in
serve as a model for Canada as a whole. Even wheigure 1-2.
governments and other policymakers announce the
same goals, they may attempt to achieve these As shown in the diagrangoals for childrenand
through radically different means. Often these dif- enabling conditionsare part of a feedback loop,
ferences respond more to differing notions of whatwhich can contribute to improved child outcomes.
is an appropriate level of intervention to support Other parts of a societal strategy for children play
family needs, rather than to any difference in theinto this loop. These include policy goals and in-
fiscal constraints facing these policymakers. struments as well as mechanisms for regularly mea-

suring, monitoring and reporting child outcomes,

There is, however, a generally increased underincluding the research needed to support these ef-
standing that meeting the needs of families andforts. In turn, widely reported evidence-based find-
fostering the health and well-being of children is aings about child outcomes (and the status of their
shared responsibility of parents, employers, com-contributing factors) can stimulate new corrective
munities, public institutions and governments. Both actions to improve child outcomes on an ongoing
critical thinking and imagination are required of all basis.
these stakeholders if policy innovation is to respond
adequately to the varied needs of all parents to help This complex challenge is by no means easily
them realize the full potential of their children. The addressed. It requires joint action by a variety of
guestion that remains is how to create a sharegbersons and institutions outside the family, as well
vision that will lead to a societal strategy and joint support for the family so it can do its best. All of
action on behalf of Canada’s young children. the stakeholders shown in the diagram can make

a difference in the lives of children. In order to
. coordinate actions among them, we propose a pol-

1.3 A Societal Strategy for icy blueprint for long-term action. As described in
Children Chapter 5, this blueprint is designed to show how
actions taken in one quarter can reinforce and build

A societal strategy for children consists of upon the actions taken in another. Before we pre-
several parts. A number of components can be builsent this analysis, however, we provide additional
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Figure 1-2
Components of a Societal Strategy for Children

Outcome definition,
measurement and

reporting
Adequate \
income \ / / Stakeholders
+ Families
. IMPROVED i
. Neighbourhood
e ———  Enabling CHILD Goalsfor | comminiies

parenting conditions

OUTCOMES children | £oiovers
Supportive + Public institutions
communities + Governments

Policy goals and instruments
used in the public, private and
voluntary sectors

background information for understanding other  They can reinforce each other in setting goals for
parts of this complex issue that can lead Canadianshildren, measuring child outcomes, and analyzing
to a societal strategy for children. Here we will the factors that contribute to the outcomes
simply and briefly introduce the notion of child achieved. Together, they can be used to determine
outcomes, shown at the centre of Figure 1-2, as wellwhat progress is being made and guide researchers
as the enabling conditions that are fostered by an their study of different child outcomes and the
good policy mix. factors that contribute to them. Consultation on
goal setting and consistent reporting of results,
arising from the findings of evidence-based out-
Goals for Children and Child Outcomes come research, can also help policymakers set pri-
orities for short-term goals and long-term strategies
The National Children’s Agenda is engaged in ato support Canadian children and their families.
public consultation process designed to set a vision
and goals for Canadian children. The goals will also Some of CPRN’s research studies make signifi-
be based, in part, on new research about chil&cant contributions to these initiatives. For example,
outcomes. TheNational Longitudinal Survey of Tipper and Avard (1999) have identified a great
Children and Youttand other research on the early deal of convergence across the different disciplines
years is already tracking child outcomes and identi-that are exploring child development. As described
fying the many factors associated with them. Althoughmore fully in Chapter 2, there is agreement that
these consultation and research initiatives are beinggood” child outcomes are associated with: (1) the
developed simultaneously, they can build on eachachievement of a spectrumsifige salient develop-
other’s learning and strengths. mental tasks meaning the markers or milestones
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that most children could be expected to achieve byphysical health and development, behaviour, social
specific ages according to their inherent biological relationships, achievement at school, and so forth.
endowments, (2) the attainmenttoiman capital What these data cannot say is why. Many re-
meaning the acquisition of knowledge and skills searchers are, therefore, involved in analyzing the
needed to make a productive contribution to the econaumerous factors or “inputs” that have a strong
omy, and (3) the demonstration sxfcial capacity  statistical association with specific child outcomes.
meaning the presence of empathy for others thafThese factors include family income, family com-

reflects concern for family, friends, community mem- position, parenting practices, neighbourhood com-
bers, society as whole, and the larger environment.  position, and many other variables.

Research on child outcomes is moving from a re- Also important is the assessment of family and
liance onnegative outcome indicatorg.g., infant community assets and deficits. For example, infor-
mortality, low birth weight, teen suicide) towards the mation is needed about the access parents and care-
identification of a set opositive outcome goaldor givers have to formal and informal supports, as
children that emphasize developmental potential andvell as data on whether they use the supports that
achievement (e.g., hormal birth weight, social compe-are available to them. Data are also needed about
tence, skill and knowledge acquisition, having a basiche availability of specialized services for disabled
sense of trust in the world). Research is also shiftingchildren, Aboriginal families, immigrant families,
from a focus on mere survival to a focus on well- and so forth.
being. Finally, it is placing less of an emphasis on the
preparation for adulthood, or what children will be- In Canada, thé&ational Longitudinal Survey of
come as contributing members of society, and greateChildren and YouthNLSCY) is providing a rich
emphasis on the determinants of health and well-beingesource for this work, which will allow us to track
during childhood, a clear recognition of the inherentthe same children and their families over time.
value of children as people. Researchers are beginning to learn which factors

change over time, and how. This is leading to a

As we will see in Chapter 2, the insight about greater understanding of how specific factors con-
measuring positive outcomes is not yet predomi-tribute to better — or worse — outcomes for Canadian
nant. Nonetheless, a successful system of outcomehildren and their families.
measurement that is closely tied to the policy pro-
cess can serve four key functions. First, it can Studies also find that many factors intersect to
strengthen the policy design, resource allocationaffect child outcomes. Box 1-3 provides a very
policy delivery, and policy evaluation processes. brief summary of some research on child outcomes
Second, it can help those working in partnershipand the factors contributing to them. For ease of
across governments, sectors and community ageninderstanding, these factors have been clustered
cies focus on key goals for children and take jointaccording to what we term the three enabling condi-
action to achieve desired child outcomes. Third, ittions that contribute to good child outcomes: ade-
can help address citizen demands for greater govguate income, effective parenting, and supportive
ernment accountability for policy outcomes. Fi- community environments. More examples of emerg-
nally, it can be one means of strengtheninging research in this area are provided in Chapter 2.
Canada’s social union by achieving consistency on
pan-Canadian principles of child development. Creating a Societal Strategy for Children

Enabling Conditions and Child Outcomes As part of a societal strategy for children, we
need to translate the values that Canadians hold

New information about child outcomes provides about children into actions that will meet the

a snapshot of how children are doing in terms ofvaried needs of all of Canada’s children and their

THE WELL-BEING OF CANADA'S CHILDREN | 19



Box 1-3

Enabling Conditions and
Some Factors Affecting Child Outcomes

Adequate IncomeAdequate family income is needed
meet the physical needs of children for food, shelter

clothing. Beyond these basic needs, however, adequat

come is needed to promote the social development of chil
by including them in community life, nurturing their talen

and ensuring they can participate with their peers in hesg
and stimulating activities. &ent research using data frg

the NLSCY examined 27 elements of child development

found that “in 80 per cent of the variables examined, the 1|

of negative child outcomes and the likelihood of poor livi

conditions were noticeably higher for children living in fani-

lies with incomes below $30,000. This was also true

50 per cent of the variables examined for children living
families with incomes below $40,000” (Ross and Rob¢

1999, x-ix).

Effective Parenting:Parents struggle to schedule qual

time with their children, concerned that without parer]

nurturing, children may develop behavioural problems or

behind in school. Many parents sgze in more time with

their children by giving up on other activities related

employment, in the community, with their partners a

friends, and for themselves. Research based on the NL
examined the influences of parental involvement (times
week the parent engages the child in talking, read
playing, laughing, praising, and doing special things)
behaviour and preschool vocabulary, controlling for soq
economic variables such as family income and parental
cation. Results indicate that children who experience hig
levels of parental involvement have fewer behavioural dis
ders and exhibit more positive social behaviour. The effed
parental involvement on these outcomes is greater thar
effect of socio-economic status and family structure (C
and Willms, 1998).

Supportive Community EnvironmentsNeighbourhood af-
fluence, which is associated with greater neighbourh
safety, is beneficial to children. Children living in unsg
neighbourhoods are at greater risk of achieving lower sc

on tests of both cognitive and behavioural competefce.

Neighbourhood safety is enhanced where communi
share values and common expectations. Factors that im(
neighbourhood quality for all children include the avg
ability and accessibility of recreational spaces, paredtier
programs, quality child care, and after-school progra
(Kohen, 1998).

social trends and changes in family life that have
occurred in the past 30 years, the recent restruc-
turing of the Canadian welfare state has thus far
been more responsive to the changing global
economy. Indeed, economic goals have become the
o drivers” of many actions and even of the way we
bnd think about the world. One effect of this primarily
e ineconomic response is that citizens are encouraged
frento turn first to non-state mechanisms of support
lst’hysuch as family, community and voluntary organi-
, ~ zations before turning to the government for

bnd assistance (Baker, 1997, 11).

sks

n

There is no doubt that the concerted effort of

for these stakeholders, and many others, is needed to
in help Canadian families surmount the pressures and
' meet the new needs they face as a result of this
extended period of social and economic upheaval.
Yet the mobilization of such support also requires
the type of leadership, coordination and policy
clout that only governments — backed by the legiti-
to Macy of democracy — can bring to bear. Accord-
hd ingly, issues of reinvestment are increasingly on the
SCYagenda.

per

ng,

on  For much of this century, “the family” has been
io- treated as the basic unit of economic, physical and
Eﬁ;‘emotional support in society. When the government
or. did get involved in family life, at least in North

t of America, it often has not done so on the basis of
theinformed policy about how people actually live or
Pok why they live this way. Instead, programs and poli-
cies were “often based on preconceived notions
about the preferred structure of families, the roles
bod Of women in families, the responsibilities of parents
fe toward their children, and the reason behind the

P'®Sneed for social assistance” (Baker, 1994, 2).

ty
tal
Fall

fies
rove

y In order to mobilize support and assistance from
| -

a full range of stakeholders, societal action needs to
ms be based on research evidence about policy tools
and their effectiveness and the democratic values
held by citizens. Both aspects are critical. Different

parents, now and into the future. To create

societal strategy for children, it will be necess
to address Canada’s social deficit. Despite
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held by Canadians about child and family policy policy mix developed as part of a societal strategy
provides some clear direction about the types offor children. For example, as reported by Michalski
government actions that would be endorsed by(1999, vi), Canadians have consistently stated that:
citizens who want to help families with young

children address their varied and pressing needs. « Children are a high priority for public spending

« Healthy child development in the early years
1.4 Values and Preferences for requires a sustained high investment by all stake-

Child and Family Policies holders, and

Policy that leads to sustainable social and eco- Health care and education are essentials that
nomic development, while keeping children at the should continue to be the backbone of Canada’s
centre of inquiry, can be enhanced by understanding universal social programs.
popular assumptions and values held about children,
the labour market participation of parents, and the Table 1-2 presents a summary analysis of polling
relationship between families and the state. Reli-results on issues related to family life. It highlights
able access to this kind of information is limited, issues about which a clear majority of Canadians
however, by the kinds of data collected on values. agree (70 percent of the population or higher). As a

counterpoint, it also lists related issues about which

Generally, public opinion polling provides a Canadians have mixed feelings, either because they
“fuzzy” snapshot of values over time. The limita- are personally torn about how best to balance their
tions of the data relate to: (1) non-standardizedfamily lives with employment or because they are
questions, which may be embedded with bias anduncertain about what would be the best course of
posed to different audiences by different agents insocietal action.
different ways, (2) irregular collection periods, and
(3) the receipt of “top of the mind” responses, As the table shows, a majority of Canadians
which do not reveal the assumptions or valuesunderstand a great deal about the realities of
underlying the opinions that are expressed.women’s labour force participation. They know that
Nonetheless, these data provide the only informawomen form a significant portion of the labour
tion available about how Canadian opinions haveforce and that women'’s participation in paid em-
changed over extended periods of time. ployment is a fact of life in Canadian society. They

also realize that most women prefer to be em-

A second approach to understanding social valueployed, even when they have young children. Ironi-
involves exploring citizens’ opinions in depth, to cally, they also believe that women shoulat be
raise underlying assumptions to the surface througkemployed when their children are young.
facilitated “deliberative dialogue” on specific is-
sues. This approach involves making trade-offs Some of these mixed feelings likely arise from
among difficult policy choices and has been used byparents’ longing to spend time with their babies and
CPRN since 1995 to develop a clearer picture,young children, bonding with them, caring for
albeit still a snapshot, of Canadian values on certaithem, and nurturing their early development. Others
themes. This ongoing research into participatorylikely follow from the current, very real difficulty
democracy has been furthered by CPRN through itparents have balancing their family and employ-
theme-based public dialogue project The Societyment responsibilities.

We Want.
A majority of Canadians also understand that jobs

This combination of different data sources pointsare essential for both fighting poverty and supporting
to a number of components that should inform theCanadian families. They realize that government
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Table 1-2
Summary Analysis of Opinion Poll Results

Shared opinions (70 percent +) Conflicting and conflicted opinions

Women'’s labour force participation Women'’s labour force participation

- most women prefer to work outside the home, at least parte a majority agree that, for the benefit of children, women

time, even when they have young children shouldnot be in the labour force when children are youn
- women are an increasingly large, permanent and necessary yet, majorities also agree that many womeedto work

part of the labour force for pay and that their paid work is a necessary part of th
- women are as competent as men, yet are routinely labour force

disadvantaged in the labour force - most women alspreferto be in the labour force, at least

- women ideally should not work outside the home when they part-time, even when their children are young
have young children

Child care Child care

« achild care system needs to be in place for everyone who* €anadians are uncertain about whefhslic support for
needs such services, with the costs to be shared across the child care should be universal or targetted to those in

public and private sectors and by parents poverty _ _ _
- Canadians are uncertain about who shputvidechild

care

- Canadians are uncertain about whether or not parents
should be “subsidized more directly” to enable them to
remain home to raise their children, often expressed as
double standard about whieservesupport and who
does not

Economic security Economic security

« jobs are critical for fighting poverty and supporting families® Canadians are deeply divided about addressing child

. government funding cuts irecent years have hurt those poverty with income supports to parents (e.g., for fear of
living in poverty creating welfare dependency, they stress the need for “sjlict
- the loss of job security has meant raising children has criteria”)

become more of a challenge
- employers should be doing more to help families balance
employment with family life

Policy preferences Policy preferences

- a combination of child care and parental leave is needed te Canadians are uncertain about which level of governme

help balance employment with family life (federal, provincial or municipal) should assume a
« increased public funding, including higher taxes, is leadership role in developing child centred policies
endorsed for services targetted to support children « there is no “ground swell” of support for extended

maternity benefits

Source: Adapted from Michalski (1999, 51-53).

funding cuts have hurt those living in poverty and Based on the polling data reviewed, a majority of
know that job insecurity has made raising a family Canadians support increased public funding, in-
more of a challenge. Canadians also maintain thatluding higher taxes, for services earmarked to
employers should be doing more to help familiessupport children. They would also prefer a policy mix
balance employment with their family responsibilities. that includes a combination of child care services
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and parental leave to enable parents to strike a “inadequacy,” parental “irresponsibility,” conflict-
better balance between their employment and fam- ing expectations, and generational conflicts), and
ily lives and mediate the stresses caused by their

current inability to do so (Michalski, 1999)eRent .« Solutions to social problems will not come
data also show that over two-thirds of Canadians be- quickly through technical fixes or by means of
lieve that “daycare is good for children” (Fine, 1999).  social policy alone.

As these examples show, many apparent incon- As dialogue in the deliberative discussion groups
sistencies in general values and preferencesnoved from general values and preferences to ex-
emerged from the polling data. This may be partlyplicit policy choices, shared opinions and general
explained by the fact that respondents may haveagreement about the nature of pressures faced by
been focussed on the particular needs they wergamilies did not always translate into endorsement
facing in their families at the time they were surveyed. of the same policy options. However, in most cases,

the sustained dialogue within discussion groups

led to personal reflection, reconsideration of initial
Probing the Depths positions, a willingness to compromise and, ulti-

mately, agreement on a number of key policy areas

A significant drawback of polling results is that affecting families.
data can report what people think, off the top of
their heads, but cannot explain why they value or Table 1-3 presents a summary analysis of the
prefer the things they do. In order to reveal a deepepolicy preferences that emerged from these deliber-
understanding of why Canadians prefer some polative discussions. These preferences include a set of
icy choices over others to support children and“essential requirements” to support families and
families, and to explore some of the mixed feelingstwo distinct policy mixes, which would direct pol-
shown in polls, we must turn to an analysis of theicy support in different ways. The approach to
results of choice deliberation exercise§hese policy support developed in Policy Mix 1 is de-
results provide a deeper understanding of the ratiosigned to meet the varied needs of different kinds of
nale underlying public opinion. Deliberative dis- families. In contrast, the approach developed in
cussions conducted by CPRN within the context ofPolicy Mix 2 is to target policy support only to
The Society We Want public dialogue project re- some families with children.
vealed a great deal of consensus about the pressures
faced by families. For example, as reported by A high degree of consistency emerged within
Michalski (1999, 53), a majority of discussion Policy Mix 1, which generally sought to support a
group participants believe that: wide range of families in their choices and efforts to

reconcile employment and family. However, a
 Social problems are “systemic” and shaped bynumber of contradictions emerged within Policy
family transformation, an insecure labour market, Mix 2. For example, participants who preferred
and social exclusion of the poor and disadvantaged Policy Mix 2 wanted to spend public funds support-
ing stay-at-home parents in two-parent families
« The capacities of individuals and families are while, conversely, targetting lone parents for em-
threatened byexternalfactors across all income ployability programs that wouldequire them to
groups and work situations (e.g., job changes,participate in the labour force.
employment opportunities, and social policies)
Areas of divergence in the policy preferences
« The capacities of individuals and families are expressed in discussion groups reflect different
also threatened binternal factors (e.g., lack of levels of concern about the broader repercussions
knowledge about parenting practices, family particular policies might produce. For example,
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Table 1-3
Summary Analysis of Policy Preferences

Expressed policy preferences

Essential Requirements

- Make children a high priority for spending public funds

» Maintain a sustained high level of investment in healthy child development in the early years

- Keep health care and education as the backbone of universal programs

« Provide widely available programs or supports, free of charge, aimed at improving parents’ knowledge and skills
« Involve governments, public institutions, employers, communities and families in addressing systemic problems

Policy Mix 1: An Approach to Meeting the Varied Needs of Different Kinds of Families

« Help families achieve secure and continuing employment

- Promote both government leadership and private sector action to stimulate jobs, ensure job security, and offer optionfl to help
families manage the early childhood years

» Provide enhanced parental leaves
- Provide a more comprehensive and accessible system of child care, with costs shared ptrolss éinel private sectors

« Provide relatively generous income supports for unemployed or low-income parents to ensure that their children do njit grow
up in poverty
- Do notuse public funds to subsidize families who prefer or are able to have one parent stay at home with their childr

Policy Mix 2: An Approach to Targetting Support to Some Families with Children

- Provide benefits to families who prefer or are able to have one parent stay at home with their children, especially for tile
parents of young children

» Provide employability programs and targetted income supports for the unemployed, including lone mothers of young ghildren,
to force them to enter the labour market

- Provide a more comprehensive and accessible system of child care through a combipatiio ahd private sector suppor
with preferences for a “shared cost” or “sliding scale” payment system rather than a publicly funded universal progra

» Possibly add child care support or enhanced income supports for employed lone parents

Source: Adapted from Michalski (1999, 53-56).

participants generally viewed workplace measuresthat small employers would find them too expen-
as “potentially effective options” to help families sive while large employers would not reach out to a
balance employment and family life. This con- large enough number and range of families”
firmed opinion poll results, which found that (Michalski, 1999, 54). This perception fails to ac-
89 percent of those surveyed “wanted employersknowledge that governments play three roles in this
to increase their efforts to provide a better balanceprocess. First, they are large employers and, as
between work and family responsibilities” (Michalski, such, are in a position to establish precedents as
1999, 54). good employers with respect to family-friendly
employment arrangements. Second, governments
At the same time, many groups had reservationsare in a position to set standards, both in law and
about the willingness or capability of the private through regulations, which would establish mini-
sector to provide systemic solutions. They “worried mum acceptable employment standards that
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could support families with children. Third, gov- Policy Mix 1 associated income support with such
ernments can provide incentives for other policy-values and “were more likely to want enriched
makers. income supplements for those unable to work,
pointing to the failures of the economy rather than
Some policy preferences expressed in discussiopersonal failings as the roots of poverty. They were
groups seem to be closely associated with the lifealso more inclined to feel that income supports
circumstances and personal experiences of groughould be in the hands of parents, and that trust and
participants. Those who preferred Policy Mix 2 dignity were also at issue in decisions about how to
were more likely to be women in two-parent fami- eradicate child poverty” (Michalski, 1999, 56).
lies who were not currently employed. While pro-
claiming the need for choice, proponents of this mix  In some cases, this perspective may well have
expressed little empathy or understanding forbeen influenced by the life experience of partici-
women who are employed when their children arepants. For example, lone mothers on social assis-
young. In fact, they sometimes judged these choicesance were inclined to view income supports as an
as severely misguided. issue of fairness. In these and earlier group discus-
sions (see Peters, Wason, and Grasham, 1994), lone
In contrast, both working women in dual-earner mothers “defended their need for income supports
families and employed lone mothers were less tharas a basic ‘mother’s allowance’ that allowed them
enthusiastic about the option of spending publicto provide for very young children. They antici-
funds on stay-at-home mothers with young chil- pated entering the labour force in the future, while
dren. They expressed concern about the loss of bothxperiencing considerable frustration that the gen-
income and social connection that might resulteral public should continue to view them and their
from women removing themselves from the laboursituations in such a negative light” (Michalski,
market. Further, because the “time out with kids” 1999, 56).
option tended to be seen as a choice that under-
mined the option of giving more generous income Discussion group participants were uncertain
supports to poor families, lone mothers receivingabout how to address child poverty without encour-
social assistance rarely identified this element inaging “dependency.” Although many groups in-
their preferred “best mix” (Michalski, 1999, 55). cluded an income supplement for needy families in
their preferred policy mix, “they were adamant that
Another example of this type of division in there should be strict criteria in place. Groups de-
policy preferences relates to child care funding.bated which families should receive income sup-
Discussion groups “often quickly included child port, under what circumstances, and how supports
care in their best mixes. Participants who wereshould be delivered” (Michalski, 1999, 56).
more favourably disposed to this option included
employed parents (either couples or lone parents) Participants who supported Policy Mix 2 often
who already depended on some type of formal childrevealed a double standard about who they consid-
care arrangement. Others supporting such policyered to be deserving of income supports. They
mixes were employed parents who had to patchdoubted that social assistance recipients “exercised
together paid and unpaid care, often because thegufficient effort and self-reliance” yet, at the same
were not able to afford formal child care” (Michalski, time, expressed sympathy for the pressures faced
1999, 54). by employed parents. They believed that income
allowances should be available to enadiigployed
Some of the divergence expressed in policymothersto take “time out with their kids,” without
preferences appears to reflect a difference in coréncurring a loss in earnings. Conversely, they also
values related to social justice and the equitableoften believed thatinemployed mothersn social
distribution of resources. Those who preferredassistance should not be entitled to take “time out
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with their kids” but, rather, should be “compelled to and Yiptong-Avila, 1999). Other research evidence

work.” Lone parents were often targetted in terms suggests that the economic benefits of providing

of their need to “get a job” (Michalski, 1999, 56).  high quality licensed child care clearly outweigh
the costs of such an allocation of public funds

This is one example of public opinion which is (Cleveland and Krashinsky, 1998).

not grounded in fact and which cannot be the sole

basis of public policy. Discussion group partici-  While values data reflect less support for a tax-

pants widely believed that lone mothers were long-funded universal program of child care, participants

term welfare recipients. This belief is held despite were “much more likely to support shared cost

empirical data to the contrary, which indicate that, systems or proposals that included sliding scale

for most recipients, social assistance represents @ayment systems” (Michalski, 1999, 54-55). This

temporary and often transitional supplement in re-dichotomy between public values and evidence-

sponse to major life changes (Michalski, 1999, 56). based research shows why broad consultation with
parents, experts and other citizens is needed to

The issue of child care provides another exampledesign and implement a best mix of policies for

of how public opinion, while important, cannot children and families that will form part of a soci-

serve as the sole basis for public policy since it doesetal strategy for children.

not necessarily reflect a deep or fully informed

understanding of the issues at hand. Recent reDistillation of the Research Findings

search in which nearly two dozen studies examin-

ing the long-term effects of nonparental child care Box 1-4 presents a distillation of the key re-

were reviewed concludes that high quality child search findings about Canadian values and prefer-

care provides a number of benefits with respect toences for the “best policy mix” for children and

healthy child development, particularly on various their families. These findings will be consulted

indicators of educational performance and in theagain as Chapter 5 constructs the policy recommen-

realm of peer relationships (Doherty, 1996; Lipps dations that follow from this study.

Box 1-4
Recap of Values and Preferences

» Canadians value children and are willing to make them a spending priority. Most are also willing to accept a tax|increase
earmarked for children.

» They view job insecurity as a “systemic” problem for families and, consequently, endorse action at many levels: by govérnments,
public institutions, employers, communities, and families.

» Programs or supports aimed at improving parents’ knowledge and skills are favoured for families and should be widely|available
and provided free of charge.

» An accessible child care system receives stropgart as long as governments recover part of the costs from families thjat can
afford to pay.

« Differences in policy preferences arise when considering the best means to deliver income support to poor familiess@here is al
widely divergent opinion about the issue of providing income supports for parents who might prefer to take time ofit of the
labour force while their children are young.

Source: Michalski (1999, 56-57).

26 | BEST POLICY MIX FOR CANADA’S YOUNG CHILDREN



As stated in the introduction to this report, to improve child well-being. Also needed is a
CPRN’s Best Policy Mix for Children project shared language for discussions about child out-
was intended to help lay the foundation for a comes and how they relate to both the nested
societal strategy to support children and their environments in which children live and grow and
parents. In order to create a shared vision forto the enabling conditions for well-being that are
helping all young children achieve their potential, created in these environments. The next chapter of
new understandings and innovative thinking are this report lays the foundation needed to develop a
required about the types of interdependent andshared language and build a common understanding
integrated policies and programs that are neededf child outcomes.

Note

1 Original sources for these data include Duxbury, and the Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs,
Higgins, and Johnson (1999), Campaign 2000 (1998), Science and Technology (1999).
MacBride-King and Bachmann (1999), OECD (1998),
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Building Better Outcomes for Children

As Canadians have tried to adapt social programs to Nonetheless, the result of such policies, be they

accommodate restructured employment patternglirect or indirect, can be assessed by tracking child

and changing family structures, they have begun tmutcomes over time. Thus the measurement, track-

place a strong emphasis on improving the well-ing and reporting of child outcomes can play a

being of children. This has led to the study of child crucial role in creating and strengthening a societal

outcomes as an integral part of these new ways o$trategy for children.

thinking about policies that support children and

their families. For example, the National Children’'s Agenda
vision document and its companion report on mea-

In general terms, child outcomes refer to measuresuring child well-being and monitoring progress,
of physical, emotional and behavioural achieve-released in May 1999, states that a key requirement
ments or failures, relative to an age-specific peerfOl‘ building a national children’s agenda is better
group. As noted in Chapter 1, numerous factorsinformation. The importance of measuring and re-
have a strong statistical association with specificporting child outcomes is described as follows:
child outcomes. These include family income, family
composition, parenting practices, neighbourhood Both within and outside governments, there is
composition, and so forth. These inputs combine to  9roWing consensus on the need for ongoing,
create the three enabling conditions that can lead '€iable and timely information on children’s

to improved child outcomes: adequate income, ef- well-being and development to guide our actions
P ’ q ' on their behalf. Regular measuring and reporting

fective parenting and supportive community envi- ¢ ow children are doing in key areas of their
ronments. lives, and key influences on their well-being,
builds our awareness, understanding and commit-
Some of the factors that contribute to desirable ment. It tells us whether Canada’s boys and girls
child outcomes can be altered by the use of specific are developing on track. It offers “warning signals”
policy instruments. For other outcomes, the link to ~ @Pout areas where we still need to focus our efforts.
policy is much more indirect and mediated by a " jo. doing, it prl_owdeskg powerful tool to inform
ey of other social and economic actors. Fur- 21, "PVE POIG/Tkng lo enure ot ctons
ther complexity arises due to the fact that, in addi-
tion to governments, many other policymakers in  Regular monitoring of children’s well-being will
the nested environments in which children live also  allow us to track our progress in achieving our

make, or fail to make, policies that affect families  shared goals for Canadian children, and is particu-
with young children. larly important at a time when Canada, like other



countries, is in the midst of extraordinary techno-
logical, social and economic change. Many of the
influences on children — in their families, neigh-
bourhoods and communities — are changing. For
example, there have been significant shifts in
family structure and work patterns. We need to
track these changes, and the changes in children’s
outcomes, to better respond to children’s needs
(Federal-Provincial-Territorial Council on Social
Policy Renewal, 1999 2).

some trends in the government policy design and
implementation process.

2.1 A Synopsis of

Some Research on
Child Outcomes

CPRN's research reports about outcomes for

Once broad-based agreement on goals for childreghildren involved:

is reached, the ongoing measurement and reporting

of outcome indicators will allow Canadians to see-
the progress being made to improve the lives of
young children and their families. Beyond this fun-
damental reason for evaluating child outcomes, the
measurement of outcome indicators can also serve
several related ends. By integrating the analysis of
child outcomes into the policy process, outcome
measurement can:

« Strengthen the policy design, resource allocation,
policy delivery, and policy evaluation processes
of all policymakers

« Help those working in partnership across govern-
ments, sectors and community agencies focus on
key goals for children and take joint action to .
achieve desired child outcomes

« Help address citizens’ demands for greater gov-

Scanning existing research for evidence about
policy and program effectiveness

Rethinking how child outcomes are examined,
both to create a holistic way of looking at out-
comes across developmental age ranges, and to
integrate the perspectives of different, and some-
times competing, disciplines

Exploring the use of child outcomes to measure
accountability for child and family policy

Examining microdata sets to compare child out-
comes in five countries, and

Examining microdata sets to compare child out-
comes across Canadian provinces.

Our scan of the research evidence found that the

ernment accountability for policy outcomes, and literature on policies and programs for children is
generally descriptive or prescriptive, but rarely
- Be one means of strengthening Canada’s sociaévaluative. Few interventions have been examined for
union by achieving consistency on pan-Canadiantheir effects on childoutcomes The evaluative
principles of child development. research that does exist generally examines the
effectiveness of “professional interventions” in
Therefore, this chapter provides a brief intro- achieving prograngoals most often at the level of
duction to the study of child outcomes in order to individual program interventions. This approach
build a common understanding of them through thelargely ignores “community-based interventions”
use of a shared language. It provides a synopsis ads objects of study, particularly provincial child health
some emerging research on child outcomes andhitiatives and federal programs such as the Canada
discusses severatew approaches to outcome Prenatal Nutrition Program and the Community
measurement. It clarifies how governments areAction Program for Children (CAP-C).
expanding their use of performance accountabil-
ity for child and family policy to include the mea- There is little evidence about the effects existing
surement of child outcomes. Finally, it highlights programs have on outcomes for children and youth.
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There is virtually no research evidence about thehigh quality child care would improve child well-
potential benefits of adapting the existing social being more than cash transfers or tax reductions for
infrastructure versus creating new targetted pro-families would. The provision of high quality child
grams. Similarly, there is a dearth of evaluative care would also remove a significant hurdle for
research about community development initiativesparents who wish to be employed, eliminate the ill
intended to increase social cohesion by buildingeffects of low quality, unregulated care to which
cooperation, trust and community empowerment.many parents must currently resort, and promote
There is minimal research into the specific effectsenhanced school readiness in children.
on children of programs that include clusters of
interventions. Studies that examine the effects of Numerous training and education programs exist
clustered programs tend to do so as a whole and dtm help social assistance recipients re-enter the
not separate the effects of individual componentslabour force. Results have been mixed and appear
Further, there is little comparative program-to- to vary by target group, with better educated recipi-
program research. ents often finding work more readily. Most Canadian
programs have not been subject to evaluation. How-
In short, evaluations of which interventions are ever, one Canadian demonstration project, the Self-
best for children, either singularly or in combina- Sufficiency Project, provided up to three years of
tion, are lacking. Most research in this area fo-wage supplements to lone parents who secured a
cusses on single program interventions for childrenjob after being on welfare for at least a year. After
from birth to age six. Very little research examines 30 months, program results show that the use of
the effects of programs aimed at older children orearned income supplements makes it possible to
youth. A different stream of research focusses orreduce employment disincentives while increasing
income supports provided for families with chil- income and decreasing poverty. In the process, the
dren. However, this research tends to focus primareffects of new transfer dollars were multiplied and,
ily on the designof specific programs intended to in some cases, the total amount of transfers were
alleviate poverty or to integrate unemployed par-reduced (Villeneuve, 1999, 26).
ents into the workforce. Again, it is not clear from
the literature which programs or combination of  Finally, the Canadian context, with its generous
programs provide the besutcomesfor families  health and education infrastructure, is not always
with children (O’'Connor, 1999). analogous to the situation in the United States upon
which much existing research is based. Canadian
Despite these disappointing shortcomings, thereresearch has traditionally been under-represented,
are some promising findings about child outcomes,but this situation is beginning to change. An
which have been widely reported. For example,overview of some emerging Canadian research on
programs aimed at reducing the incidence of lowchild outcomes follows.
birth weights have enjoyed success. They appear to
require less investment in terms of time and con-
centrated contact than do remedial programs in£merging Research on Child Outcomes
tended to enhance the subsequent development of
low birth weight babies. A relatively new resource for measuring out-
comes for children, and ultimately for assessing the
In addition, the provision of high quality devel- impact of government policies over time, is the
opmental child care for preschoolers is known toNational Longitudinal Survey of Children and
contribute to the social, emotional and cognitive Youth (NLSCY). In general terms, this Canadian
development of children which, in turn, leads to study is premised on evidence that the quality of
improved success in school and in later workingearly childhood experiences will have long-term
life. Thus some researchers argue that providingeffects on, for example, individual performance in
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the education system, on behaviour in adult life, onNLSCY data for measuring outcomes related to
the risks of developing chronic diseases in adult-child and family policy. It also intends to incorpo-
hood, and so forth. It is also widely believed that rate this information into its annual business planning
creating and maintaining high levels of coping, process (Thompson, 199917-20). This demon-
competence and well-being will be essential tostrates the potential of the research emerging from
sustaining a healthy civil society in the face of this database to be used by other Canadian policy-
rapidly changing technology and shifting demo- makers to measure outcomes for children and youth
graphic patterns related to employment and familyand to monitor progress in improving child well-
life. Through tools like the NLSCY, the effective being. The NLSCY database could also provide
monitoring of outcomes on a long-term basis will useful information for some of the measurement
demonstrate to what extent children and their fami-and monitoring actions proposed as part of the
lies are responding well or poorly to change. National Children’s Agenda.

Every two years, the NLSCY will gather data on  Given that it is still in its infancy, the NLSCY
the health, well-being and life circumstances of thehas already become a rich resource for the Canadian
same group of Canadian children, which can beresearch community. The early findings suggest
analyzed at national and provincial levels. Thisthat, once further cycles of data become available,
provides the opportunity to use indicators of child specific policy implications will begin to crystal-
well-being and healthy development to create alize, supported by sound research evidence. Some
coordinated response at the community, regionalhighlights from this body of ongoing research that
provincial and national levels (Keating and Mustard, were introduced in Chapter 1 are profiled below,
1996, 20). The analysis of national findings will, on selected to demonstrate the range of policy relevant
an ongoing basis, permit the comparison of childsubjects related to child outcomes that are being
outcomes in Canada with those achieved by othestudied. These highlights show that adequate in-
countries. In addition, the analysis of data at thecome, parenting skills and neighbourhood composi-
provincial level will allow all jurisdictions to learn tion all contribute to improved child outcomes and,
from others shown to be handling policy challengestogether, can enhance child well-being in important
especially well. ways. One example of a holistic community-based

intervention program for disadvantaged families is

The results of the NLSCY and its attendant also provided to demonstrate that research apart
research will build knowledge about the develop-from the NLSCY is also beginning to emerge on
mental changes experienced by children who argrogram “mixes” designed to improve child and
studied over long periods of time. This will illumi- family well-being.
nate how children are affected by the opportunities
and challenges presented by changing social and
family environments, within families and across Data from the NLSCY on
Canada. In the fullness of time, the NLSCY will Adequate Income and Child Outcomes
enable researchers to learn more about the protec-
tive factors that promote healthy child development. Recent research using data from the NLSCY
and modify risk. examined 27 elements of child development and

found that “in 80 per cent of the variables exam-

In turn, this will provide policymakers within ined, the risks of negative child outcomes and the
and outside government with evidence-based infor- likelihood of poor living conditions were notice-
mation that can be used in the creation of effective ably higher for children living in families with
policies and strategies to help young people and incomes below $30,000. This was also true for
their families. At present, only the government of 50 per cent of the variables examined for children
British Columbia makes extensive use of analyzed living in families with incomes below $40,000.”
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Accordingly, the level of income families need to
maximize their children’s chances of full devel-
opment “goes well beyond the amount needed for
the basic provision of food, clothing and shelter.”
The researchers contend that the level at which
children experience the “poverty of opportunity”
must be set “within the range of $30,000 to
$40,000 for a family of four” to optimize child

development and ensure a successful transition

into adulthood. They also note that income secu-
rity needs to be accompanied by broader efforts
to increase family self-sufficiency through

“educational and training opportunities, housing

assistance, child care, workplace assistance to

people with disabilities, as well as by promoting
job flexibility and family-friendly workplaces”
(Ross and Roberts, 1999, x-ix).

« A number of children are likely to be assessed as
developmentally “delayed” in terms of motor and

social development, school readiness or academic

achievement. The children at risk are often those in
lone-parent families, at the lower end of the income
scale, whose parents’ educational levels are low,
and whose parents fare lowest in terms of parenting
skills. However, there is a problem sorting out
cause and effect since family income is a marker
for other variables and causation could run in
both directions. Parents in low-income families
are more likely to have less education (which is
associated with lack of success in the job market),
to show symptoms of depression, and to adopt
less competent parenting practices, all of which
indirectly affect children. Thus policies that sim-
ply seek to create incentives for a high level of
labour force attachment will not enhance or di-
minish outcomes for children “in any important
manner.” Instead, increasing the income of very
poor families or those who receive welfare trans-
fers could have the strongest positive effects on
child outcomes (Lefebvre and Merrigan, 1998).

Data from the NLSCY on
Parenting Skills and Child Outcomes

« Responsibilities related to employment and family
are often difficult to manage. Mothers especially

know their careers may suffer if they take leave
from paid work without any guarantee they can
return to their job or if they cannot put in over-

time at the office. Working parents struggle to
schedule quality time with their children, con-

cerned that without parental nurturing, children
may develop behavioural problems or fall behind
in school. Many parents try to balance the two by
squeezing in more time with their kids and giving
up on other activities in the community, with

their partners and friends, and for themselves.

Research based on the NLSCY examined the influ-
ences of parental involvement (times per week the
parent engages the child in talking, reading, playing,
laughing, praising, and doing special things) on be-
haviour and preschool vocabulary, controlling for
socio-economic variables such as family income
and parental education. Results indicate that chil-
dren who experience higher levels of parental in-
volvement have fewer behavioural disorders and
exhibit more pro-social or positive behaviour. The
effect of parental involvement on these outcomes is
greater than the effect of socio-economic status and
family structure. In terms of “quality time,” regular
reading to a child during the toddler and preschool
years has even stronger effects on behaviour than
overall parental involvement. Regular reading to
children is also significantly related to the child’s
preschool vocabulary skills.

The authors suggest that one goal of balancing
employment and family is to encourage optimal
child development. Part-time work, flex-time and
job sharing are not viable options for many par-
ents and likely reflect their inability to sacrifice
income for family time. The development of
thoughtful and supportive public policies, such as
parental leave and family leave that enable the
caring role of the family, would help recognize
the need to maintain a family income while maxi-
mizing child development. In addition, good
guality, accessible day care centres, with low
teacher-child ratios, that focus on reading activi-
ties would also promote better child development
since they can provide excellent supplements to
parental care (Cook and Willms, 1998).
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« The monetary costs of chronic involvement in
bullying and victimization are high. These chil-
dren generate lifelong costs because they are
involved in multiple systems such as mental
health, juvenile justice, special education and
social services. Victims experience significantly
more problems than bullies and more intensive
intervention may be required for them. Social
policy and interventions must be aimed at direct
influences (externalizing and internalizing be-
haviours) and indirect influences (family demo-
graphics and family functioning). Schools are an
obvious place to identify problems and intervene «
in the lives of bullies, victims and their families.
Resources also need to be allocated to high risk
families to address the problems associated with
low income, unemployment and poor parenting
practices (Craig, Peters, and Konarski, 1998).

« Contrary to popular belief, the prevalence of
problems among children aged 2 to 11 living in
post-divorce custody arrangements (32.8 percent)
is only 4.8 percent higher than for children living
with both parents (28.0 percent). Further, every
year that passes following separation is associ-
ated with a 10.0 percent decrease in likelihood
that the child will experience problems. The in-
creased prevalence of problems that do occur
appears in all categories except positive social
behaviour, suggesting that children may have
greater inducement to perform cooperative activi-

ties in the absence of a second parent. However,

no differences appear based on the child’s living
arrangement, be it with a lone father, a lone
mother or in a shared custody arrangement. An
important conclusion is that children are re-
silient to change, both inside and outside their
families. Further, behavioural problems are as-
sociated with a complicated set of processes
than cannot be attributed to custody arrange-
ments alone.

Policy implications are that efforts must be di-
rected to children of divorce as a whole, rather
than targetted to lone-mother or lone-father fami-
lies. Intervention through schools and the health
care system could be geared to supportiig
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children in coping with changes occurring inside
and outside their families (e.g., through coun-
selling, peer support and educational initiatives
aimed at teachers, health professionals and others
who have close contact with children). Other
programs could focus on the development of
healthy parenting skills foall parents, not only
for those experiencing family breakdown. The
provision of financial support in cases where
family income drops due to family breakdown
would also be important (Haddad, 1998).

Young children who patrticipate in early child-
hood care and education programs achieve better
learning outcomes than children who do not at-
tend such programs. Two groups of children in
kindergarten were compared: (1) those who, as
preschoolers, had attended an early childhood
program, a day care centre, or received care from
a paid worker such as a nanny or a relative other
than the child’s parents and (2) those who had
stayed at home with a parent (in 90 percent of
cases, their mother). Different academic perfor-
mance outcomes held true regardless of other
factors such as household income and the educa-
tion level of the child’s mother.

About 40 percent of the children who attended
an early childhood care program at the age of
three and four were judged by their teachers
two years later to be at the top of their kinder-
garten class imommunication skillscompared
with 25 percent of the children who did not
participate in such programs. Similarly, about
38 percent of the children who were in early
childhood care were at the top of their class in
learning skills compared with 24 percent of
the children who did not attend a program. As
well, a higher proportion of children who at-
tended early childhood programs were able to
write a simple sentence, compare numbers, and
understand simple concepts of time (e.g., to-
day, summer, bedtime). These data from the
first two cycles of the NLSCY suggest that
early childhood care and education improves
the academic performance of children in
kindergarten (Lipps and Yiptong-Avila, 1999).



Data from the NLSCY on
Neighbourhood Composition and
Child Outcomes

« Neighbourhood affluence, which is associated
with greater neighbourhood safety, is beneficial
to young children. Children living in unsafe
neighbourhoods are at greater risk of having
lower scores for both cognitive and behavioural
competence. Further, lone-mother families are
more likely to live in neighbourhoods character-
ized as unsafe. Finally, children living in low-
income families and whose mothers have low-
levels of education have lower levels of the com-

petence needed for school success. Thus lone-

mother status is also associated with lower cogni-
tive and behavioural competence scores “through
the effects of neighbourhood safety.” The re-

searcher concludes that it is not lone-parent status

that matters but, rather, where those families live.

Children living in neighbourhoods characterized
as having low levels of social cohesion are less
likely to be ready for school. Circumstances that
contribute to lower levels of school readiness in
children need to be addressed early in children’s
lives, at both the family and neighbourhood level.
Children from all socio-economic backgrounds
need equal access to nurturing, stimulating, sup-
portive, caring and safe environments. Neigh--
bourhood safety is enhanced where communities
share values and common expectations. Improv-
ing the conditions of children who are the most
disadvantaged does not negatively affect more
affluent children. Factors that improve neigh-
bourhood quality for all children include the
availability and accessibility of recreational
spaces, parent-toddler programs, quality child
care, and after-school programs (Kohen, 1998).

- There is a clear statistical link between child
health and low income, family structure, and

the actual effect of specific variables on child
outcomes and how such evidence can be trans-
lated into policy prescriptions. This is as true for
cash-transfer programs as for in-kind services.”
The NLSCY holds promising opportunities for
drawing stronger conclusions in this regard in the
future. It will also permit the observation of chil-
dren who move in and out of different family
structures, which will provide a much more direct
look at the health changes associated with family
transitions (Dooley and Curtis, 1998).

The NLSCY has permitted an analysis of whether
the neighbourhoods in which children live affect
their development and social adjustment. The
strongest predictors of child behavioural problems
are lone parent family status, family socio-economic
status, and the proportion of lone parents in the
neighbourhood. The strong association between
lone-parent status and child behavioural problems
should be considered when developing and evalu-
ating programs aimed at preventing child be-
haviour problems. However, the relatively low
predictive value of socio-economic variables as a
whole suggests that programs aimed strictly at
addressing socio-economic deficits may have
limited impact on the behavioural problems of
children (Boyle and Lipman, 1998).

Complementing data emerging from the NLSCY,
census data show that poor people are becoming
more concentrated in poor neighbourhoods. In
1995, 40 percent of poor people in Montreal lived
in poor neighbourhoods, compared with 30 percent
in Toronto and 14 percent in Vancouver. How-
ever, Toronto’s concentration of poverty has risen
at an alarming rate, from only 15 percent in 1980
to 30 percent in 1995. Thus a large and increasing
number of poor people are living in impoverished
neighbourhoods, which multiplies the risks facing
young children (Hatfield, 1997, Table 1).

other socio-economic characteristics. For exam-New Research on Holistic,
ple, problems with neighbourhood cohesion were Community-based Interventions

positively correlated with negative child health
outcomes. However, the researchers contend “it
is simply too difficult to infer at present what is

A holistic approach to intervention that pro-
actively addresses multiple factors can successfully
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improve the life chances of children and their
families while being cost-effective. A McMaster
University study was undertaken on the provision
of a holistic program of community level support for
low-income disadvantaged populations. It demon-
strates the effectiveness of combining employ-
ment programs, case management interventions
by nurses, antidepressant therapy when indicated,
and quality subsidized child care and recreation
for lone parents on social assistance and their
children.

A blend of provider-initiated versus self-directed
interventions, in a system of national health insur-
ance, was tested in a five-arm randomized trial. A
full package of provider-initiated interventions
was compared with any single provider-initiated
service or self-directed care. Comprehensive care
was found to be effective for all types of lone
parents, and no more expensive to provide than
self-directed use of services in a national system
of health insurance. However, the provision of

direct their own services, while apparently

equally effective in meeting parents’ needs, is
considerably more expensive since it results in a
sustained reliance on social assistance by a
greater number of parents two years later.

A 15 percent difference in non-use of social

assistance for mothers with three or more chil-
dren translates into a savings of $20,000 for
income maintenance, rent subsidy, subsidized
child care, medications and dental care. If 15 of
every 100 mothers leave social assistance,
$300,000 will be saved in two years. These sav-
ings are in excess of the cost of providing com-

prehensive care to 100 mothers and all of their
children. This produces positive outcomes for

parents and children and represents significant
savings to taxpayers. Investing holistically in the

present saves now and in the future (abstracted
from Browneet al,, 199&).

These examples represent only a small fragment

comprehensive care resulted in 15 percent greateof the ongoing Canadian research into child out-
savings than seen in other “diluted” single ap- comes. However, they clearly illustrate that child
proaches to care. These savings were achieved bgutcomes are linked to multiple factors ranging
participants exiting from social assistance in the from parental income and employment to safe,

previous 12 months.

supportive and nurturing environments in families,

schools and neighbourhoods. The implication is
The researchers conclude that comprehensivehat policies designed to improve child outcomes by
care is both effective and less expensive to soci-addressing any one of these factors cannot be sacri-
ety as a whole. Other policy learnings include the ficed to support policies geared to improve child
fact that at least one-third of mothers who had notoutcomes through another route.

been offered employment retraining elected to
attend at least one session when it was offered.

Another recent study, which has been the subject

According to parents, the provision of a full mix of much discussion, uses NLSCY data and other
of services was more acceptable and more effecresearch to arrive at similar conclusions. Commis-
tive in promoting economic adjustment. This il- sioned by the Ontario governmeiReversing the
lustrates the importance of having some otherReal Brain Drain: The Early Years Study Final
service proactively available even when employ- Report cites evidence that shows good nutrition,
ment retraining does not engage the parents at aurturing and responsive caregiving in the first

given point in time.

years of life — coupled with high quality child

development programs in the early years — improve
Front-end investment in a menu of services tailoredoutcomes foall children’s learning, behaviour and
to meet a sole support parent’'s multiple needsphysical and mental health throughout life. The
results in nearly immediate savings in reduced study also recognizes the need for a more integrated
reliance on social assistance. In contrast, underframework for early child development and parent-
serving sole support parents or allowing them toing support that engages all orders of government,
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school boards, communities and the private sectoillustrating how multidisciplinary work would en-
to work in partnership to manage the complex hance this important area of research. In different
interplay of the emerging new economy, changing disciplines that are exploring child development,
social environments, and the impact of change on‘good” child outcomes are associated with:
young children (McCain and Mustard, 1999).
- the achievement of a spectrum sifige salient

Similar findings are the building blocks for some  developmental taskameaning the markers or
of the conclusions reached during CPRN’s Best milestones that most children could be expected
Policy Mix for Children project. All of the research ~ to achieve by specific ages according to their
results reported above clearly indicate that a best inherent biological endowments
mix of policies for young children is still required
to address conditions in families, workplaces and. the attainment ohuman capital meaning the
neighbourhoods and to promote broad-based re- acquisition of knowledge and skills needed to
sponses from all stakeholders as part of a societal make a productive contribution to the economy,
strategy for children. and

- the demonstration a&focial capacity meaning the
2.2 New Approaches to presence of empathy for others that reflects con-
Measuring Child Outcomes cern for family, friends, community members,
society as whole, and the larger environment.
Concurrent with the emergence of new research
tools such as the NLSCY is a shift of emphasis in  Although the factors associated with desirable
how child outcomes are reported. As society seekschild outcomes appear quite distinct, there are
to identify ways to improve child well-being, mov- many points of convergence in the details. For
ing beyond discussions of negative behaviours andexample, economists working from a human capital
deficits towards consideration of a broad set of perspective as well as researchers who study stage
characteristics desired for children will signifi- salient development recognize the importance of
cantly alter discussions of children and families school achievement, cognition, and language as key
(Moore et al, 1997, 17). We refer to these desirable positive outcome domains. Each discipline acknowl-
characteristics as “positive” child outcomes. edges the need to examine the developmental tra-
jectory of the whole child from birth onward to
The developmental path of each child is unique develop a more accurate picture of the range of
and influenced by a broad range of social, economicsupports that are relevant to the outcomes achieved.
biological and environmental factors. Few people Both groups of researchers are also interested in the
would argue that the continued prosperity and cohe-internal and external factors that help or hinder the
sion of Canada depends on the ability of today’sattainment of positive outcomes and agree that
children to meet their developmental potential, to- early childhood is the time when the building
day and as future contributing members of society.blocks for future development are set in place.
Until recently, however, most research into both
child development and human capital has been Multidisciplinary work is critical to sharing
explored within strict disciplinary boundaries, pri- knowledge that may hold important keys for re-
marily within the health sciences, psychology, soci- searchers in other disciplines. According to sociolo-
ology and economics. gists, the development of close and enduring rela-
tionships in early childhood is a critical precursor
CPRN'’s report “Building Better Outcomes for to the acquisition of social capacity. However, it is
Canada’s Children” attempts to bridge those dividespossible that a child’s ability to build trust and
by reframing the discussion of child outcomes andsecurity in relationships, which is important to their
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subsequensocial well-being, may also provide the little is understood about children’s strengths, po-
glue that helps people assemble the components diential and opportunities. However, research into
human capital needed for their subseq@eainomic  child development is undergoing three critical shifts.
well-being. This potential link also illustrates how First, it is moving from a reliance on negative
the achievement of specific outcomes for childrenoutcomes such as infant mortality, injury and teen
(e.g., the development of close and enduring relasuicide towards the identification of a set of posi-
tionships in early childhood), is tied into longer tive outcome goals that emphasize developmental
term outcomes for communities and for society as apotential and achievement. Second, it is shifting
whole (e.g., making a productive contribution to the from a focus on survival to an approach that fo-
economy). cusses on well-being. Finally, it is placing less of an
emphasis on the preparation for adulthood or what
Another example of overlapping research that children will become as contributing members of
has not been fully explored is of particular rele- society and more of an emphasis on the determinants
vance to the business community. There is a greabf health and well-being during childhood, a clear
deal of literature on the importance of “readiness torecognition of the inherent value of children as people.
learn” to a child’s future cognitive, social and emo-
tional development. Children demonstrating readiness The shift towards the use of positive outcomes
to learn possess general knowledge and languagean be understood as a search for specific markers
skills and can communicate, cooperate, think criti- of successful development for children of differing
cally, feel confident, engage with others, and feelages and with different biological endowments.
understood. Of note, these are the same traits idenFhis resonates with parents and other members of
tified as “employability skills” by the Conference society who want to understand and encourage the
Board of Canada and which are deemed to beachievements of children. This fundamental shift in
critical skills required of the Canadian workfofce.  reframing child outcomes allows strategic policy
targets to be set within and outside government that
Given this example, the business community inare based on the determinants of health and
Canada should be deeply interested in the child-wellness, rather than on illness. It also adopts a
hood roots that inhibit or promote the acquisition of more holistic “population health” approach.
employability skills later in life. In addition, devel-
opmental researchers may gain insight into the The National Forum on Health identified the need
strengths of various predictive or protective factorsto “shift the emphasis of health policy perspectives
throughout the lifespan by incorporating an under-from one of emphasizing health care to the broader
standing of employability skills into their own field concepts of population health [and] to transform
of study. Concerted efforts in working together population-based data into information that is useful
across sectors and disciplines will clearly contribute tofor managing the health care system” (Black, 1997,
better outcomes for Canadian children which, in turn, 64). This approach seeks to further the development
will lead to a healthier, more productive and more of all children, rather than only those thought to be
cohesive society in the years to come. Such effortsvulnerable or at risk. It does not, however, divert
by all stakeholders who form the nested environ-attention from those children who are most vulnera-
ments in which children grow will also aid in the ble to failing to reach their developmental potential
guest to ensure that Canada achieves long-terndue to differences in their biological endowments

sustainable economic and social development. or other risk factors they experience. Instead, it
enables the search for solutions to expand beyond
Reframing Child Outcomes the boundaries of current research.

Much is known about children’s problems, A set of five positive outcomes domains, which
weaknesses and developmental failures, but verycan be applied across three broad stages of child
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development, is proposed from a synthesis of theCouncil on Social Policy Renewal, 199911-13).
literature and discussions held at a national work-Both forms of measurement have value for identify-
shop of experts in child development and child ing how well children are doing. However, to illustrate
policy hosted by CPRN in November 1998. It was the less familiar use of positive outcome indicators,
concluded that outcome indicators must be broadTable 2-1 presents a range of positive indicators
or generic enough to be relevant across differentproposed by CPRN for five outcome domains
disciplines, yet specific enough to lead to good across three stages of child development.
evidence-based research and effective policymaking.
The five positive outcome domains selected were: Another advantage of using positive outcomes to
(1) optimal physical well-being, (2) learning readi- monitor child and family policy is that it avoids
ness, (3) secure attachments and identity, (4) sociatewarding people or systems for reducing negative
engagement and competence, and (5) smart riskndicators in ways that may not be in the long-term
taking. best interests of the population. For instance, if a
policy outcome goal is the “reduction of the number
While most of the proposed outcome domains of persons receiving social assistance,” there are
need little explanation, the final category, smart many ways this could be achieved that would not
risk taking, requires some elaboration. While nu- increase the long-term earning potential and eco-
merous indicators capture the negative conse-nomic security of families. However, if the goal is
guences of unhealthy behaviour, there is a dearth ohot merely the reduction of social assistance cases
information about health enhancing behaviour andbut is framed positively as “moving parents along
the factors contributing to it. There is some indica- the self-sufficiency continuum” (e.g., from social
tion, however, that learning how to take reasonableassistance and unemployment, through sporadic
or “smart” risks in childhood and adolescence may low-wage employment, towards stable employment
be related to future success in the labour market anavith good wages and benefits), policy options for
adult life in general, where risk taking is often providing high quality developmental child care,
rewarded. For example, curiosity in toddlers may skill enhancement or employment training might
build the confidence that leads to creative problemhold more allure (Chynoweth and Dyer, 1991, 21).
solving and the pursuit of adventurous activities in
childhood, translates into responsible social be- This shift to thinking about outcomes in positive
haviour in teens, and ultimately appears as work-terms, and the increasing capacity to measure de-
place innovation and positive parenting in adults. sired outcomes through instruments such as the
Thus smart risk taking is an example of a poten-NLSCY, will alter the policy discourse on Canadian
tially critical but unexplored area of developmental children and families dramatically. In addition, as
research that would clearly benefit from althu  greater attention is directed towards accountability
disciplinary approach. for the performance of child and family policy,
these new approaches to measuring child outcomes
The three stages of child development proposedare poised to play an important supporting role in
by CPRN werdnfancy and early childhoqahild- the development of a societal strategy for children
hood andadolescencgTipper and Avard, 1999, (adapted from Thompson, 19921).
6-11). If the first category is split into “infancy” and
“early childhood,” this corresponds to the develop- 2 3 Government Performance
mental stages proposed for the National Children’s -
Agenda (NCA) for the measurement of child Accountablllty and
outcomes. The outcomes proposed in the NCA Child Outcome Measurement
documents include a mixture of positive outcome
measures and traditional measures of developmental As noted in the introduction to this chapter,
deficits or failures (Federal-Provincial-Territorial the measurement, tracking and reporting of child
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Table 2-1

Proposed Positive Outcome Indicators for Children

Infancy and early childhood

Childhood

Adolescence

Physical well-being

- Healthy maternity

- Normal weight, > 2,500 grams

« Breast fed

- Stage salient motor development

- Free from preventable diseases

- Free from preventable injuries

« Free from environmental hazards
(including violence)

Learning readiness

» Physical well-being and motor
development

« Emotional health

Physical well-being

- Stage salient motor development

- Free from preventable injuries

« Free from environmental hazards
(including violence)

Learning readiness

» Develop and consolidate math and
reading skills

» Make health enhancing choices

» Positive approach to new experiencess Show greater independence

« Social knowledge/competence

« Language skills

« General knowledge and cognitive
skills

Secure attachments

- Develop loving, caring relationships

with parents and other caregivers

- Develop basic trust in parents and

caregivers

- Develop curiosity about environment

- Develop an eagerness to try new
things

Social engagement and competence
» Strong, positive relationships with

parents and caregivers

» Strong, positive relationships with

siblings
« Positive relationships with peers
» Cooperative play with kids

« Harmonious participation with family

and friends
» Have/be chosen as friend(s)

Smart risk taking
- Tempered curiosity

- More research is needed to bridge

gaps in knowledge in this area

« Form relationships with peers
« Form relationships beyond the
immediate family

Secure attachments

- Develop capacity to fulfill emotional
relationships with peers

- Develop positive, supportive
attachments with adults

Social engagement and competence

« Develop empathy for others

« Engage in harmonious behaviour
with other children

« Develop concern for other social
groups

Smart risk taking

- Creative problem solving and the
pursuit of adventurous activities

- More research is needed to bridge
gaps in knowledge in this area

Physical well-being

- Stage salient motor development

« Free from preventable injuries

 Free from environmental hazards
(including violence)

» Free from reproductive problems
(e.g., unintended pregnancy and
sexually transmitted diseases)

Learning readiness

- Develop personal identity

« Develop sustained relationships witl
friends

« Assume greater responsibility for
health, education and career

Secure attachments

- Develop loving relationships with
parents and caregivers

- Develop a basic sense of trust in th
world

- Develop an ability to organize
personal activities and control
behaviour

- Develop a positive regard for
language, race and culture

Social engagement and competence

» Recognize the legitimacy and value
of other persons

« Show an interest in the needs of
animals, plants, and the larger
physical environment

- View the self as valuable

 Help others by volunteering,
counselling, and generally supportin
others

Smart risk taking

- Engage in responsible social practiclls
(e.g., safe sex, responsible drinking,
defensive driving)

» More research is needed to bridge
gaps in knowledge in this area

Source: Adapted from Tipper and Avard (1999 22-24).
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outcomes can play a significant role in the policy In the range and detail of the performance indi-
design and development process used to create arwdtors used, British Columbia has the strongest
strengthen a societal strategy for children. Althoughfocus on measuring child and family outcomes
the primary reason for measuring child outcomes isamong all the jurisdictions reviewed. It has not
to ensure that the life circumstances of childrenintegrated the measurement of outcomes into its
improve, such measurements can also serve othdyusiness planning process, although it intends to do
ends. This is particularly visible within govern- so in the near future.
ments that are beginning to use child outcomes as
one part of their assessment of policy performance Since 1995, the Alberta government has moni-
but has similar relevance for other policymakers astored outcome goals and integrated them into its
well. government-wide and ministry business planning
processes. Six Alberta ministries will now be held
The use of child outcomes to assess governmernpintly responsible for progress on achieving the
performance is a relatively recent phenomenon.same outcomes for children and families: Children’s
Traditionally, the measures that have been usedervices, Health and Wellness, Learning, Human
parallel the evolution of performance accountability Resources and Employment, Justice, and Community
measurement as a whole. The United Way of AmericaDevelopment. The province’s 18 Regional Child
has described how performance measurement hasnd Family Services Authority boards will also be
broadened in scope over time. Beginning with finan-responsible for identifying outcome goals and
cial accountability measures, performance indica-showing how these contribute to regional, cross-
tors later included program outputs or products,ministry and government-wide goals for children
such as the “number of counselling sessions” orand families.
“days of care.” Adherence to standards were subse-
guently incorporated, using indicators such as “staff New Brunswick has a sophisticated outcome
gualifications” and “staff-to-client ratios.” measurement system that allows clear evidence to
emerge on the effectiveness of its multi-component
Performance measures were later expanded t&arly Childhood Initiatives Program. Program out-
include data on program participant characteristicscomes are measured against departmental goals for
such as “age, sex, or presenting problem.” Morehealth and social services rather than against an
recently, performance measures have begun to ineverarching mission for children and families.
clude program effectiveness indicators such as
“ratios between inputs, services, outputs and total Saskatchewan, Ontario and Quebec provide data
costs” and “improvement of client well-being.” Most primarily on the achievement of goals for services
recently, accrediting bodies within the human ser-delivered, resources allocated and, sometimes, for
vices sectors have demanded the measurement distribution of and access to services. Child out-
“client satisfaction with services” (Plantz, Greenway, comes are reported in some ministry business
and Hendricks, 1999, 16). plans (e.g., Ontario Ministry of Health). Outcomes
for clients are also included in some specific pro-
This brief overview of how performance indica- gram evaluations. Saskatchewan and Quebec have
tors have broadened in scope over time reflects théprogress reporting” well integrated into their
spectrum of performance measurement that is curgovernment-wide mission and as part of their plan-
rently in use by the federal government and the sixning processes for children and families.
provinces CPRN studied as part of an evaluation of
governance and accountability issues related to Each year since 1996-97, the federal government
child and family policy. The range of performance has tracked its progress relevant to the Throne
indicators used by these governments is shown irBpeech theme “Investing in Children.” However, a
Table 2-2. clear path from a government-wide mission for
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Table 2-2
Spectrum of Measurement for Child and Family Services

Key: XX = This type of measurement is clearly indicated in budget documents or performance reports.
X = This type of measurement is somewhat indicated in budget documents or performance reports.
O = This type of measurement appears in ministry reports other than budget or performance reports.

n/a = Information is not available

British New
Measurement spectrum Columbia  Alberta  Saskatchewan Ontario  Quebe®runswick Canada

Financial data
(financial accountability) X XX XX XX XX XX XX

Program outputs
(days of care, number of

counselling sessions) XX XX XX XX XX XX XX

Program standards
(staff-client ratios,
spaces/D00 population) X

Client characteristics/
needs assessments
(age, sex, depth of poverty)

Program effectiveness
(cost per client served,
improvement of client
well-being) X

Client satisfaction
(with programs and services) X

Population outcomes — negative
(reduction of children in poverty,
fewer low birth weight babies,
reduction of tobacco, adol and

marijuana use by youth) XX XX n/a X o) XX n/a

Population outcomes — positive
(percent of children immunized,
percent of healthy birth weight
babies, percent of noncustodial
parents paying child support) XX XX n/a X O XX n/a

Source: Adapted from Thompson (19996).

children, tied to desired outcomes for children andprovincial outcome measurement systems and
families through specific initiatives, is not evident Saskatchewan has undertaken a project to develop
in these reports. Data are more focussed on “clientsne. It is useful to look for commonalities across
served” and “services delivered,” which are the three provincial systems that are in place to
grouped under the theme but reported by progranidentify areas of convergence in the types of out-
line (Thompson, 1999). come indicators used for children and families.
Indicators used or under development by at least
Of the six provinces studied, British Columbia, two of these three governments are included in
Alberta and New Brunswick have implemented Table 2-3.
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Table 2-3

Convergence in Measuring Child Outcomes

Key: ¥v' = Province reports the outcome indicator for the criteria shown.

Blank cells = Province does not measure outcomes for the criteria shown.

NLSCY = Outcome indicators used are based on anatjatedirom théNational Longitudinal Survey of Children and Youth

British New

Outcome indicators used Columbia Alberta Brunswick
Physical well-being
« Infant mortality rate v v v
« Percentage of low birth weight babies v v v
« Mortality rate of children aged 1 to 4 years v v
« Mortality rate of children aged 5 to 14 years v v
» Percentage of two-year-old children properly immunized v v
« Rate of vaccine preventable diseases v v
- Reported cases of child abuse/neglect (British Columbia and Alberta) or

percent of child abuse/neglect cases for which goals are met within two

years (New Brunswick) v v v
- Teen birth rate v v v
Learning readiness
« Children aged 4 to 5 whose verbal ability falls within or above the normal

range of development (from NLSCY)
» Children aged 4 to 5 whose motor and social skills fall within or above

normal range of development (from NLSCY)
- Children aged 13 who are achieving an acceptable level on national math

and science exams (British Columbia and New Brunswick) or acceptable

math and science achievement in grades 3, 6, 9 and 12 (Alberta) v v
« Children aged 13 who are achieving an acceptable level on national

reading and writing exams (British Columbia and New Brunswick) or

acceptable reading and writing achievement in grades 3, 6, 9 and 12

(Alberta) v v v
Economic security
« Children living in families above Statistics Canada’s low-income cut-offs

(British Columbia) or above the National Market Basket Measure of Low

Income (Alberta) v
« Support paid on behalf of spouses and children as a proportion of the

amount owed in support (New Brunswick) or measure under development

(Alberta) v v

Source: Adapted from Thompson (18997-18).
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There is considerable similarity between the pos-ment, again relying on data from the NLSCY. This
itive child outcome indicators proposed in Table 2- points to the fact that each of these provinces also
1 and the indicators actually used by the threediverges in the way in which child and family
provinces that currently report child outcomes asoutcomes are measured (Thompson, b99al).
part of their provincial performance accountability For example, Alberta uses a number of outcome
processes. This is particularly evident in the moremeasures related to meeting the needs of Aboriginal
extensive measures used by British Columbia,families with children. Box 2-1 presents a synopsis
which also reports indicators for child outcomes by of some innovative outcome measures reported by
developmental stage. However, there is a clear prefBritish Columbia, Alberta and New Brunswick.
erence for the use of traditional deficit outcome
measures in the area ifiysical well-beingin this In addition to the use of child outcomes as part
cluster, all indicators currently used by the jurisdic- of provincial performance accountability reporting,
tions studied are presented in a negative or deficithe National Child Benefit program is an important
format, with the exception of one discrete measurevenue for monitoring and reporting child and fam-
used in each province. ily outcomes. Under the terms of the program,

governments are jointly accountable to the public

Accordingly, most measures of physical well- rather than to each other. Therefore, the annual
being currently used in Canada would have to bereporting of progress is one requirement of this
recast to qualify as positive outcomes. For exampleproader program of federal-provincial reinvest-
instead of reporting “child mortality” for children in ments in children designed, in part, to reduce the
a particular age range, provinces could presentlepth of poverty among families with children.

“child survival rates” for that age group. British
Columbia and Alberta have each used this approach Each government provides programs unique to
for reporting the “percentage of two-year-old children its own jurisdiction, but the results that are reported
properly immunized.” Similarly, New Brunswick reflect pan-Canadian goals that are expected to lead
has adopted this approach for reporting the “percento improved child outcomes. For example, children
of child abuse or neglect cases for which goals arare being “removed” from social assistance by the
met within two years” instead of the traditional Canada Child Tax Benefit and by provincial programs
deficit measure for “reported cases of child abuse ofintended to do the same. Income transfers and other
neglect” (Thompson, 199920-21). benefits for low-income families are changing and
annual reporting indicates how this is altering fam-

In terms oflearning readinessBritish Columbia  ily circumstances. In other words, progress reports
alone uses positive outcome data from the NLSCYon the National Child Benefit show how govern-
For older children, all three provinces use positivement actions are changing some of the factors that
outcomes indicators to report on successful learningontribute to the enabling conditions that improve
achievement at school. British Columbia and Newchild outcomes (adequate income, effective parent-
Brunswick rely on data prepared by the Council ofing and supportive community environments).
Ministers of Education to report these results for
13-year-old children. In contrast, Alberta uses its
own achievement test data for children in grades 3p 4 Emerging Patterns of

6,9and 12. Policymaking and

Across all three of these provinces, there is much Implementation
less reporting for the outcome domains CPRN terms
secure attachmentsocial engagement and com-  As Chapter 4 will document, the substance of
petence and smart risk taking British Columbia,  public policy affecting children and families has
however, does use some measures of social engagehanged considerably in the past decade. In addition,
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Box 2-1

Innovative Approaches to
Measuring Child Outcomes

Areas of innovation in outcome measurement provide imp

0
opportunities for learning and may also offer examplej‘

best practices. British Columbia, Alberta and New Bruns

each measure some outcoindicators that are not reporte

by the other two provinces.

Physical Well-being:British Columbia uses data from th

NLSCY to report outcomes for breast-feeding, alcohol
tobacco use during pregnancy, and early development.
province also uses its own data to report the incidenc
child HIV, Fetal Alcohol Syndrome, injuries, disabilitie

neural tube defects, and dental caries. New Brunswick repo

communicable disease rates, including all HIV infections
well as life expectancy at birth.

Learning ReadinessBritish Columbia reports child attitude]
towards learning. Alberta reports the percentage of stud
parents and the public who are satisfied that schools prd
a safe and caring environment. New Brunswick reports on
integration of computer technology into public education
measured by the ratio of pupils per computer and the rat
pupils per World Wide Web ready computers.

Social Engagement and Competendgxitish Columbia uses
data from the NLSCY to report levels of child sadng
family well-being and how well children are getting alo
with their parents and peers. New Brunswick reports the
of reduction in out-of-province residential mental hea
placements for children and youth.

Other Outcome DomainsBritish Columbia reports severa
measures related to demographics, family structure, econ
security, housing, child care, and service use. Alberta ref

the median income of families. It also reports several njea

sures related to service delivery provided to Aboriginal child
and families. These include: (1) the percentage of Aborig
people satisfied with their involvement in the governan
delivery, and evaluation of services for Aboriginal childré
(2) the proportion of programs with an identifiable Aborigi
component, (3) the proportion of Aboriginal children in the ¢
of the province, and (4) the proportion of Aboriginal childr
cared for through First Natiorzhild Welfare Agreements

Source: Adapted from Thompson (19999).

of collaboration among the federal, provincial and

territorial governments, and efforts to integrate

government actions by creating cross-sectoral

relationships within provinces. This section briefly

describes each of these major changes, both to

acknowledge the changes that are taking place in
%r; government and to provide other policymakers with
ick examples of trends in the child and family policy
d design and implementation procéss.

e
ind Consultation on Policy Priorities
The
b of

>l

Provinces have recently used, or are using, a
rsfange of mechanisms for soliciting public input to
as Inform the policy process. This spectrum of en-
gagement is shown for six provinces in Table 2-4
I and described in detail thereafter.
PNts,
vide
the
as  Four provinces have child or family advocates or
o of secretariats. Two report to the legislature (British
Columbia and Saskatchewan) and two report to
ministers (Alberta and Ontario). British Columbia
s, has three advocates for children: (1) The BC Child,
9 Youth and Family Advocate hears from the com-
rt";‘]te munity and provides advice to the legislature on
child and family issues in general, (2) the Children’s
Guardian reviews child fatalities and identifies
I needed improvements for children who are under
PMiICgovernment supervision, and (3) the Ombudsman

S monitors the implementation of the recommenda-

Advocates or Secretariats

ren tions of theGove Inquiry into Child Protectioand

nal advises on other child-related matters.
ce,

QI' Saskatchewan’s Children’s Advocate provides

Lre an annual public report to the legislature on areas of
bn - success and areas needing attention in the
province’s policy and program planning and also
educates the public on child and family issues.
Alberta’s Children’s Guardian advises on individ-

ual needs and systemic issues regarding children in

the care of the province. The recently created Ontario

the 1990s have witnessed experimentation withChildren’s Secretariat is responsible for obtaining
new policy processes. These processes include coinput and reporting on needed changes to policies
sultation with community stakeholders, new forms and programs. In addition, the Early Years Task
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Table 2-4
Spectrum of Engagement on Child and Family Policy

Spectrum of public inputeceived on child and family policy

Provincial Regional Community
Provincial Community advisory or
Advocates or advisory Task forces or Regional advisory Regional coordinating boards or
secretariats councils forums committees governance boards committees
British Saskatchewan Alberta Saskatchewan Alberta Alberta
Columbia Quebec Saskatchewan British Columbia Quebec
Alberta Ontario Quebec
Saskatchewan New Brunswick

Ontario

Source: Thompson (196p

Group, which reports to the Minister Responsible Task Forces or Forums

for Children, will develop advice for all sectors

and all levels of government by March 2000 using Virtually all provinces, and the federal government,
as its starting poiriReversing the Real Brain Drain: have used task forces or forums in the last few years
The Early Years Study Final RepgMcCain and  to examine issues related to child and family policy.

Mustard, 1999). Recent initiatives include the provincial children’s
forum Alberta held in 1999, Saskatchewan’s re-
Provincial Advisory Councils cently completed major task force on employment

and family issues, Ontarioiarly Years Studythe

Saskatchewan and Quebec each have provinciadonsultations conducted after the release of Quebec’s
councils. Saskatchewan'’s brings together represenwhite Paper in 1997, New Brunswick’s social pol-
tatives of most community service providers andicy renewal roundtable, and the Canadian Senate’s
has been reported to be very influential in planningrecent study on child custody and access issues.
policy for the province. The Council meets annually
with all the ministers responsible for areas of child rRegional Advisory Committees and
and family policy. Quebec has two advisory bodies.Governance Boards
The Ministry of the Child and Family has estab-
lished a Forum of Partners, representing education, Virtually all provincial health systems moved to
health, the workplace, and volunteer communitya regional board structure during the 1990s
services. The Forum will regularly consult with the (Gourlay, 1998), which may portend the beginning
main representatives of child and family stake-of a similar trend in child and family services. In
holders on policy matters to ensure coherent actionBritish Columbia, advisory committees provide input
Quebec’s Conseil de la famille et de I'enfance to Regional Executive Directors who are responsi-
(Council on the Child and Family) is responsible ble for child and family services. In Alberta, the
for soliciting opinions and hearing suggestions onappointed members of Child and Family Services
child and family issues, and submitting an annualAuthority governance boards are responsible for
report to the Minister of Children and Families on structuring and overseeing child and family ser-
the circumstances and needs of families and chilvices in 18 regions of the province. Saskatchewan’s
dren in Quebec. nine regional intersectoral committees are responsible
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for finding innovative ways to integrate human  The NCB and theSocial Union Framework
services at the local level. In Quebec, the Ministry mandate both the measurement of outcomes for
of Children and Families works closely with re- social programs as well as the public reporting of
gional development councils to ensure that childresults. The children’s sector is further along than
care services are adapted to regional and locabthers in this regard since tracking began with the
conditions. Regional task forces are created to deNational Longitudinal Survey of Children and Yaouth
termine specific needs for child care and to plan anThe ability to agree upon desired child outcomes as
appropriate response. goals has the potential to facilitate future collabora-
tion, both across jurisdictions and within them, and
to serve as a means to manage interdependence.
Community Structures
Successful collaboration could be a building
Volunteer community planning boards in many block in the development of a societal strategy for
Alberta communities provide advice to regional Child children and families. This could include the devel-
and Family Services Authority boards. Participantsopment of a shared accountability structure to enable
include representatives from many segments of theyovernments, public institutions, employers, com-
community including the RCMP, health districts, munities and citizens to set goals and priorities for
school boards, and First Nations governments, aghildren and families, take actions to achieve these
well as government personnel. Quebec’s numerougjoals, and track progress by measuring and moni-
CLSCs (Centre local de services communautairesjoring child and family outcomes.
are engaged in community development activities
and are active in most areas of child and family Nonetheless, a societal strategy for children can
policy, as is the program Villes et Villages. not rely on governments alone. It must rely on
employers, the voluntary sector, parents and other
Many of these initiatives for increasing community citizens to help meet the varied needs of young
involvement in the area of child and family policy children and their families. Broad-based collabora-
are relatively new. It is too early to evaluate their tive efforts are required to make democratic choices
effectiveness and it is also uncertain if these consulabout what is wanted for children and families, and
tation mechanisms will provide a useful feedbackto take coordinated action to meet child and family

loop for policy and service planning. needs.
New Forms of Collaboration New Relationships and
Delivery Structures

The National Children’s Agenda is a recent
example of cross-jurisdictional and cross-sectoral At a national roundtable on governance and
collaboration designed to create a joint vision for accountability issues related to child and family
child well-being. Consultations with stakeholders policy hosted by CPRN in May 1999, participants
have been undertaken across Canada, outside @bnfirmed that community consultations have
Quebec. Similarly, the National Child Benefit (NCB) brought a number of policy delivery issues to light.
— considered to be the first major social policy
created by government in years — has demonstrated For example, parents say they want access to a
that collaboration among governments can increaséone stop shop” through which they can receive a
policy coherence. The NCB emerged from thefull spectrum of information and referrals, as well
recognition that children had become the unsuspectas some services, to enable them to meet their
ing victims of the “shake out” in public finance and family’'s needs in the areas of education and life-
has been the flagship in the process that created thHeng learning, health and mental health, income
Social Union Frameworkgreement. support, and a range of social services designed to
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meet more specialized needs. They believe this typéeliver child and family services. These changes
of resource institution should be located in a com-have produced successive waves of centralization,
munity setting such as a school, community centredecentralization, and various combinations or re-
or health unit. Parents would like to use this type ofcombinations of government departments. Partici-
existing physical setting as an anchor or hub in thepants suggested that, in the past, governments have
community, which serves as a single point of entrysometimes reorganized structurally as a response to
into the service delivery system. the need to “do something.” However, the end
result was often not worth the high costs of reorga-
Parents in need of services would also prefer tonization since the resulting structures were likely to
have a single assessment that will enable them toevert to old ways of functioning.
access programs and services to meet their varied
needs, many of which cascade at points of family Accordingly, participants stressed that policy is
transition. Since children’s needs change from yeamore important than the governance structures used
to year, and family needs change both through théo deliver it. They agreed that governance in the
years and as they face new challenges, sharingealm of child and family policy must be broadly
information among service providers (initially defined to focus less on organizational structures
and over time) will be essential to providing and more on both the government-community inter-
appropriate referrals to supportive programs andface and the influences brought to bear on the
services. Therefore, an important governance ispolicy process.
sue relates to the management of shared informa-
tion. Roundtable participants acknowledged this In particular, participants from governments and
challenge and reported that many jurisdictions arethe community identified the culture of government
experimenting with ways to make this possible in organizations as a barrier to implementing new poli-
order to better meet the needs of children andcies. They argued that it will be essential to build a
families. shared culture within ministries that deliver child
and family policy, and between those ministries and
All jurisdictions studied during this project, and the community agencies responsible for service deliv-
others that were represented at the roundtable, arery. That shared culture should be built on a common
changing the way they provide support to families vision and shared goals for children and families.
with children, in terms of both program content and
service delivery. In some provinces, this has pro- Ensuring that all the key stakeholders, within
duced changes in the governance structures used fgovernment and in the broader community, partici-
policy planning and service delivery. These struc-pate in setting the vision from the outset is thought
tural changes have been designed to improve thé be essential to building the shared culture needed
integration or coordination of services and policiesto deliver policies that empower families to meet
across government ministries and departments. Ontheir varied needs. Progress, therefore, requires an
particularly strong thrust is a response to the call forintensive investment in consultation to create strong
integrated, mixed use community resource centredines of communication. It also requires trust, which
for families, which are in various stages of develop-must be developed and nurtured over time.
ment across Canada. Some examples of these “one
stop shops” for parents and their children are high- The progress made to date in building the shared
lighted in Box 2-2. culture needed to effectively deliver child and family
policy is difficult to assess. Progress has been made
In their review of emerging trends in policy at the national level, and individual provinces have
design and development, roundtable participantanade considerable investments in this direction.
concluded that, historically, there have been peri-These efforts to manage interdependence, across
odic changes in the structures used to develop andovernments and across sectors of society, suggest
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Box 2-2

Community Resource Centres

Community-based services are beginning to be provided across Canada by institutions or agencies with a n
integrate services. These services are often situated or proposed for existing community settings such as schd
units, community centres, government buildings, and so forth. In some provinces, such mixed use arrangementd
facilitated by partnership agreements struck between several service providers drawn from the public, private and
sectors.

Quebec has innovated with such institutions since the 1970s. Its CLSCs (Centre local de services communauta
as a point of entry to the health care and community service systems. They provide home care (including hom
multiple births), perinatal care, parenting support, and so forth, and are mandated to participate in community dey
projects. These centres have a professional staff composed of various health care practitioners and social work
Quebec’s Early Childhood Centres are developed in collaboration with CLSCs and have sometimes been locat
them.

In New Brunswick, the federal government funds 13 Family Resource Centres through the Community Action
for Children or “CAP-C.” These are located in low-income areas and provide drop-in services for families with g
under the age of six. Services include playrooms, community kitchens and toy exchanges, as well as parenting c
networks of peer support. While funded by the federal government, provincial employees such as public healt
nutritionists and social workers involved in the province’s Early Childhood Initiatives are active in the Family R
Centres.

Interest in supporting this type of community anchor, and in providing more consistent provincial coverage, is ¢
in Alberta and Ontario. In many of Alberta’s regional service plans guiding the support of children and families
established Child and Family Services Authorities have identified the need for community-based family resource
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Plans are to provide these in existing community buildings or offer them as mobile services to residents of rural afd remote

communities. Depending on local and regional needs, child care services may be included in the mix of programs

Proposals for similar broad-based community support centres for parents and children were made in Rversis
the Real Brain Drain: The Early Years Study Final Rep®bine study calls for the creation of Early Childhood Developm
and Parenting Centres that are accessible and affordable, although optional, for all children and families .ifTiGrs@
centres are supposed to become community anchors harbouring day care services, resources for parents and
parenting courses, and so forth. They are also intended to integrate kindergarten services and, therefore,
identified as an excellent, although never the only, potential locale.

Although the names vary from province to province, the design of these community resource centres remains n
same. They are all intended to provide families with a “one stop shop” where they can adoéssriagon, referrals and
support that will empower parents to promote the well-being and healthy development of their children throughout
course.
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that Canada may now be edging its way towards again as Chapter 5 constructs the policy recommen-

societal strategy for children. dations arising from this study.

2.5 Distillation of the

Research Findings
lies with young children observed in Canada

A strong focus on child outcomes plays a pivotal
role in the emerging approaches to policy for fami-

and

Box 2-3 presents a distillation of the key re- elsewhere. The next chapter of this report illustrates

search findings about child outcomes and theirthe relationship between public values, policies
measurement. These findings will be consultedchild outcomes.
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Box 2-3

Recap of the Measurement of Child Outcomes

Ongoing research exploring child outcomes in the Canadian context holds great promise for future evidence-base
making with respect to a best mix of income supports and developmental interventions for Canada’s children. Howe
research is needed, especially using multidisciplinary approaches. Indeed, when the jargon used by different discipliees
away, there is already a great deal of consensus about the importance of child outcomes and how best taistietgtand
them.

H decision
er, more
is str

Sharing knowledge across disciplines and sectors is critical to broadening the current understanding of child development and

assessing its impact on Canada’s social fabric and its prosperity as a nation. Research tooNdtlentid_ongitudinal Survey
of Children and Youtlprovide researchers with data sources that will make Canada a leader in policy relevant child
measurement and evaluation.

The proposed use of positive outcome indicators for children challenges citizens, communities, public institutions
ments and employers to reconsider how they think about child development and its relevance to Canada’s future.
approach to outcome measurement also challenges citizens, individually and collectively, to re-examine what can be dtn
sectors to help Canada’s children be the best they can be, now and into the future.

A system of positive outcome measurement that is closely tied to the policy process can enhance the entire policy dg
and evaluation process and meet citizen demands for greater government performance accountability. It can also help|
the social union by achieving consistency on nationally acceptedratatstood principles of child development. In addition
can help partnerships across governments, sectors and community agencies focus on key goals for children and takego
achieve desired child outcomes. These outcome measures are also a rich resource for leaders in the private and vodunaoy
are committed to contributing to a societal strategy for children.

utcome
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Notes

1 The Conference Board of Canadataployability Sks 2 Unless otherwise noted, all data in Section 2-4 are

Profile is reproduced in Tipper and Avard (1999, 5). adapted from Thompson (1998nd 1998).
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The Link between Values, Policy
and Child Outcomes

Public values influence and are influenced by theHistorically, however, Canadians also modelled

policy instruments used in a country, and thesetheir social programs after Britain’s and distin-

policy choices are associated with different child guished themselves from Americans by their some-
outcomes. This chapter discusses the CPRN rewhat more generous welfare state. Yet, in the social
search that examined the research evidence relatgablicy realm, comparisons with the United States
to child outcomes in five countries, and then ex-are too often the only ones that are considered
plores the association between public values andelevant. Alternatives drawn from other countries,

the policy instruments used to invest in children andespecially European ones, “are sharply circumscribed
their families in eight countries. and considered irrelevant” (Baker, 1997, 3-4).

. . To balance this pervasive perspective, the coun-
3.1 An International Comparison tries selected for comparison with Canada were the
of Child Outcomes United States, the United Kingdom, Norway and
the Netherlands. Limitations in appropriate data
Comparisons with other countries help identify have meant that, until very recently, it has not been
where Canada’s performance in providing the en-possible to compare specific outcomes for young
abling conditions for successful child outcomes needshildren in Canada with those experienced by chil-
improvement if we are going to rise to the top of thedren in other countries. This CPRN research estab-
class. Comparisons also help us identify the rangdishes some initial benchmark comparisons of social
of policy goals and instruments that are available topolicy explicitly designed with young children in
stakeholders to create these enabling conditions. mind? By adding data on child outcomes, we begin
to understand the possible links between policy
CPRN conducted a major research study thatvariations, family circumstances, and child well-
shows an association between public values andeing.
child outcomes in five countries. The findings about
differences in child outcomes and associated differ- Making such comparisons requires having a no-
ences in policy and values are discussed bélow. tion of which outcomes are desirable. This is where
discussions of child outcomes often get muddied.
Why did we look to other countries for evidence Some research reports specificitcomes(e.g.,
on child outcomes? Canada’s physical proximity to physical, emotional and behavioural achievements
the United States has enabled the easy flow of idear failures, relative to an age-specific peer group).
products and capital between the two countriesOther research reports on flagtorsthat contribute



to outcome achievemer(e.g., economic status, in two-parent families and half of all lone mothers are
family composition, the effects of a range of poli- in the labour force. Similarly, our tax rates are neither
cies). Navigating through this confusion, we can the highest nor the lowest and Canada is neither the
examine a number of these different indicators tomost, nor the least, ambitious in efforts to reduce
determine how Canadian children are doing. income inequality. Table 3-1 provides anepsis of
social trends and policy responses in tbentries
There is a particular focus on tax and transferstudied, which are discussed thereafter in the text.
programs since these can be studied using quantita-
tive techniques. However, these policies are framed Such complicated patterns are instructive. They
in the context of both social trends and nationalteach that choices about policies are relevant but
values since different approaches to child policy arethere are no simple keys to success. For example,
supported by underlying principles that differ sig- the United States taxes 81 percent of families at only
nificantly across countries. 11 percent of disposable income and also spends
very little on social programs. The Netherlands
The United States and the United Kingdom havereduces income inequality by spending a lot on
programs that are broadly similar to Canada’s,social programs while taxing virtually all families
whereas Norway and the Netherlands offer a differ-at 25 percent. Norway reduces income inequality by
ent mix of programs. In addition, Norway offers spending a lot on social programs while taxing
more extensive programs for children than does90 percent of families at a moderate 14 percent.
Canada, whereas the United States offers less. ThuSanada is spending less on reducing income in-
selecting countries with variations in both the level equality through social transfers than the Netherlands
of benefits and the mix of programs increases whabr Norway, while taxing 86 percent of families
can be learned from cross-country comparisons ofnoderately at 18 percent. These and other differ-
policies and outcomes for young children. ences are discussed below.

The countries studied have significant differences General Labour Force Participation Rates:
in terms of geographic size, ethnic mix and culture.Labour force participation rates for men in all five
Thus results should be interpreted with these differcountries declined somewhat between 1960 and
ences in mind since it is never possible to transferl994, although 80 percent of men aged 15 to 64
one country’s entire policy mix to another, given remained active in the labour force. In sharp con-
the differences in each country’s history, culture trast, rates for women have increased dramatically,

and policy legacies. but vary according to the number of women who
initially were and now are active in the labour force.

: Participation rates doubled for Canada, Norway

3.2 Social and ] and the Netherlands, increased slightly less in the
Demographic Trends United States, and much less in the United Kingdom,

which had the highest initial rate (46.1 percent) but

All five countries studied have experienced major now has one of the lowest current rates of female
social change in the past 30 to 40 years. With som@mployment (65.6 percent). While the rate for the
important exceptions, the pattern and direction ofNetherlands increased the most, only 57.4 percent
change are the same, although the degree of changgé women there are engaged in paid labour versus
varies. Canada hardly differs from other countries65.6 percent in the United Kingdom, 67.8 percent in
when social and demographic trends are comparedCanada, 70.5 percent in the United States and
While some countries may diverge on one or more71.6 percent in Norway.
measures, Canada is always near the norm or in the
middle of the pack. For example, over two-thirds of  Mothers’ Labour Force Participation:Children
women are employed, while three of five mothersliving in two-parent families are most likely to have
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Table 3-1

Synopsis of International Social Trends and Policies

Key: n/a = Information is not available.

X = Relative level of governmentigport. The more Xs, the greater the support.

United United

Social trends and policies Canada  States Kingdom Norway Netherlands
Rate of female labour force participation (percent) 68 70 66 72 57
Mothers’ labour force participation
« Percent of two-parent families with mothers

in the labour force 60 60 38 72 34
« Percent of lone-mother families with mothers

in the labour force 50 61 28 78 19
Some social transfer income received for children
« Percent of married couple familiesceiving

transfers 91 42 929 99 99
« Percent of lone-mother families receiving

transfers >99 90 >99 >99 >99
Tax rates paid by families with children
» Percent of families that pay taxes 86 81 n/a 90 >99
- Tax rates as a percent of disposable income 18 11 n/a 14 25
Efforts to reduce income inequality
« Relative spending on social programs XX X XX XXX XXX
« Tax credits for families with children XX X XX XXX XXX

Source: Adapted from Phipps (139%5-62).

both parents working outside the home in Norwaynificant declines occurred prior to 1975 and rates
(72 percent), Canada and the United States (60 percehave held relatively constant since then. Current
each). The earnings of employed mothers in thesdertility rates, measured as the average number of
countries, however, comprise only about 20 percenthildren per woman aged 15 to 44, range from a
of gross household income (which includes earn-low of 1.56 in the Netherlands, to 1.70 in Canada,
ings, social transfers and other income sources). Itwith a high of 2.00 in the United States.
contrast, dual-earner families are much less com-
mon in the United Kingdom (38 percent) and the Divorce Rates:Divorce rates in all five coun-
Netherlands (34 percent). Labour force participationtries increased dramatically between 1960 and
rates among lone mothers echo this pattern, with thd994. The United States stands out as having
highest rates occurring in Norway (77.9 percent),much higher initial and current divorce rates than
lower rates in the United States (61.2 percent) analsewhere. The current rates for Canada and the
Canada (50.4 percent), and much lower rates in th&nited Kingdom are slightly higher than those
United Kingdom (27.9 percent) and, especially, thefor Norway and the Netherlands. In 1992, the
Netherlands (19.3 percent). number of divorces per 1,000 population were
4.8 in the United States, 3.0 in the United Kingdom,
Fertility Rates:Between 1970 and 1994, fertility 2.7 in Canada, 2.4 in Norway, and 2.0 in the
rates decreased in all five countries. The most sigNetherlands.
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Family Status:Children are most likely to live families, except in the United States, where this
in a lone-parent family in the United States, which figure is only 90 percent.
has the highest divorce rate, and least likely to live
in a lone-parent family in the Netherlands, which
has the lowest divorce rate. Relative probabilities 0f3.3 Policy Differences
children living in a lone-parent or two-parent fam-
ily are quite constant for children of different ages  When the general policy environment is exam-
in the United States, the United Kingdom and thejned for the years 1960 through 1994, Norway and
Netherlands. In contrast, the probability of a child the Netherlands had the largest state sectors at the
living with a lone parent increases with age in end of the period. Levels of taxation were higher, as
Canada (from 10.8 percent for infants to 17.5 perwere levels of spending on social security programs
cent for children aged 6 to 11) and decreases Witlys a percentage of gross domestic product. While
age in Norway (from 33.3 percent for infants to the United Kingdom started out the period with a
21.7 percent for children aged 6 to 11). In all five relatively large state sector, this has diminished
countries, children in lone-parent families are muchover time due to tax and program cuts. The United
more likely to be living with a mother than a States has consistently had both the lowest levels of
father. taxation and the lowest levels of social spending.

Income Inequality:Income inequality increased  When taxes paid by families with children are
in all five countries during the 1980s and the first examined, tax rates as a percent of disposable in-
half of the 1990s. This increase has been mosgome are highest in the Netherlands, at an average
dramatic in the United Kingdom, but less in Canadaof 25 percent, and almost every household with
despite significant increases @arninginequality  children pays taxes. In contrast, tax rates are lowest
in Canada — in large part because of income transfersn the United States, at an average of 11 percent, but
Income inequality is much higher in the United only 81 percent of households with children pay
States than elsewhere, second highest in the Uniteghxes. Between these extremes, 90 percent of
Kingdom, lower in Canada and the Netherlands,households with children pay taxes in Norway, at
and much lower in Norway. an average tax rate of 14 percent whereas, in

Canada, only 86 percent of households with chil-

Sources of Parental IncomeFor children in  dren pay taxes, at an average tax rate of 18 percent.
married-couple families, between 96 and 99 percent
of families receive some earned income, except those Virtually all families with children in Norway,
in the United Kingdom, where this figure is much the Netherlands and the United Kingdom receive
lower at 88 percent. In the Netherlands, Norwaysome social transfer income since these countries
and the United Kingdom, where universal family all provide a universal family allowance. Fewer
allowances are available, some social transfer infamilies receive benefits in Canada. In sharp con-
come is received by 99 percent of married-coupletrast, only half of all families with children receive
families. In contrast, Canada and the United Statesocial transfers in the United States but, for those
target their social transfer benefits, which are re-that do, it is a more significant component of gross
ceived by 91 percent of married-couple families in family income than it is elsewhere.

Canada versus only 42 percent in the United States.

For lone-mother families, earned income varies
widely, at 21 percent in the Netherlands, 36 percent?"4 The Re'e"a”‘?e of

in the United Kingdom, 60 percent in Canada, Values to Policy

71 percent in the United States, and 81 percent in

Norway. However, some social transfer income is Norway and the Netherlands spend the most
received by 99 to 100 percent of lone-motheron social programs in general and on children in
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particular, whereas the United States spends the The United Kingdom, Canada and the United
least. Although income inequality is lowest in Norway States view children largely as the private responsi-
and the Netherlands, individuals in these countriesbility of their parents whereas Norway and the
are more concerned about reducing income inequalNetherlands view children as both a private and a
ity than are individuals in the United Kingdom, public responsibility. Valuing children as a public
Canada and, especially, the United States. Reducingesponsibility translates into policy through, for
income inequality moves from principle to practice example, the provision of “advanced maintenance
in Norway and the Netherlands through policiespayments” through which lone parents are ad-
that combine higher taxes, significant tax reduc-vanced child support payments by the government.
tions for families with children, and generous uni- This approach is taken in Norway, where advanced
versal social transfer programs. maintenance payments are made to lone parents then
collected, where possible, from the noncustodial

Significantly, the European nations deg less  parent. Thus society shares responsibility for child
concernedthat generous social programs will be a support rather than resting the full impact of pay-
disincentive to employment. Individuals in Canada ment default on the child and lone parent.
and, especially, in the United States are much more
likely than Europeans to believe that people live  Similarly, Norway, the Netherlands and the
in need because they are “lazy.” In the past, theUnited Kingdom each demonstrate the value these
Netherlands offered liberal support to enable mothersountries place on children by providing a universal
to care for their children at home. Generous universathild allowance to families with children. In con-
social transfers are available in Norway to enabletrast, Canada offers an income tested benefit while
mothers to choose to either stay at home or be enthe United States offers no child benefit at all. The
ployed, yet Norway has the highest rate of labour forcdJnited States instead delivers support for families
participation among lone mothers. This employmentwith children primarily by offering tax exemptions
option is enhanced by generous maternity andwrite-offs) to working poor parents in lieu of a
parental leave programs, annual family (e.g., sickcash benefit paid for children. Norway offers both a
child) leave, and greater access to public child caretax exemption for dependent children and a child

benefit.

North American countries offer lower levels of
income tested social support as an explicit incentive  Significant policy differences occur in the ways in
for parents to work for pay, reflecting a value held which countries support mothers to: (1) care for their
in favour of the work ethic. Yet, ironically, Canada children at home, (2) be employed outside the home,
and the United States provide fewer and less extener (3) offer choices in this regard. Norway offers
sive programs than their European counterparts tgenerous parental leave programs that can be com-
support employed parents with parental leave, familybined in flexible ways with paid employment. Cash
leave or child care. Many people in North America transfers are also provided to lone mothers, which can
also value the idea of mothers caring for their be retained while they are in the labour force or in
children at home. However, social transfers andschool. In addition, annual family leave is available to
parental leaves are neither universally provided noMorwegian parents. Mothers are thus enabled to par-
generous enough to enable all mothers of youndicipate in the labour force if they so choose. Until
children to do so. Indeed, while values are clearlyrecently, the Netherlands provided generous social
split over the “value of employment” and the “value programs, particularly through social assistance and
of mothers caring for their young children at parental leaves, which explicitly supported parents
home,” few policies are in place to permit North to stay at home to care for their young children.
American parents to make meaningful choices ac-
cording to their own preferences and act in the best Public attitudes about child care may also affect
interests of their families. public policy. In the United States, where children
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are seen exclusively as a parental rather than as 3 g Differing Child Outcomes
shared societal responsibility, there is little support

for the provision of public child care. However,  The crux of the matter is, however, given the
some support for child care is provided through taxdifferences in policy in each of the five countries
exemptions for child care expenditures. However,studied, do child outcomes differ? Indeed they do.
child care taxexemptionsare of greater benefit to Specific outcomes can be compared by reviewing
higher income earners whereas child tardits objective and subjective quantitative data about
would be of equal benefit to parents at all incomefinancial well-being, happiness, health, emotional
levels. well-being, and the outcomes experienced by lone-
mother families. However, not all measures are
None of the countries studied place a policy available for each country.
emphasis on early education as an end in itself. In
contrast, however, universal public education is Financial Well-being: In economic terms, well-
provided to children of school age in all five coun- being is often equated with access to income. When
tries. A similar “in-kind” social transfer is provided mean after-tax and transfer income is assessed,
in the form of universal public health care, which children in the United States are slightly better off
is offered everywhere except the United Statesthan Canadian children and noticeably better off
There, health care is largely a private responsibil-than children living in Norway. Income levels are
ity and parents are expected to purchase privatslightly lower in the United Kingdom and the
health care for their children if they so choose andNetherlands than in Canada. Using median income
can afford to do so. Canadian spending levels or{which cannot be skewed by extreme high or low
in-kind programs for health and education sug-values), Canadian children have the greatest access
gest some support for broad-based in-kind transio income, although it is very similar to that avail-
fers. able in Norway and the United States (when ad-
justed for family size and economies of scale by
Critics suggest that the provision of generoususing the “per adult equivalent” measure).
social programs in Norway relates to its wealth as
an oil-producing nation. However, when Norway's ~ When access to income for children in lone-
social programs were instituted, output per capitamother families is compared to income available to
was half that of either Canada or the United Statesall children, differences become more evident. Income
In 1960, the gross national product per capita, in Ugor children of lone mothers is 52 percent of that for
dollars, was $2,830 in the United States, $2,100 imall children in the United States, about 66 percent in
Canada, and merely $1,260 in Norway. Therefore Canada, the United Kingdom and the Netherlands,
Norway’s implementation of generous social pro-and 81 percent in Norway. Thus Norway has the
grams that support families with children was least income disparity between lone-mother chil-
clearly a policy choice, despite its more modestdren and all children. However, children of lone
resources at the time. mothers are much more likely to be poor in all five
countries than children in two-parent families and
Others argue that implementing high rates ofthe difference in poverty rates are again striking. In
taxation and generous social transfers similar tothe United States, 60 percent of lone-mother chil-
those in effect in Norway would damage the dren are poor, versus 46 percent in the United
overall economic performance of Canada and the<ingdom, 43 percent in Canada, 33 percent in the
United States. However, Norway’s economic per-Netherlands, and only 16 percent in Norway. In all
formance in recent times is no better or no worsecountries studied, children in lone-mother families
than either Canada’s or the United States’, despitélso have worse outcomes than children in two-
its extensive provision of state supported family parent families in terms of almost all outcomes that
policies. can be measured. Children of lone mothers are
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Table 3-2
Effects of Social Transfers and Taxes on Poor Childrén

Percent of poor childrén

Income for households with United United
children aged 0 to 11 Canada States Kingdom Norway Netherlands

All households with children

« Before taxeswithoutsocial transfers 26.3 32.7 30.5 16.3 12.6
« Before taxeswith social transfers 15.4 26.9 17.7 4.7 3.6
« After taxeswith social transfers 16.9 29.8 23.0 6.3 7.1
Lone mother households with children

» Before taxeswithoutsocial transfers 66.8 68.4 83.5 61.1 81.7
» Before taxeswith social transfers 41.6 57.9 39.0 14.8 17.0
« After taxeswith social transfers 42.5 60.7 46.0 15.7 33.5

1 Data are from the early 1990s.

2 “Poor children” are defined as a percent of all children aged 0 to 11, pdareeans “family equivalent income” is less than 50 percent
“country equivalent income” according to the population income distribution.

Source: Adapted from Phipps (19998 and 100).

more likely to have low birth weights, asthma, and appears to influence child outcomes. For example,
accidents (in terms of both likelihood and fre- the United States spends more overall on health
guency), as well as more behaviour problems. It is notare, although much of it is spent privately, but has
clear whether these outcomes are related more to lonevorse health outcomes for children. Similarly,
parent status, to the income differential experiencednean disposable income is greatest in the United
by lone mothers or to a combination of factors. States but its child poverty rates are the highest,
despite efforts to target social spending to the poor-
Taxes and social transfers also have an impacest of children. In other words, those countries that
on poverty rates, as the data from the early 1990pursue a more universal approach to policy and
presented in Table 3-2 clearly show. When all program delivery have superior records related to
families are considered, there were fewer poor fam-<child outcomes than countries that target support
ilies in Canada than in the United Kingdom and theonly to certain groups. NLSCY data also show that
United States once income transfers were made angoverty is strongly associated with poor health
taxes were collected. For lone-parent families, thestatus in children.
United Kingdom did better than Canada at reducing
poverty, but barely, while both countries remained Health: Infant mortality, a commonly used out-
significantly ahead of the United States. However,come indicator, is lowest in Norway and the
a comparison of Canada, the United Kingdom andNetherlands and highest in the United States. Low
the United States to the Netherlands and Norway isirth weight is also used as a predictor of future
less heartening. We see that, despite reducingegative child outcomes. The incidence of low birth
poverty in families, Canada still has a high percent-weight is lowest in Norway and highest in the
age of poor children. While making some families United States. Similarly, “weight for height” and
less poor, it has by no means eliminated poverty. “height for weight” measures are used as indicators
of adequate nourishment. There are strong similari-
The way in which money is spent may also beties in “height by age” across all the countries.
important since public versus private expenditureHowever, while the United States starts off with
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more low birth weight babies, by age eight or nine,costs or be associated with other family challenges
American children are much heavier than theirthat would respond to social policy interventions. In
counterparts. This may indicate greater levels ofthe United States, 26.4 percent of children aged 4
child obesity in the United States, which could alsoto 11 are reported to bully or be cruel, compared
be viewed as a negative child health outcome. with 15.8 percent in the United Kingdom and only
11.1 percent of children in Canada. Children in the
Parents in all countries studisdibjectivelyre- United Kingdom are reportedly more likely to be
gard their children as basically healthy. However, disobedient at school, at 35.4 percent, versus
objective health measures show different child 21.9 percent in Canada and 19.6 percent in the
health outcomes. For example, in children aged 11United States. Of note, values studies show that
and under, asthma rates are 6.9 percent in Norwaygarents in the United Kingdom are more concerned
10.1 percent in the United Kingdom and 11.0 per-about obedience than other parents so this figure
cent in Canada. may reflect more rigid parental standards for ac-
ceptable child behaviour.
Relatively few children have long-term health
problems that limit their activities, but there are some  More children are worriers in Canada, at 48.8 per-
differences in this outcome reported across coun<ent, and the United Kingdom, at 45.8 percent, than
tries: 3.0 percent in Norway, 4.8 percent in Canadain the United States, at 35.8 percent. In Canada,
5.0 percent in the United States and 10.2 percent i188.5 percent of children aged 4 to 11 cry a lot
the United Kingdom. Finally, the proportion of chil- versus 22.7 percent in the United States. This too
dren aged 11 and under reported to have had accimay reflect a values difference in that American
dents requiring medical attention “in the past year” parents who value “toughness and independence”
is 10.6 percent in the United States, 10.2 percent inmay under-report crying behaviour.
Canada and 7.9 percent in Norway. The likelihood
of experiencing two or more accidents is greater in  Canadian and American children are comparable
Canada, at 15.2 percent, than in either the Unitechamong those reported to be high-strung, tense or ner-
States, at 11.8 percent, or in Norway, at 8.1 percentvous, at 27.1 and 30.7 percent, respectively. However,
only 42.2 percent of Canadian children are described
Happiness: Economists also make use of self- as “never restless or overly active” versus 58.7 per-
evaluations about happiness to infer well-being.cent of children in the United States. Finally, among 4-
Although the means of asking people if their chil- to 11-year-old children, 46.0 percent are reported to
dren are happy is subject to criticism, some infor-be anxious or frightened in the United Kingdom ver-
mation can be gleaned from assessing the numbesus 35.9 percent in Canada, 31.8 percent in the
of children who are reportedly “not unhappy” at all. United States, and only 11.3 percent in Norway.
Canada and Norway fare best, where 98.8 and
97.1 percent of children, respectively, are report- TTTI
edly happy, versus only 81.3 percent in the United?"6 Distillation of the
States and 80.2 percent in the United Kingdom. Research Findings
Since neither the United States nor the United
Kingdom are very generous in providing programs Table 3-3 provides a summary matrix of child
for children, there could be an associated differenceoutcomes across countries in terms of happiness,
in well-being for children in these countries. health and emotional well-being. Many of the out-
comes reported are for deficit measures rather than
Emotional Well-being: The presence of acting positive achievements.
out and withdrawing behaviours can also be used to
indicate child outcomes and, as data from the Box 3-1 presents a distillation of the key re-
NLSCY has shown, this may have long-term socialsearch findings about policy instruments, public
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Table 3-3
Synopsis of International Child Outcomes
United United

Child outcomes Canada States Kingdom Norway Netherlands
Child health outcomes
« Infant mortality (as a percent of live births) 0.68 0.85 0.62 0.52 0.56
- Low weight births (percent of neonates weighing

less than 5.5 pounds) 5.50 7.00 6.40 4.60 n/a
- Average height at age 11 (in feet) 4.80 4.90 4.70 4.90 4.90
« Average weight at age 11 (in pounds) 90.00 97.70 88.20 89.80 89.00
» Percent of children aged 0-11 with asthma 11.00 n/a 10.10 6.90 n/a
« Percent of children aged 0-11 who had accidents

or injuries in previous 12 months 10.20 10.60 n/a 7.90 n/a
General happinesg§subjective reports)
« Percent of children who are not unhappy 98.80 81.30 80.20 97.10 n/a
Emotional well-being(subjective reports)
« Percent of children who are cruel or who bully 11.10 26.40 15.80 n/a n/a
« Percent of children who are disobedient at school 21.90 19.60 35.40 n/a n/a
» Percent of children who worry 48.80 35.80 45.80 n/a n/a
» Percent of children who cry a lot 38.50 22.70 n/a n/a n/a
« Percent of children who are high-strung,

tense or nervous 27.10 30.70 n/a n/a n/a
- Percent of children who are never restless or

overly active 42.20 58.70 n/a n/a n/a
- Percent of children who are anxious or frightened 35.90 31.80 46.00 11.30 n/a
n/a = Information is not available.
Source: Adapted from Phipps (1$9901-116).

values and child outcomes in Canada, the Unitedhave on income levels in families with children, with
States, the United Kingdom, Norway and the marked differences emerging based on family sta-
Netherlands. These findings will be consulted againtus. Differences are also evident in outcomes used
as Chapter 5 constructs the policy recommenda+to indicate happiness, health status, and emotional
tions that follow from this study. well-being, although the links between policy and
specific child outcomes are not as directly or easily
3.7 An International Comparison demonstrable.
of Policy Instruments It is clear, however, that lone-parent families are
much poorer than two-parent families and that chil-
As the research comparing child outcomes indren of lone parents have poorer outcomes overall.
five countries has shown, public values influence As NLSCY data have shown for Canada, family
and are influenced by the policy instruments income is also a marker for other variables. Thus
used in a country, and these policy choices arethe interrelation of poverty, family status and child
associated with different outcomes. This is particu-outcomes is extremely complicated and must be
larly evident with respect to financial well-being, mediated through policy with a combination of
notably in the impact tax and social transfer policiesincome supports and program interventions.
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Box 3-1

Recap of International Comparisons on
Child Outcomes

Policy strategies differ across the five countries studied
do outcomes for children. Norway offers extensive progrg
for families with children, and outcomes for children
Norway are consistently at least as good as, and often H
than, elsewhere. Children who live in lone-mother famil
fare worse than those in two-parent families, although

comes for children in lone-mother families are much bettq

Norway than elsewhere. This difference could reflect Norway's

provision of more extensive public services that provide |
mothers with income support and other programs. Thy

appears that how much money is invested in supporting

children pays off in terms of the achievement of impro
child outcomes.

In addition, countries that pursue a more broad-bg
approach to policy and program delivery have supe
records related to child outcomes than countries that tg

support only to certain groups. Further, the allocation| o

resources through social transfers appears to have a
greater effect on alleviating child poverty than does lowel]
family taxes.

policy strategies for children and families that have
been adopted in eight countries: Canada, the United
States, the United Kingdom, Norway, the Netherlands,
France, Germany and Swedefhere was a high
degree of convergence across countries in the val-
ues held about gender roles and the impact of
s dual-earner families on children. Despite these sim-
in ilarities, there was notable divergence in actual
etterbehaviour, public policies, and the level of public

est policy support for families.
put-

rin

, as

Citizens in all the countries studied expressed, to
different degrees, conflicting values related to bal-
ancing employment and family life. For example,
conflicting values were expressed as @pen-
mindedness about mothers’ employmenhich
stands in stark opposition to statemhcerns about
sed the consequences for children of mothers’ employ-
0" 'ment However, the level of public support for
rgfet government intervention appears to be a marker for

bne
s it

ed

uchthe extent to which policies have been created to
ing help parents balance these dual roles.

It may be true that changes to demographic circ

m_
stances lead to policy responses. However, it may be eq]:ally ) " ) i
thedespite parents’ mixed feelings about balancing em-

true that some social and demographic circumstances al
result of policy. For example, low rates of female lab
force participation may reflect policies as diverse as H

rates of taxation for married women, social transfer pay

ments designed to support mothers to stay at home to ca
their children, lack of accessible child care or limited acd
to high quality child care. Similarly, high rates of labg
force participation among mothers of young children n
occur despite both lack of public support and high level
parental guilt and anxiety about the benefits to young g
dren of having a mother who is not in the labour force.

As this preliminary research has shown, policy choi
and the values that support them appear to affect the
and kind of support provided to families with children &
the outcomes that children achieve. In short, an exce
social safety net is of value for those who use it and for t
who know they can use it if need be.

Source: Abstracted from Phipps (1899

Public support for government intervention to
support families appears to lead to more policy action,

ur - ployment and family life. In addition, countries that
igh provide greater support for families with children have
o forgenerally placed child and family well-being at the
ess centre of national well-being. This shift in emphasis
ur is currently surfacing in Canada and is supported by
a8y Canadian parents who need and want help balanc-

hﬁ_f ing their employment and family commitments.

QD

Specific family policies cluster according to the

Ces approaches to family life that are valued and have

evel heen adopted in the eight countries studied. Table 3-4

ient lllustrates similarities and differences in strategic

ose approach and in the policies that have emerged as a
result. These findings will be consulted again as
Chapter 5 constructs the policy recommendations
that arise from this study.

=
o

Additional research by CPRN on compara

The European Union has mandated all its mem-
tive ber states (except the United Kingdom, which has

family policy was specifically designhed to examine opted out of the social union) to provide a universal

the possible link between public values and
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parent. As Table 3-4 illustrates, however, manysources as diverse as social democratic parties,
countries already surpass this minimal entitlementfeminist groups, family movements, ancadar
with their mixes of paid maternity and parental organizations. Historically, policies for children
leave. Neither paid nor unpaid parental leaves ar@nd families have been implemented successfully
universally available in North America. Nor are in nations with a history of left-wing political
paid maternity leaves available to all mothers toparties, structures requiring negotiation among
enable them to recover from childbirth and carevarious interest groups, and a centralized govern-
for their babies. Only some fathers, as well as onlyment. Key to this success was a willingness by
some mothers, can take paid parental leave tgovernment to invest in children and families and a
stay home with their newborns. In addition, taking general consensus on the need for government to
unpaid leave results in a substantial loss of in-do so.
come and, potentially, being forced to leave paid
employment for a time. This is despite the fact that Values research found consensus in all the coun-
we have known for more than a century thattries studied around theeedto have dual-earner
babies thrive better when they are breast-fed forfamilies, yet the rationale for this belief differed.
extended periods and we know today that goodror example, two incomes were thought to be
parenting practices require time during which stressneeded to meet high housing expenses in Britain, to
is minimized. maintain a reasonable quality of life in Sweden, and
to keep some families above the poverty level in
As well, in the 15 European Union countries, Canada and the United States. Despite contrary
depending on the country, anywhere from 60 topreferences many people thought they had “no
99 percent of all children aged three to six are inchoice” but to have both parents employed. There
publicly funded child care programs. This high was also strong consensus that both sposlsmsid
rate of participation holds true even among coun-contribute to household income, but again for dif-
tries where raising children is seen as primarily aferent reasons. In North America, issues of indi-
family, rather than a shared family and social re-vidual fulfillment and women’s rights in the
sponsibility. Thus it includes Italy, with 91 percent workplace frame this belief, whereas a strong
of young children in publicly funded child care, belief in gender equality at home and in the work-
Spain with 84 percent, West Germany with 78 per-place supports this notion in the Scandinavian
cent, and Austria with 75 percent. France, whichcountries.
values parental choice in child rearing, has fully
99 percent of its children aged three to six in the Despite these differing beliefs, men and women
public school system — but Italy’s 91 percent in all the countries studied worry that young chil-
does not lag far behind. Access to publicipded  dren in particular are likely to suffer if both parents
child care in North America is nowhere near theseare employed. Whether employment for both par-
levels. The overall conclusion that one might ents is supported as a matter of principle or on the
draw from these comparisons is that neither childbasis of need, citizens retain a strong interest in and
outcomes nor levels of supports for the threeconcern about meeting children’s needs. The ways
enabling conditions of child well-being and in which governments have responded to these
healthy development are as high in Canada agoncerns in the eight countries studied are framed
they could be. as “models of investment” in Table 3-5.

The history of family policy in the countries These important learnings about the development
studied suggests that family policies have emergeaf policy to support young children and their fami-
for a variety of political, economic and demo- lies in different countries spawned an interest in
graphic reasons. There is also some suggestion thaxamining differences in policy development within
pressure for enhanced family policies came fromCanadian provinces. Therefore, CPRN studied the
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Table 3-5

Models of Investment in Families with Children

Investment model

Description

Traditional model
« Germany, pre-1989

Parental choice model
« France

Gender equality model
« Norway
- Sweden

Mixed sector model
« Netherlands

Family responsibility model
- Canada

- United States

« United Kingdom

Supports one parent to stay home with children by providing income supports, pafgntal
leave, tax incentives, and pension benefits.

Supports choice for parents, with a child centred focus, through income supports {8 lone
parents, a 3-year parental leave allowance for parents (with at least 2 children) cafing
full- or part-time for their own children, tax and other benefits for parents to hire child
minders, and child care services including full-time schooling for children from the fige
of two.

Supports gender equality at home and in the wadeglwith a child centred focus,

through lengthy paid parental leave for both parents, income support, flexible
employment hours, part-time employment options, family leave (e.g. “sick child” lefe),
and child care services.

Helps parents balance employment and family responsibilities through a strategy tflat
promotes negotiated arrangements with employers for child care, part-time work, ghd
flexible work hours.

Leaves the task and the costs of balancing employment and family responsibilitie
primarily to parents. Parental leaVese unpaid or short and child care is not provide

as a public service. Where income support, direct subsidies, and tax benefits or criidits
exist, they are generally targetted to poor families.

1 For differences in maternity and parental leave, see Table 3-4. Child care is now being phased in within Quebec aif&igteatay for
all children.
Source: Adapted from O’Hara (198845-46), with consideration of the nomenclature used by Novick (1999, 17).

development of child and family policy federally key findings of this research are reported in the
and in six representative Canadian provinces. Thdollowing chapter.

Notes

1 Unless otherwise noted, all data in Sections 3.1 for the Netherlands. While microdata on outcomes were
through 3.6 are abstracted from Phipp39%). collected by individual countries for their own purposes,

some comparison of particular outcomes is possible

2 The analysis in Phipps (1992rew on a wide range of and there is considerable overlap in content for
data sources but focussed on the original analysis of Canada, the United States and the United Kingdom.
microdata from th&Vorld Values StugyhelLuxembourg
Income Studwand five microdata sources that focus 3 The complex association between poverty, hunger,

on child health and well-being: (1) tiNational Lon- poor child health outcomes such as asthma, and mater-
gitudinal Survey of Children and Youtbr Canada, nal smoking (which is a known stress reducer and
(2) the National Survey of Childrefior the United appetite suppressant for disadvantaged women) is
States, (3) th&lational Child Development Studyr discussed in Mcintyre, Connor, and Warren (1998).

the United Kingdom, (4)Statistics Norway Health
Survey for Norway, and (5) theStiemetz Archive 4 Unless otherwise noted, all data in Section 3.7 are
Social Inequalityand the Health of Children Survey abstracted from O’Hara (1988
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Canadian Policies for Children and Families

As shown in Chapter 3, European countries goemphasis of post-1945 policy on meeting the needs
beyond simply providing income support to families of workers who experienced temporary unemploy-
with children. They also offer an array of services ment or were considered unemployable. In develop-
and supports (such as child care and preschodhg these initiatives, governments have taken new
programs, flexible employment arrangements, anddirections in the design of public policies, which
rights to paid and unpaid leave) that make a differ-break with most of the traditions and precedents of
ence to families seeking to balance their family andpast decades. At the same time, the last few years
employment responsibilities. In other words, thesehave seen a frontal assault on the problems of
countries also invest directly in effective parenting public finance. With the deficit and debt better
and supportive community environments. In re- under control, there is now room for innovation in
sponse to the restructured employment patternspolicy design, perhaps more than many analysts
restructured families, and changing approaches tdave acknowledged to date.
policy described in Chapter 1, governments in
Canada have undertaken major reforms in recent Since jurisdiction for many aspects of child and
years in the ways they address the needs of familieamily policy in Canada rests with provincial gov-
and organize their income security programs. ernments, CPRN undertook an examination of the
development of child and family policy and associ-
Canadian governments have had to decideated investment strategies in six provinces: British
whether to take into account the fact that familiesColumbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, Ontario, Quebec
with young children assume financial and otherand New Brunswick. The choice of provinces was
burdens that Canadians without young children domediated by funding constraints, but they are
not bear. In addition, governments have had tononetheless a good representation of the situation.
decide how to deal with the fact that 1.5 million The six chosen span the couninglude large and
children are poor, either because their parents aremall population bases, have a mixture of urban and
not employed or because they are not earningural communities, and enjoy varying degrees of
enough to lift the family out of poverty. These prosperity.
policy challenges have provoked a range of re-
sponses from governments at all levels. This research has provided a solid understanding
of the changes taking place in Canada’'s welfare
New forms of income redistribution are emerg- state and the types of responses both the federal
ing along with programs for intervention in early government and these six provinces have made to
childhood. These substitute in many ways for thechild and family policy over time. The key research



findings are described beIdWAIthough a direct Therefore, in the midst of World War I,
link from these new approaches to policy has yet toLeonard Marsh’s wide-ranging vision of a world at
be made to child outcomes, the research on chilgpeace included a proposal to pay family allowances
outcomes described in Chapter 2 and the patterng cover the basic needs of all Canadian children.
unveiled in the international comparisons presented-amily allowances, scaled to the number of children
in Chapter 3 strongly suggest that it is only a matterin a family, were supposed to compensate parents
of time before this can be done with confidence. for the extra costs incurred because they were rais-
ing a family. TheMarsh Report’sinitial proposal
was to develop a single benefit paid to families with
4.1 Income Security for children, by consolidating all supplements available
- . . . for children in other programs (e.g., mothers’ allow-
Families with Children: ances, workmen’s compensation, public assistance).
The Legacies of This universal family benefit would be calculated
Earlier Programs on the basis of the real costs of raising a child.

This policy coherence was not to be, primarily

As early as the inter-war period and during thefor constitutional reasons since most of the social
1940s, social policy thinkers understood that labour

and other markets were not sensitive to familyprograms were within provincial jurisdiction and

needs. Wage-setting did not take the number of gor political reasons, since the Conservatives did

wage earner’s dependents into account. A wage WaQOt agree (Guest, 1985, 133). The family allowance

a wage, no matter how many mouths it had to feedreglme that was created was much more restricted:

Therefore, beginning in 1918, a taxpayer with de-ﬁi?}oet?éllléc;r; Ogeg EZ“SQ%I Irl)crﬂmz ogileitbglflonc;v_
pendents could reduce his (and usually it was “his”) ' b g only < p 9

: - . .~ “ernment spending, the $200 million exceeded all
taxable income by claiming a basic tax exemption. . : )
o , welfare expenditures by all units of government in
In addition, Mothers’ Allowances were one of the

first public social assistance programs establisheacanada’ including public health and unemployment

in the Canadian provinces. Before Unemploymenta'd’ in any typical year from 1936 to 1939 (Guest,

Insurance was instituted and well before needs-1985’ 130). At $5.95 per month for a family with

. . two children, the rate was about 5 percent of an
based assistance programs were put into place

mothers of young children who had insufficient average monthly family income (Dominion Bureau

. . ._of Statistics, 1950 and 1951).
means of support could receive a modicum of assis-

tance from the government to help them raise their
children because they were widows or otherwise
“deserving.”

This first universal program, important as it was
at the time, lacked the vision and overarching prin-
ciple of theMarsh Report which had intended to
cover many of the extra costs associated with rais-
ing the next generation of Canadians. Nor was the
rest of the welfare system redesigned at the end of
the war. It remained a piecemeal set of programs
gdesigned to combat specific risks such as unem-
nponment, old age, sickness, and unemployability.

Despite recognition via the income tax exemp-
tion of the extra costs of raising a family, a serious
distributional problem remained in these years.
Studies found that even in the midst of the boomin
wartime economy with full employment, only 44 per-
cent of families of wage earners (except those i

agriculture) had sufficient income to guarantee a Over the next 25 vears. wage increases aenerated
nutritionally sound diet to the members of their Y » Wag 9

family (Guest, 1985, 129-30). In addition Canada’sby productivity gr.owth and post-war development
infant mortality rate was the highest among thepUt more money into the pockets of many workers

United Kingdom and the Commonwealth’s White so that a rising pe_rcentgge were able_ to pr(_JV|de
Dominions. adequately for their families with their salaries.
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Attention to social problems shifted to the unem-began to blur the distinction between employment
ployed and unemployable, and the universal princi-and non-employment by allowing the working poor
ple of Family Allowances was downplayed. Later to benefit from some of its programs.
on, as we shall see, the principle of universality was
abandoned and Family Allowances were replaced Another important consequence was that the
by tax measures targetted at reducing poverty. public provision of child care appeared on the
political agenda. CAP funding could address the
In the first post-war decades, Canada’s socialchild care needs of parents who were receiving, or
policy regimes, like those of most other countries,at risk of receiving, social assistance. As the next
conceptualized a clear border between being in theection documents, Canada’s approach to child care
labour force and being out of it. In the latter situa- has been profoundly shaped by the fact that so
tion, there were several possible sources of incomenuch of its publicly provided and publicly financed
for adults. First, one could be dependent upon anotherhild care was located in the policy realm of social
earner, as was the case for stay-at-home wivesassistance (Mahon, 1997).
Second, one could receive either Unemployment
Insurance as a bridge until the next job or a retire- In addition, in Canada as well as almost every-
ment pension to recognize past contributions.where else in Western Europe and North America
Third, one could receive social assistance. Sincgsee Chapters 1 and 3), the labour force participa-
Canada’s liberal welfare state was always on thetion rate of mothers with young children skyrocketed.
low end of generosity compared to many otherin 1965, 31 percent of Canadian women were in the
countries, social assistance was usually the leagpaid labour force. By 1996, the statistic stood at
generous in terms of levels of income redistribution 65 percent. For women with children aged three to
and services provided (Esping-Andersen, 1990;five, the number rose from 40 to 70 percent during
O’Connor, Orloff and Shaver, 1999). this period. This change in labour market behaviour
raised obvious challenges about who would care for
Some practices of providing income security, preschool children.
although not necessarily the principles, began to
change in several significant ways in the late 1960s Labour market and family changes raised an
and early 1970s in response to a new policy envi-even broader question. They put the issue of public
ronment and changing family behaviour. The estabversus private responsibility for children on the
lishment of the Canada Assistance Plan (CAP) byagenda. The question became: Is there any public
the federal government dramatically altered theresponsibility for preschool children or is the re-
policy environment of all provinces in 1966. CAP sponsibility for high quality child care, whether
targetted low-income Canadians through a costparental or nonparental, solely a family one?
sharing program wherein the federal government
provided matching funds to cover 50 percent of the These two types of policies reflected quite dif-
expenses incurred by the provinces. It marked derent philosophies about supporting families with
crucial turning point in the policy stories of all children. The tax exemption for dependent children
provinces. and Family Allowances were both universal and
explicitly directed towards families. CAP was tar-
The introduction of CAP institutionalized a major getted to low-income Canadians, including those
shift in thinking about income security by eliminating with children. However, its regulations about ser-
the previous categorical approach, wherein claimantwices, in particular its subsidies for child care, had
had to fit into a particular category (e.g., blind, longstanding effects on the way that policymakers
disabled, aged). One was eligible for CAP’s co-would address the needs of families who sought to
financed programs on the basis of need, whatevebalance the competing claims of employment and
the reason for being poor. In addition, CAP alsofamily life.
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This chapter begins by following the story of such initiatives through the federal government's
child care services, including the lingering effects Local Initiatives Projects. Relatively high cut-off
of CAP, and then turns to other policy instruments.points for defining need in some provinces meant
After that, it returns to an examination of the story that subsidies could reach upward towards the mid-
of income security, following the shift towards the dle class. Further, all children in a child care centre,
range of child benefits that eventually replaced theregardless of family income level, could benefit
Family Allowance regime, the universal tax exemp- from the centre’s operating grant. Thus, in the first
tion, and the social assistance programs fundedlecade of CAP, there was a flurry of child care
under CAP. initiatives, as provinces extended services and set

up regulatory mechanisms.

4.2 Ba|ancing Fami|y Life and The origins in CAP funding of public funding

. . for day care centres is still visible in the Canadian
Employment. The Legacies child care system, which remains targetted rather

of CAP than universal. Low-income and middle-income
families have distinctly different options for child
The CAP rules allowed for the funding of certain care except in Quebec, and there only since 1997.
services, including day care, that could be definedAll other provinces provide subsidies only to low-
as facilitating labour force participation. It was income parents, paid directly to the child care
possible to provide not only individual subsidies provider. In some cases, such as New Brunswick,
but also operating grants to child care centres, asubsidies for low-income parents are virtually the
long as they were nonprofits. Access to individual only form of public funding for child care. In other
subsidies was income tested, as required by CARrovinces, individual subsidies are combined in the
guidelines, while operating grants to child care policy mix with substantial operating (or other)
centres depended on identifying a contribution togrants to providers.
reducing the risk of dependency on government
assistance. The number of child care centres receiv- The result is a deep income cleavage. In the
ing CAP funding rapidly increased in the 1970s, mid-1990s, 35 percent of families on social assis-
setting down the basic institutional infrastructure of tance had children in centre-based and regulated
nonparental, regulated child care for low-income care, while only 19 percent of other families with a
Canadian families. mother who was employed or studying had children
who were enrolled. Fully 31 percent of children in
In Alberta, where municipalities had already families with an income under $30,000 were in a
been providing Preventive Social Services pro-centre, compared to 17 percent of children in fami-
grams, the new CAP funds allowed them to extendies with higher incomes. In other words, middle-
their child care services as a way of “preventingclass parents have difficulty gaining access to the
welfare dependency.” In Ontario, too, where sinceform of care widely considered to be the best qual-
1946 theDay Nurseries Adbad been regulating day ity — regulated care in a child care centre with a
care programs, the new CAP funds encouraged thereschool developmental and educational program.
expansion of child care as a “welfare service for
those in social or financial need.” Other legacies of CAP are found in the current
structure of the child care system. The CAP funding
This funding philosophy legitimated the political regime set down two requirements. Money could go
actions of community groups that sought to developonly to nonprofit operators and subsidies could go
child care services in poor neighbourhoods and taonly to licensed caregivers. In 1995, when CAP
use child care centres as focal points for communitywas abruptly and unilaterally terminated by Ottawa
development. Extra funds were made available forand replaced with the Canada Health and Social
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Transfer (CHST), these national standards for childhave effectively cut them out of the new system.
care disappeared. After a mobilization by commercial operators, and
mounting fear that the system could not absorb the
Divergence among the provinces subsequentlyloss of spaces their withdrawal of services might
increased. Nonetheless, the system has not bedming, a compromise was reached.
completely remade. Some provinces maintained
CAP-like structures, with Quebec’s recent reforms  Quebec’s commercial operators are encouraged
remaining truest to the original 1970s thinking thatto convert their governance structure to a nonprofit
the way to deliver high quality preschool care wascorporation and to join the province’s network of
in nonprofit centres. The infrastructure developedEarly Childhood Centres. Those that choose not to
during the CAP years lives on, in the way servicesdo so, but which were in existence before the
are provided and, particularly, in the way the child reform process began, are eligible for subsidies to
care issues are debated. close the gap between the $5 per day parents in
Quebec pay for child care and the actual cost of
With CAP funding, nonprofit or municipal centres care, as calculated by the province. Commercial
expanded rapidly and, because for-profit providersoperators are not eligible for operating and infra-
were ineligible for CAP operating funds, the provinces structure grants, however.
had strong incentives to invest their 50-cent dollars in
nonprofits. This emphasis on nonprofit provision is At the other end of the spectrum is Alberta,
a hotly debated contemporary controversy over thavhich has supported commercial operators on an
advantages and disadvantages of nonprofit versusqual footing since 1980 when the Conservative
commercial provision of child care. government, under pressure from commercial oper-
ators, made direct operating grants available to
At one end of the spectrum are Saskatchewartcommercial as well as nonprofit and municipal
and Quebec. Saskatchewan has a long tradition afperators. In Ontario, the 1996 repamiproving
favouring nonprofit private provision rather than Ontario’s Childcare Systerfihe Ecker Report) rec-
public provision, in the name of community. This ommended allowing for-profit operators access to a
consensus exists across the political divide of Newwider range of provincial grants. Government pol-
Democratic and Conservative parties and has proicy has since moved in the direction of what it terms
duced a day care system that is publicly funded butequal treatment” for the private and nonprofit
privately delivered. In 1998, fully 98 percent of sectors.
regulated child care in Saskatchewan was provided
by a nonprofit operator. Through its current Action  Advocates line up on different sides of this
Plan for Children, the province is investing substan-issue. The choice of nonprofits is obvious to those
tial amounts in both Child Care Grants, especiallywho push for greater community and parental in-
for children at risk, and Child Care Wage Enhance-volvement, as well as for democracy, because non-
ment. However, these are only available to centresprofits are governed by parental boards. In addition,
and providers registered as nonprofits. Furtherthe fear is that commercial operators will be more
Saskatchewan does not allow low-income subsidiezoncerned with the bottom line than with high
to be paid to commercial operators. guality care and child development. On the other side
of the debate are commercial providers, who see
After the 1994 election in Quebec, the Office desunfair advantages going to their competitors and
services de garde a I'enfance ceased issuing newho argue that lack of provincial funding makes it
licenses for day care centres because the Ministedifficult for them to provide high quality services.
of Education was concerned about the rapid in-
crease in commercial operators. The 1997 White The form of child care provision, be it nonprofit
Paper,Les enfants au coeur de nos choiwould or commercial, does not predict either the amount

CANADIAN POLICIES FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES | 69



of child care that will be available or the quality of form of remunerated child care in Canada across all
that care. With respect to coverage, both Quebeage groups. According to NLSCY data, approxi-
(with four of every five spaces in nonprofit care) mately 34 percent of children under the age of 12
and British Columbia (with three of five spaces in who werenot cared for by their parentsere in an
nonprofit care) had the same level of coverage inunregulated family child care arrangement (Beach,
1995 as Alberta (with more than three of every five Bertrand, and Cleveland, 1998, 123). Other data
spaces in a commercial centre). Related to thendicate that there are only enough spaces in regu-
quality of care, in a system dominated by nonprofitlated child care to accommodate about 7.5 percent
care, Quebec’s allowable staff-to-children ratio in of all children under age 12This means that many
1995 was 1 to 8, the highest in the country. In contrastchildren are looked after by a babysitter, a friend, a
with a system dominated by commercial care, Albertaneighbour or someone else hired by their parents
was in the middle of Canada'’s 12 jurisdictions with while they work or study.
an allowable staff-to-children ratio of 1 to 6.
Efforts to move social assistance parents into the
The same confusion does not exist about thepaid labour force often include a subsidy for child
choice between formal and informal care. Child care services, which may sometimes be directed to
development experts as well as advocates for childnformal and unregulated caregivers. British Columbia
care have marshalled an impressive body of eviallows its child care subsidies to be used in the
dence to demonstrate the importance of educationalnregulated sector and Ontario encourages this ap-
stimulus and socialization for improving outcomes proach. Similarly, New Brunswick has reserved
for young preschool children. The pay-off comes in 400 child care subsidies for unlicensed child care to
the form of school readiness and success in thde used by parents whose jobs or school schedules
early grades. In turn, lower rates of school failure make it impossible to access the services of a
provide longer-term benefits in the form of lower centre.
rates of delinquency in adolescence.
No reliable figures are available about these
Quality has been equated in the eyes of manyrograms, but experts term them “not an insignifi-
with regulation and licensing. There is ho guaranteecant portion of the total spending on child care”
that regulation will translate into high quality although they do not appear in what is usually
preschool programs. However, regulation does im-designated as the child care budget. The federal
prove the odds. High quality child care incorporatesgovernment also includes funds for this type of
licensing, optimal child-staff ratios, and environ- dependent allowance in its Employment Insurance
ments supportive of healthy child development with sponsored training programs. Since recipients are
“trained child care workers who are receiving ade-encouraged to use a form of child care they can
guate wages, so as to improve job satisfaction andustain after they leave the program, this tends to
reduce staff turnover (increasing the trust and bonddiscourage the use of more costly regulated care
ing of children with workers, an important consid- (Beach, Bertrand, and Cleveland, 1998, 30).
eration during the years of early development when
children are particularly vulnerable).” Without gov- In some cases, accessibility is an issue and par-
ernment regulation and licensing, parents may noents opt for unregulated care in order to keep their
be able to monitor specific conditions or the quality children close to home or with siblings and friends.
of the service they are purchasing (Bach andin other cases, parents may prefer non-institutional
Phillips, 1997, 123). care arrangements although these can be found in
regulated family day homes as well as in unregu-
Rising demand is not being adequately met bylated settings. A key driver, however, is one of cost.
regulated centre-based or family day care. Mostinformal care, much of it in the black market, is
children are in unregulated care, the most commorsimply cheaper than formal care provided by
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trained early childhood educators in specially while 32 percent turned down or did not apply

equipped centres or well-supplied family day carefor a promotion (MacBride-King and Bachmann,

settings. 1999, 5). Other parents work in shifts, in order to
have a parent at home around the clock, with all the
potential costs that has for the relationship between

. the adults (CCSD, 1993
4.3 Current Policy Instruments

for Balancing Employment

and Family Life Supporting Child Care to
Help Strike a Balance
Balancing family life and employment is always
a challenge and demands a decision by parents One way of reducing stress and worry for parents,
about how to do it. While the labour force participa- and of providing high quality supplements to
tion of mothers with young children doubled over parental time, is to make adequate supplies of high
the last three decades, the issue of who should beguality child care available, illustrating that a single
the rising costs associated with this has still not yetpolicy instrument can be used to address more than
been adequately addressed. one policy goal. High quality child care services
allow parents who work or study to be confident
The costs of imbalance in the relationship betweerthat their children are being cared for well. In
employment and family are multiple and interrelated. addition, the developmental content of quality child
There are costs to individual workers since levels ofcare complements the parenting provided evenings
stress are mounting steadily and work time lost dueand weekends at home.
to stress is on the rise. There are costs to employers,
in terms of lost investments in training and with-  In Canada, despite clear evidence that mothers
drawn experience. Overloaded workers become abef young children play an essential role in today’s
sentees, consider quitting altogether, or seek moréabour markets, the number of available child care
supportive working environments and sympatheticspaces nowhere near matches the number of chil-
managers (MacBride-King, 1999). There are alsodren who need one. As Table 4-1 documents, regu-
costs to children. Research finds that while havinglated child care spaces are available to an average
two employed parents is not a problem, lack ofof only 7.5 percent of all children under age 12
parental time and involvement is clearly a negative(whether or not both parents are employed), ranging
influence on children’s physical and social well- from a low of 3.6 percent in Saskatchewan to a high
being, on their academic performance (CCSD,of 10.6 percent in British Columbia.
199%), and on the consistency and quality of par-
enting (Bertrand et al., 1999, 3). Given this situation, many parents must still
resort to the hit or miss option of unregulated,
Parents cope with the “time crunch” in a variety informal care, specifically babysitters, neighbours,
of ways. Some worry constantly, but most parentsfriends, families or even only slightly older sib-
cannot afford to stop working, even in cases wherdings. In large part, this is because no place is
they have two incomes. Overall, average family available. Another contributing factor is that pay-
income fell by 5 percent in the first half of the ing the full cost of child care services remains a
1990s (CCSD, 1999 7). Nor is leaving employ- very expensive proposition for middle- and upper-
ment an option in single-parent families or for thoseincome parents. Outside Quebec (since 1997), “an
concerned about promoting real equality betweenaverage-income family with two preschool children
women and men. Some parents do, however, leaverould have had to spend approximately $10,000, or
their jobs or restrict their careers in order to stay homeabout 23 percent of its gross annual income, on
14 percent of workers surveyed in 1999 had left aregulated care” (Beach, Bertrand, and Cleveland,
job because of home and employment conflicts,1998, 28).
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This is by no means a new problem. There had
been pressure in the 1970s for public support fo
child care for all parents, not only the needy. At its
founding meeting in 1965, the Fédération des
femmes du Québec included public child care on its
list of six principal demands. ThReport of the
Royal Commission on the Status of Wamen
leased in 1970, similarly stated “the time is past
when society can refuse to provide community
child care services in the hope of dissuading moth
ers from leaving their children and going to work”
(as quoted in Pence, 1993, 65).

Therefore, the federal government started a sed
ond track, alongside CAP, to help defray the costs
of child rearing incurred by employed parents,
whether in lone-parent or two-parent families, and
to help parents balance their work and family lives.
The Child Care Expense Deductimasintroduced
in 1972. It permits parents who incur child care
expenses in order to be employed or study to dedu
some of the costs from their federal income tax, a{
described in Box 4-1. The deduction must be taker
by the parent with the lower income, who in the
vast majority of cases is the mother.

The Child Care Expense Deduction is now the
only universal, non-income-tested program avail-
able to Canadian parents that recognizes the costs
families of having and raising children. About
800,000 families claimed the deduction in 1996,

Box 4-1
The Child Care Expense Deduction

The Child Care Expense Deduction (CCED) was rec
mended by the Carter Royal Commission on Taxatior] in
1966, introduced as part of the 1971 Income Tax Refdrm,
and could be deducted for the first time in 1972. The injent
of the CCED is to provide some tax fairness in the treatment
of families who must purchase child care services, in cpm-
parison to those families who provide child care servifes
themselves.

The principle behind the CCED is the same one that
covers the costs of doing business. For example, a busjness
person’s office expenses are deducted from their gros$ in-
come and they are taxed on the remaining net income] We
consider such a calculation fair because office expensep are
a necessary cost of earning income and only the net incpme,
after the costs of doing business are met, is availablg as
disposable income. Similarly, parents must cover the costs of
child care servicem order tobe employe@nd their dispos-
able income is thereby reduced.

Stay-at-home parents who produce valuable child ¢are
and other services for their families are not taxed on|the
value of this work. Two-parent, single-earner families jay
no taxes on the value of child care produced at home ndr do
they incur child care expenses in order to be employed.|The
Child Care Expense Deduction levels the playing field,|by
eliminating taxes on some of the amount spent for child
care, which is a necessary expense when parents entgr the
paid labour force.

Source: Adapted from Krashinsky and Cleveland (1999).

when the estimated cost was about $335 million i

forgone revenue to Ottawa and another $194 mil-Quebec has had its own child care expense deduc-
lion to the provinces. The maximum receipted de-tion for a number of years. It is being phased out for
duction is now $7,000 for a child under 7 and many parents, however, as the province moves
$4,000 for children aged 7 to 16. Being a taxtowards the flat rate payment of $5 per day for child
deduction, the value to parents varies by taxcare. Quebec's Early Childhood Centres, family
bracket. It provides greater federal and provincialday care providers, and after-school child care pro-
tax savings for higher income families than it doesgrams no longer issue tax receipts to parents paying
for lower income families. Higher income earners the flat rate, which makes parents’ fees ineligible
generally have higher marginal tax rates so a deducfor either a provincial or federal tax deduction.
tion against their taxable income leads to greater
tax benefits. Among the six provinces analyzed for this project,
only Quebec has directly confronted the financial
In 1997, Ontario created the Ontario Child Care dilemmas of all employed parents. As well as en-
Tax Credit, which provides a maximum $400 de- abling social assistance recipients to enter and stay
duction and is administered by Revenue Canadain the labour force, Quebec devised an innovative
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plan to deliver and expand access to child cardmportant to take a job,” 66 percent of Canadians
services. Once the plan is fully implemented, all of (and 62 percent of Canadian women) also believe
Quebec’s Early Childhood Centres (which housethat “preschool children suffer if both parents are
both traditional day care centres and have superviemployed.” The issue of balancing employment and
sory responsibility for family day care) will charge family life is clearly raised by such numbers.
all parents a flat rate of $5 per day for care. When
introducing these reforms in 1997, the government Maternity, parental and family leaves are useful
argued that it would not require new funds becausdools for helping parents balance employment
it would, in particular, save by eliminating the with their family responsibilities. These tools are
generous birth bonuses that had been paid to endinderdeveloped in Canada compared to the other
courage a higher birth rate. Therefore, it could affordcountries reviewed in Chapter 3 (see Table 3-4).
to institute an integrated set of new programs. Paid parental leaves have been a central element
of the policy mix in European countries con-
For middle and upper income parents, this reformfronted with a similar reliance on women’s
provided a huge reduction in out-of-pocket ex- labour force participation. Some leave programs
pensed. In one fell swoop, child care in Quebec are generous, paying almost wage replacement
became an inexpensive and universally accessibléevels so that families can truly afford to chose to
service. Parents greeted the policy change withtake time out to care for their young children
enthusiasm. Thus demand is rapidly rising and sufwithout enduring excessive costs in terms of lost
ficient spaces are not yet available. Nonetheless, thencome. Others are more bare-boned, paying less
symbolic importance of the shift has captured thethan the minimum wage and restricting availability
imagination of the public. From being a financial (Jenson and Sineau, 1998). Nonetheless, paid
burden for many families, requiring careful calcula- parental leave has become a key policy instrument
tions about how many days of care (if any) to everywhere.
purchase, regulated child care and preschool educa-
tion has become affordable. As early as the first decade of this century,
policymakers in many countries understood that
The policy shift in Quebec represents the only onemany new mothers could not afford to withdraw
of all the financial benefits linked to child rearing from the labour force since the family needed the
examined for this project that has become morencome (Jenson, 1986). Therefore, in order to avoid
general rather than more targetted. It is available tadhe well-documented negative consequences for
all citizens, rather than just to poor citizens and,maternal and infant health, policymakers in many
therefore, is an expression of shared family andcountries agitated for paid maternity leaves. Since
public responsibility for the well-being of children. the 1960s, concerns about the labour force equality
of women, as well as their well-being in the future,
has prompted advocates and policymakers to insist
Supporting Maternity and that:
Parental Leaves to Help Strike a Balance
- Leaves be available to fathers as well as mothers,
Leaves from employment so that parents may so that both parents can assume their parenting
provide their own child care is another way to enable responsibilities
parents to balance employment and family responsi-
bilities and to recognize the costs of raising children.. Any leave provisions must include a guarantee of
Opinion data reveal that parents want to spend time return to the same or equivalent job, and
with their young children. Although 75 percent of
Canadians (and 64 percent of Canadian womenj Pensions and other rights must be continued
believe that “in order to be happy in life, it is through the period of the leave.
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Some such understandings of the needs of emwith the lowest incomes, which makes the replace-
ployed mothers in the 1970s led the provinces toment rate higher, there is also a clawback for those
adjust their labour standards legislation to guaranwith an annual income above $48,750. This means
tee most new mothers, even those not eligible fothat many middle-income families face a huge fi-
paid leave under Unemployment Insurance rulespancial burden when they choose to have a child
the right to an unpaid maternity leave. Similarly, all since they may lose their second salary altogether at
provinces except Alberta instituted an unpaid the very time that family expenses climb.
parental leave. Such leaves are obviously useful
because they usually incorporate some right to re- This benefit is limited in other ways, as well.
turn to the same or an equivalent job. NonethelessMaternity leave is part of the Employment Insurance
being unpaid, they leave it to the family to absorbregime, which is designed to discourage the un-
the costs of lost income. Moreover, in nine of the necessary use of benefits. Therefore, the first two
provinces, these leaves are short by internationalveeks away from employment have never been
standards. In sharp contrast, Quebec has had paid. This means that families must absorb a total
substantially longer unpaid leave provision sinceloss of the mother's income just when their ex-
1990, which was extended to a full year in 1997.penses rise. Unions and employers have sometimes
While not resolving the problem of the immediate recognized the limits of the public plan and have
loss of income associated with a new baby, it doesegotiated collective agreements that top-up the
provide some protection to mothers who are thepayments. While such advantages are important to
parents overwhelmingly likely to take such leaves. the unionized workers who receive them, they do

nothing to help the many thousands of non-

Paid leaves were introduced by federal legislationunionized employees in Canada.
in 1971 when a paid maternity leave was inserted
into the Unemployment Insurance regime. This An additional limit follows from the replace-
leave was later extended to cover 15 weeks ofment of Unemployment Insurance by Employment
maternity leave and 10 weeks of paid parentallnsurance. Eligibility for the maternity benefits now
leave, which can be shared between parents odepends on having worked 700 hours in the previous
taken by only one of them. Adoptive parents may52 weeks or since the last claim. While Employment
also take paid parental leave for 10 weeks. If alnsurance now covers part-time workers (many of
newborn is ill and requires special care, both natuwhom are women), the number of hours of qualify-
ral and adoptive parents may take an additional fiveing work have been increased in a significant way.
weeks of paid leave. Therefore, many new mothers find they are not

eligible for paid maternity leave, particularly if they

During the 1990s, the proportion of new motherschoose to space their children closely together and
who were eligible for and received maternity bene-have taken the paid and unpaid leaves to which they
fits held steady at 49 percent. However, the proporare entitled for the previous child.
tion of women of child-bearing age who were active
in the labour market also remained essentially un- Another limit follows from the fact that employ-
changed during this period, at just over 75 percentment patterns no longer conform to the pattern
(Corak, 1999). upon which Employment Insurance is modelled. Self-

employment is a rapidly growing category in the

Since the staged implementation of Employmentlabour force (Hughes, 1999), but self-employed work-
Insurance in July 1996 and January 1997, maternityers are not entitled to maternity or parental leave
and parental benefits, calculated on the basis obecause they do not pay Employment Insurance
income earned the previous year, have been cappgatemiums. Similarly, students and others with a
at 55 percent of earnings or $413 a week, whichevetemporary or irregular relationship to the labour
is lower. While there is a supplement for parentsforce are ineligible unless they have accumulated
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the hours of work needed to qualify for Employment Ontario came out strongly on these issues (McCain
Insurance. and Mustard, 1999, chapter 7). It called on Ontario
to negotiate with the federal government to ex-
In recognition of these gaps in coverage, Quebedend parental leave and eliminate the two-week
developed its own maternity benefit for the first waiting period in Employment Insurance. However,
two weeks of leave to help cushion the financial nothing was said about this issue in the govern-
shock to parents as the new arrival joins the family.ment’s news releases at the time the report was
In 1997, the Quebec government also proposed aeceived.
Parental Insurance regime. The idea is that eligibil-
ity will depend only on having earned at least For its part, as described here, the federal gov-
$2,000 in the previous year. The shift from eligibil- ernment made it harder for many parents to gain
ity based on “working time” to eligibility based on access to paid leave and has also reduced the
“income” would thereby cover virtually all salaried level of the benefit. However, the 1999 Speech
workers, the self-employed and many students. Itfrom the Throne marks a shift in direction. The
would also establish an exclusive period of five weeksfederal government announced it would change the
of paid leave for fathers. The establishment of Parentalerms of Employment Insurance to extend the
Insurance, however, is dependent on federaldength of leave to a full year for those parents who
Quebec agreement on the amount of Employmengualify. Provincially, apart from Quebec’s propos-
Insurance payments that would rightfully be remit- als for Parental Insurance (which, if instituted,
ted to the province. Negotiations continue. would make its leave provisions very similar to
Sweden’s), Saskatchewan is the only province ac-
Parents are still being forced, therefore, to maketively addressing the issue, putting it at the top of
difficult choices, with long-term consequences for the agenda with its Task Force on Balancing Work
their children and themselves. The costs are highand Family.
Lack of paid parental leave makes it difficult for
mothers to maintain the labour force participation
upon which real autonomy and equality must be
built. Many areforced out of the labour forc® Supporting Family Leave to
care for young children because they cannot afford taHelp Strike a Balance
pay for high quality child care or they do not have
sufficient guarantees that they can return to em- Many parents who are called away from em-
ployment following an unpaid leave. Conversely, ployment when a child is ill, injured or needs help
others are virtuallyforced back into the labour face a reduction in pay for the hours missed. How-
force because they cannot sustain the income losgver, leave for family responsibility has been slow
associated with taking even a limited unpaidin coming. Only British Columbia, Saskatchewan
parental leave. Due to a lack of access to highand Quebec provide a right to any leave, even
quality educational child care, those parents whounpaid, for family responsibilities such as the care
are forced back into employment may also beof a sick child. The recent Saskatchewan Task
forced to leave their young children in care arrange-Force on Balancing Work and Family concluded
ments that are less than optimal for their child’s that parental stress is a serious issue and lack of
development. services is a problem. It recommends, as do several
other provinces, that employers pay more attention
Despite rising concern about the developmentalto the caring needs of their employees by permitting
needs of young children, Canadian provincial gov-them to have flexible work hours and some leave
ernments have been surprisingly silent on the quesfor other family responsibilities such as sick child
tion of paid leaves. For exampléhe Early Years leave or elder care leave (Saskatchewan Labour,
Study Final Reporprepared for the government of 1998).
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This issue of the “welfare wall” will be addressed

4.4 Rethinking Income Security shortly

As we noted at the beginning of this chapter,
Leonard Marsh’s proposals for a post-1945 social
policy included a family allowance that would be

In 1947, the political decision wa®t to imple-
ment Marsh’s recommendation, but the Family

sufficiently large to compensate parents for all theAIIowance program as it was instituted nevertheless

extra costs they face because they are raising chil(-jIOI provide some _recogmtlon that _the fl_nan_ual
dren. The reason this was necessary was becaudkrden of parents W't.h dependent children is hlgh(_ar
salaries paid to workers as individuals can neverthan that of adults with no dependents. So too did

take into account the fact that parents have highe];Thr? un_lve;]sal tax exemption, in _p:ace S|r|1|ce 1],918'|
expenses than do adults without dependents. us, in the post-war years, social as well as fisca
policy recognized the expenses of caring for children

In the 1950s, this difference was less visible, asand undertook to provide a modicum of income

a booming economy raised the wages of manysecurlty to all families.
workers. However, in recent years, the relationship

between earned income and the cost of raisin
families again become acute. Campaign 2000, in it
1998 National Report Cardreported that in the
1990s, while the unemployment ré¢d, the rate of
child povertyrose because it was often part-time
jobs that were being created. Even full-time but
low paying minimum wage jobs do not suffice.

Even more important, however, were the changes
0 social assistance, which had also recognized, first
through Mothers’ Allowances and then through
CAP, that families with children were often among
the poor and needed significant income transfers, as
well as services, in order to lower all the risks
associated with poverty. Thus, by the late 1960s, a

For example, in 1976, a Canadian parent withrange of policy instruments sought to address the
one child ha(;I to work ’41 hours a week at mini_needs of poor families as well as to lighten the load

mum wage in order to push the family out of of all families.

poverty. However, by 1994, that same parent L :
would have had to work 73 hours a week to . Beginning in the _early .19708’ _h_owever, this par-
achieve the same result (Hanvey et al., 1994). pyficular way of deallng_wnh families came under
bluntly, it is clear that a full-time job no longer stress, and a long-running reform process began. As
means an escape from poverty. Therefore, Weearly as 1972, a federal government proposal sought

return to the insights of the famous studies of World© re_place universal _Famlly Alloyvances with a
War Il which: Family Income Security Plan, which would have

directed higher benefits to the lowest income fami-

recognized that there is a fundamental problem in lies. Under the plan, 30 percent of families would

the relation between employment compensation
and the income requirements to raise a family.
Even with full employment and a good minimum
wage, it is not realistic to expect low income
earners to earn enough topport a family, let
alone a large family. Yet the basic social safety
net program (i.e., what we call “welfare”) has to
pay benefits sufficient to sustain a family. This
means that low income earners might be better off
to go onto the safety net program, and hence could
be deprived of their basic human right to raise a
family in dignity, with full participation in com-
munity life, through their own effort (Btke,
1998, 6).

78 | BEST POLICY MIX FOR CANADA’S YOUNG CHILDREN

have lost the family allowance altogether, 60 per-
cent would have received increased benefits, but
only 20 percent would have been eligible for full
benefits. Mobilization of opposition to this reform,
in the name of universality, stopped it temporarily.

In a subsequent reform, however, Family Allow-
ances were tripled in value, but also taxed and indexed
to the cost of living. Thus the writing was on the wall.
Over the next 15 years, Family Allowances were allowed
to wither by being only partially indexed to inflation.
Then in 1989, they were “clawed back” so upper
income families gained nothing from them at all.



At the same time, the federal government devel-Social Union Framework The National Child
oped two other policy instruments that had conseBenefit (NCB), launched in July 1998, aims to
guences for the income security of families. Thecreate a more stable base of income for low-income
first was the Refundable Child Tax Credit, intro- families who face frequent job changes or who
duced in 1978, which was targetted at low- andmove on and off social assistance. It aims to treat
middle-income families. The second transformedall poor children the same way, whether their par-
the tax exemption for families with children into a ents are employed or are receiving Employment
nonrefundable tax credit. Insurance, social assistance or maintenance pay-

ments from a noncustodial parent.

Finally, in 1993, Family Allowances were elimi-
nated altogether and, along with refundable and The NCB initiative is fuelled by a sizable federal
nonrefundable tax credits, rolled together to forminvestment, delivered via the Canada Child Tax
the single, income-tested Child Tax Benefit, which Benefit (CCTB) and the accompanying National
included a Working Income Supplement (for more Child Benefit Supplement. It is part of a federal-
details see Guest, 1985, 175-76 and Clark, 1998provincial-territorial agreement that includes
2-3). provincial and territorial investments and reinvest-

ments in services and benefits that are directed to

From 1972 until 1993, the direction of these low-income families and promote healthy child
changes was clear and consistent, although notlevelopment. In its October 1999 Speech from the
necessarily transparent. Child benefits were beingrhrone, the federal government announced it would
directed towards low-income families, whether increase the benefits paid through the CCTB.
they were on social assistance or earning income.

After a certain cut-off point, the full benefit was The CCTB is comprised of several parts. As of
gradually reduced as the family’s income rose, untilJuly 1999, thebasic benefit was $1,020 for each
it disappeared completely. Second, the Child Taxchild under 18, plus a supplement of $213 per child
Benefit, as with the tax credits before it, linked under 7 if a parent does not claim the Child Care
delivery to the tax system, basing it on the previousExpense Deductioh.The second element of the
year's income tax return (including the necessity of CCTB is the National Child Benefit Supplement for
filing one), a characteristic minimizing trans- low-income families. It amounts to $785 for one
parency as well as shifting policy influence towards child and $1,370 for two children. The full Child
ministries of finance. Tax Benefit, meaning the full basic benefit plus the
full low-income supplement, goes only to families

These mechanisms meant that low-incomewhose netincome is less than $20,921.
households paid few taxes on their income and
received income supplements from the government, More than 80 percent of families with children
delivered in the form of a tax credit. Such reformsare eligible to receive the basic benefit, but the
marked a steady move towards targetting and theamount they receive is reduced in proportion to
use of “negative income tax” or “guaranteed in- income. The basic benefit is reduced when net
come” policy instruments for a wide range of social family income exceeds $25,921, with a 2.5 percent
policies, including those for seniors (Myles and reduction for a one-child family and a 5 percent
Pierson, 1997). After 1975, targetted benefits rosereduction for a family with two or more children.
from one-fifth to more than half the benefits pro- The NCB Supplement is reduced when net family
vided by governments in Canada (Banting, 1997). income exceeds $20,921 and disappears completely

as family income passes the $27,750 mark (Revenue

The most recent moves in this direction, includ- Canada, 1998). Yet, at this income, Statistics Canada
ing efforts to lower the “welfare wall,” have come categorizes a family as “poor” since its annual
within the context of the negotiations leading to theincome falls below its defined low-income cut-off.
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The support received by low-income families in  Quebec has followed a similar strategy, rolling
the first full year of the NCB was modest in relation three family allowance payments into a single inte-
to the actual costs of raising a child (Battle andgrated Family Allowance that includes the portion
Mendelson, 1997, 7). Researchers’ estimates of thef social assistance paid for children. It is calcu-
annual cost of raising a child (in 1995 dollars), exclu-lated relative to the Canada Child Tax Benefit
sive of child care, range from $4,000 (Battle andalthough Quebec is not officially participating in
Mendelson, 1997) to $5,700 (CCSD, 1995). Whenthe NCB reinvestment plan. Quebec also pays
child care is included, the cost rises to $8,600 (CCSDearned income supplements to low-income families
1995). through its Parental Wage Assistance program

(APPORT in French). These benefits have been

Moreover, the shift to the NCB has not trans- adjusted since the Family Allowance came on line.
formed the income situation of families on social Quebec’s only divergence from targetting low-
assistance. As a result of the way that Ottawa andncome families is that it has a universal Child Tax
the provinces implemented the NCB, when theCredit, the only one in Canada.
federal government transfers a benefit to a family
on social assistance, the province is permitted to All provinces have also instituted machinery to
reduce its own payment to that family by the sameenforce the financial contributions that noncusto-
amount. All provinces are engaged in such reducdial parents make towards family income. Punish-
tions except New Brunswick and Newfoundland. ment for payment default has become increasingly
The idea behind this shift in funding is that more severe, with several provinces confiscating
provinces could use the dollars thereby “saved” todrivers’ licenses. While most provinces put a
reinvest in other programs for children. provincial institution between the custodial and

noncustodial parent, only Quebec explicitly recog-

There is great diversity in the ways in which the nizes the danger for women who are forced to seek
provinces have chosen to contribute to the NCB,maintenance from previously violent spouses and,
each reflecting provincial priorities and values. therefore, also reinforces the program'’s protective
Some provinces pay benefits parallel to the Canadaimension. With the development of this variously
Child Tax Benefit. For example, Saskatchewan hasmamed new machinery — perhaps Ontario an-
renamed its income security strategy Building nounces the goal most clearly by calling its agent
Independence: Investing in Families. The provincethe Family Responsibility and Support Arrears En-
supplements basic social assistance with Familyforcement Office — a third source of family income
Health Benefits for low-income working fami- is added to the basket, which already included
lies. It also pays two other benefits, which re- employment earnings or social assistance. The de-
place the portion of social assistance previouslygree to which maintenance enforcement policies
paid on behalf of children. The Saskatchewan Childhave provided lone-parent families with more in-
Benefit goes to approximately 40,000 low-income come is, as yet, unknown.
families with children and the Saskatchewan Em-
ployment Supplement is added to earned income At current levels, the various tax credits and
or income received through child maintenanceincome supplements do not yet cover the real costs
agreements. of raising children and keeping them out of poverty.

Nonetheless, the establishment of the Canada Child

New Brunswick also has both a Child Tax Benefit Tax Benefit as well as the National Child Benefit
and a Working Income Supplement. They functionreinvestment plans does signal a major change in
in tandem with the federal government’s programs,the way that governments are thinking about fami-
as do Alberta’s Family Employment Tax Credit and lies, employment and social assistance. The key
British Columbia’s Family Bonus (which is a low- shifts in policy thinking that are gradually working
income supplement). their way through the system are twofold:
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« Low-income families are treated in a similar fash- for employment once the youngest child reached
ion, whether their income stems from employ-two years of age. In the 1980s, lone mothers in
ment, social assistance or child maintenance. Th&ritish Columbia were considered employable un-
presence of children in the household unlocks arless they had a baby under six months or two
array of tax credits and direct payments that arechildren under 12 years while, in Saskatchewan,
the same for all low-income families. only those lone mothers with a newborn under three

months did not have to seek employment. Ontario,

« Children are being removed from the “formal” however, maintained its exemption for “lone moth-
social assistance system. In lieu of social assisers with children under 16” well into the 1990s.
tance, children are entitled to a series of new,However, after 1995, it lowered its exemption such
very positively named, non-stigmatized child that participation in workfare became compulsory
benefits paid in their name. Thus social assistancdor lone mothers with children under age six.
programs are becoming a regime of last resort,
intended only for adults with no children and no  Provinces also began to institute programs to
job, and sometimes for those who are disabled. propel welfare recipients into the labour force

(e.g., BC Benefits: Youth Works, BC Benefits:

Despite the fact that all the governments studiedWelfare to Work, Adult Skills Alberta, Saskatchewan

are “singing from the children’s songbook,” chil- Training Strategy: Bridges to Employment, Ontario

dren’s problems have not yet been solved. TheWorks: Employment Assistance, and NB-Works).
challenge for all Canadian governments is to payThese programs can be distinguished according to

benefits that are sufficiently generous to ensure thahow much “compulsion to work” they entail. Yet,
thousands of children are not consigned to povertythere is consensus across programs on two ideas.

This has yet to be done. First, priority should go to fostering employability

as an integral component of social assistance. Sec-
ond, in order to trace the shortest possible route to

Increasing Parental employment, “any job is a good job.”

Labour Force Attachment

While such programs reflect the desire to decrease

Another strategy for dealing with income secu- “welfare rolls” and reduce dependency, their actual
rity has been to engage in more active promotion ofsuccess at doing so depends on providing a range of
employment. After several decades during whichservices to support job seeking and employment.
many provinces recognized that being a sole supChief among these is adequate child care services
port parent was a legitimate reason not to seelsince many of the clients of such programs are
employment and, therefore, a valid reason to obtainyoung lone mothers. In this sense, “employability”
social assistance, government thinking has changets also a matter for family policy.

(Boychuk, 1998). All provinces have decided that

almost all recipients of soua_l assistance, except i 5 Several Ounces of

some cases those who are disabled, should be in the )

paid labour force. These philosophical changes Prevention

have had particularly important consequences for

lone mothers, who face challenges related to find- Child welfare is traditionally an important part

ing reliable and appropriate child care. of the policy arsenal for children. Since the 19th

century, the provinces have developed institutions

Beginning in the late 1970s, a number of provincesresponsible for caring for children whose parents
shifted their definitions of when social assistancewere incapable of providing a safe and nurturing
recipients were eligible for employment. For example,environment. These child protection services were

Alberta decided that lone mothers were availableoften contracted out. For example, the Ontario
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government’s relationship with Children’s Aid Societies
dates from 1893.

In recent years, child protection services have
come under scrutiny because of several high profile
examples of children dying while under surveillance
by child protection authorities. New Brunswick,
Ontario and British Columbia have all recently
conducted major reviews of their services and
found that reduced funding associated with cut-
backs and deficit fighting have contributed to the
problem. Similarly, in Saskatchewan, the Action
Plan for Children is an initiative that grew out of

one such tragedy. The plan involves seven govern-

motes the development of prevention and early
intervention services.” Over $53 million in funds
are committed for a wide array of programs includ-
ing $18 million allocated to the Saskatchewan
Child Benefit and Saskatchewan Employment
Supplement described above.

These funds include wage enhancements as well as
grants to child care centres for services and pro-
grams. The 1998-99 Action Plan for Children also
directs more than $4.5 million to the Department of
Education (the largest item among direct program
expenditures) to provide programs for vulnerable
children, including pre-kindergarten services and

ment departments, one secretariat, and major new early intervention for three- and four-year-olds. In

funding commitments.

In addition to traditional concerns about child
protection, there is also a movement afoot in sev-
eral provinces to develop a wide range of new
services for children at risk of developmental fail- -
ures. Sometimes termed early childhood initiatives,

addition, money goes into health spending
through, for example, Family Health Benefits,
nutrition programs, and early skills development
programs.

New Brunswick provides a second example. It
chose anarrower target by age and program,

these specially focussed prevention programs are based on a clear developmental visimeussed

designed to identify and meet the developmental

on giving all poor children a chance to be ready to

needs of children. There is an emerging consensus thatlearn by the time they reach school. Its Early

risk factors for children include not only the personal
characteristics of parents (e.g., their age, training,
physical and mental health) but also the family's
economic situation as well as the environmental or
community conditions in which they live. Thus
poverty itself has been defined as a risk factor, as
has living in a disadvantaged community (Chapter 2
discusses some of the new knowledge about child
outcomes and the factors that contribute to them).

Provinces have introduced a wide range of pro-

grams since the days of CAP. Program specifics are

too numerous to detail, but three very different

Childhood Initiatives consist of a province-wide,
integrated service delivery system for prevention-
focussed childhood services that target “priority”
preschool children and their families. Priority
children are defined as children from the prenatal
stage to five years of age whose development is at
risk due to physical, intellectual or environmental
factors, including socio-economic factors.

The primary goal of New Brunswick's Early

Childhood Initiatives is to enhance school readi-
ness through both health and educational pro-
grams. In addition to using the public health

approaches to current strategies for addressing the system to identify newborns who are at risk, all

needs of young children can be sketched.

« Saskatchewan provides an example ofide-net
program addressing a variety of discrete prob-
lems anchored in schools and neighbourhoods. It
launched its Action Plan for Children in 1993,
which “acknowledges the importance of strong -
support for children in their early years and pro-
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children aged three and a half are assessed. Goals
include lowering infant mortality rates, raising birth
weights, increasing breast feeding rates, and identi-
fying and addressing problems related to hearing,
sight and learning disabilities as early as possible.

Quebec provides the third example. It has
community-based health agencies, which monitor



early childhood needs and provide a range ofand the review of federal and provincial policies dis-
specialized programs (e.g., for teen parents).cussed in detail in the preceding sections of Chapter 4.
However, Quebec has directed most of its recent
investments to theeducational components of Taking a broad view of policies directed to
Early Childhood Centresyith a commitment to  Canadian children since the end of the Second
universal access. Quebec’s new family policy alsoWorld War, we observe several patterns of change
extended kindergarten to a full day for five-year- and a number of points of policy overlap or incoher-
olds and provides half-day junior kindergarten for ence that have created the current family policy
children living in disadvantaged Montreal neigh- regime summarized in Table 4-2. Many of the most
bourhoods. After defining developmental and ed-costly programs are already in place thanks to com-
ucational child care as a universally accessibleprehensive policies that cover health care insur-
service, the province developed curricula for all ance and public education. However, family policy
age levels from infants to four-year-olds. support within and between jurisdictions is incon-
sistent and does not meet the needs of children and

Other provinces have similar strategies, eachtheir parents. Citizens and experts repeatedly tell

picking and choosing among programs that emphaus, via dialogue exercises and in roundtables, that

size health or socialization skills and variously parents are stretched to the limit. Under current

emphasizing targetted or universally accessible deeonditions, the gaps in the pan-Canadian family

livery. None of these programs are inexpensive,policy mix can be summarized as follows:

although they are all presented as measures that

will save money in the future. Most provincial - Inadequate provisions for paid parental and fam-

programs are too new to evaluate and many are
experimental. Nonetheless, they reflect an apprecia-
tion of the need for spending for prevention and

early intervention. .

The federal government has also played a role in
prevention-focussed programming. The Community
Action Program for Children (CAP-C), created by -
Health Canada in 1992, pioneered innovative pre-
vention and early intervention programs for high
risk children under the age of six in selected com--
munities across Canada. One of its key goals is to
innovate in the area of coordinated programming.

4.6 Distillation of the .
Research Findings:
Moving towards a
Policy Blueprint .
We have observed that a variety of policy instru-

ments have been developed over time to meet dis
verse family policy goals. The current situation in

ily leaves from employment and no protection for
pensions and other benefits while on leave

Few provisions for flexible employment hours
and schedules that would help parents balance
their employment and family responsibilities

No recognition of the costs all parents must bear
when raising children (except in Quebec)

Insufficient income support for low- and middle-
income families with young children, limiting the
physical as well as the social development of
children

Lack of meaningful choices and insufficient
spaces to meet family needs for accessible, af-
fordable, and flexible child care services

Insufficient access to regulated developmental
care for preschool children, and

Insufficient access to community resource centres
that integrate programs and services for children

Canada, summarized in Table 4-2, is based on the and families and promote community health and

family policy instruments introduced in Chapter 3

development.
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Table 4-2

An Overview of Government Programs for Children in Canada, 1999

Current Status of Policy Instruments, Federally and in Six Province's

Programs Recognizing the Costs of Raising Children
« Quebec provides a universal tax credit for dependent children.
« One of the goals of the income tested Canada Child Tax Benefit is to “help with the cost of raising children.”

Child Benefits

- The National Child Benefit (NCB) provides the framework for child benefits. It is composed of: (1) the basic Canada
Tax Benefit, (2) a low-income supplement, and (3) provincial reinvestment commitments.

- Provinces are permitted to deduct the amount of the supplement from the payments made to social assistance recipi
their incomes remain stable. New Brunswick has chosen not to do so.

» The federal government provides the basic Canada Child Tax Benefit (CCTB) of $1,020 per child under 18, plus $21
child under 7 if the Child Care Expense Deduction is not claimed (see below). It also pays the National Child Benefit
Supplement to low-income families at $785 for one child and $1,370 for two children. Both the basic benefit and the |

income supplement (and therefore the maximum benefit) are available to families whose incomes are under $20,921,

benefit begins to be reduced at $25,921 and the low-income supplement disappears af $#¥erathas its own payment
schedule for the CCTB.

- Revenue Canada administers several provincial child benefit programs. In the six provinces studied, they are the BC
Bonus and BC Earned Income Supplement, the Alberta Family Employment Tax Credit, the Saskatchewan Child Be
the NB Child Tax Benefit. Quebec administers its own Family Allowance.

- Benefits in the form of working income supplements are available in British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, Ontari
Quebec and New Brunswick.

- Extended health benefits are provided within parental work programs in British Columbia, Alberta and Saskatchewan

Tax Deductions to Cover Some of the Costs of Employment

» The federal government provides a Child Care Expense Deduction (CCED) to employed parents. Costs for receipted
can be deducted up to maximum of $7,000 for a child under 7 and up to $4,000 for children aged 7 to 16. In two-par
families, the deduction must be claimed by the parent with the lower income. The CCED can be used for both formal
child care or unregulated care for which receipts are issued.

» The Ontario Child Care Tax Credit provides a maximum $400 deduction per child. It has the same rulese&iptauas the
CCED.

» Quebec's child care expense deduction is being phased out for many parents as the province moves towards the flat
payment of $5 per day for child care, for which receipts are not provided.

Regulated Child Care Servicés
« All provinces provide subsidies, paid to the provider, for low-income parents needing child care. Most require the sub
be used for regulated child care, either centre-based or in family day care.

Educational Requirements for Child Care Providers

- No province requires family day care providers to have advanced training in early childhood education. Their care wo
supervised, however, and they are required to have first aid training.

- British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, Ontario and Quebec all require at least some of the staff in centres to have
in early childhood education.

Curriculun
» In Quebec, Early Childhood Centres and family day care providers must follow a common provincial curriculum.

Kindergarten

- Publicly funded kindergarten is available for five-year-olds. New Brunswick and Quebec provide full-day programs.

- Saskatchewan provides half-day preschool programs for three- and four-year-olds in some high risk communities an
does the same for four-year-olds.

« Following release ofheEarly Years Studin 1999, Ontario made new commitments for junior kindergarten and
kindergarten.
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Table 4-2(cont'd)

Current Status of Policy Instruments, Federally and in Six Province's

Maternity and Parental Leaves (Paid and Unpaid) and Family Leaves
- Paid maternity and parental leaves are available for parents covered by Employment Insurance if they meet the eligi

requirements. Birth mothers are entitled to 15 weeks of paid leave, and either parent may take an additional 10 week

are 55 percent of insurable earnings. Recipients earning more than $48,750 must pay back a portion of the Employ
Insurance benefit. Low-income supplements are available for those whose income is below $20,921, raisiagetmenépl
level of lost income. The maximum supplement is $431 per week. The first two weeks of leave are not covered by th
benefits.

» Quebec pays a flat rate “maternity allowance” to mothers earning les$36A00. It is intended to partially cover the two
weeks not included in the Employment Insurance benefit.

- Employed parents, meeting certain minimal conditions, have a right to unpaid maternity leaves (which varies betwee
18 weeks) and to unpaid parental leaves (of about 12 weeks) in most of the provinces studied. Alberta has no unpai
leave, while Quebec’s unpaid parental leave is 52 weeks.

« Some birth leave for fathers is available: 1 day unpaid paternity leave in Saskatchewan and 5 days unpaid leave in Q

the moment of birth or adoptidiwith the first two days paid if the new parent has been employed for two months.
» Unpaid leaves of 5 days per year can be taken for family reasons in British Columbia, Saskatchewan and Quebec.

Flexible Work Hours and Schedules

- Employment Insurance now covers part-time workers. Therefore, they may also be eligible for maternity and parental

if they have worked enough hours to qualify for them.

Programs for Child Well-being and Healthy Development

« Specialized health, education and developmental services are available across Canada. Access to programs depend

(e.g., disabilities) and can vary by location within and between jurisdictions.

« Various federal and provincial programs support Aboriginal children and families, including the federal government’s
Nations-Inuit Child Care Initiative and the Aboriginal Head Start Program. Provincial programs differ widely in terms
program content.

« Numerous prevention and early intervention programs, generally directed to “at risk” families, are funded federally an
provincially. Federal programs include the Child Development Initiative (previously known as the Brighter Futures pro

Child Care Visions, the Canada Prenatal Nutrition Program, and the Community Action Program for Children (CAP-

Individual provincial initiatives are too numerous to list but include New Brunswick’s Early Childhood Initiatives, Onta

Better Beginnings, Better Futures, and a range of programs under larger program banners such as Alberta’s Child al
Services Authorities, Saskatchewan’s Action Plan for Children, and Quebec’s CLSCs (community resource centres).
» Universal health care insurance is available across Canada.
« Universal public education is available across Canada.

» Recreation and related programs are available across Canada, but the extent depends on location, and user fees oft

Community Resource Centres
» Health and other assessments and community development programs are available through CLSCs in Quebec. In a

Early Childhood Centres are community anchors supporting family day care providers and offering some general ser

all parents.
« In New Brunswick, 13 federally funded Family Resource Centres target services to low-income families.

« Between 1980 and 1996, about 180 Family Resource Centres were created in Ontario which are used mainly by non

parents and informal caregivers. Quality varies by municipality, based on community investment and resources.

» Proposals for Early Childhood Development and Parenting Centres, with developmental preschool child care as a ce

component, were made in 1999 in OntarR&versing the Real Brain Drain: The Early Years Study Final Report

» Mixed use community-based family resource centres are being implemented by several of Alberta’s 18 regional Child
Family Services Authorities to provide integrated information, assessment and referral services for children and famili

1 Provincial programs are indicated only for the six provinces studied during the Best Policy Mix for Children projectCBhitishia,
Alberta, Saskatchewan, Ontario, Quebec, and New Brunswick.

2 In July 2000, the National Child Benefit Supplement will be paid to families with incomes up to $29,590.

3 Child care data are taken from the Childcare Resource and Research Unit (1999), supplemented with additional data ten Kiother
Johnson and Mathien (1998, 9-10).

4 In Quebec, if an employee is adopting the child(ren) of his/her spouse, only 2 days of unpaid leave are available.

Source: Jenson, with Thompson (1999).
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The current complement of family policies fiscal measure intended to promote equity between
needs to be altered if a better mix is to result. Forparents who had to pay for child care in order to be
example, both the tax exemption for dependents anémployed and taxpayers who had no such
the 1947 universal Family Allowaneeere designed employment-related expenses.
to support the costs of child rearing. Therefore,
post-1945 Canada was in step with countries such There were several ways in which Canadian
as France, which were instituting generous familypolicy was substantially more limited than what
allowance schemes. However, these income redisexisted elsewhere. High quality regulated child care
tribution policies rarely promoted parental attach-was always in short supply and, in effect, often
ment to the labour force, at least with respect toreserved for low-income parents who were eligible
mothers. It was assumed that in two-parent fami-for a subsidy. Ineligible parents had to meet the
lies, mothers would stay at home and lone mothergosts themselves, both by fronting high out-of-
were excused from labour force participation via pocket expenses, estimated to be about $10,000 a
social assistance when their children were young. year for a space in a high quality child care centre,

then paying with after-tax dollars for any gap be-

However, beginning in the 1970s and accelerattween actual expenses and the amount allowed by
ing in the 1980s, Canadian policymakers attemptedhe Child Care Expense Deduction.
to address high poverty rates while stabilizing lev-
els of spending. To do this, they began to shift These costs were strong incentives for parents to
money from universal programs such as Familyseek less expensive, unregulated forms of child
Allowances to those targetted mainly to poor fami- care. One unintended consequence was that levels
lies, notably through the Canada Child Tax Benefitof stress rose for employed parents with young
and its associated programs. Thus, by the latehildren. Another consequence was that parents
1990s, a partial redistribution of income towards “chose” to leave the labour force, either because
poor families, whether employed or not, had swepttheir earned income was not sufficiently high to
away any commitment to the policy goal of recog- counterbalance the costs of child care or because
nizing that all parents, no matter what their income,they were uncomfortable leaving their children in
face higher costs than the childless or those withousituations they feared might provide inferior care.
dependent children. Targetting was a policy strat-Our values data, as well as other opinion studies,
egy and tax credits were a policy instrument thatconsistently uncover this concern of parents about
ultimately replaced universally delivered programs. the quality of nonparental care.

Another example can be drawn from the 1970s. Canadians have generally believed for many
Rising rates of female labour force participation, asyears that parental, especially maternal, care is the
well as the mobilization of the women’s movement, highest quality. As a result, child care institutions
generated a number of policy instruments that weréhave not been primarily defined as educational
supposed to permit women to balance their dualnstitutions or places to foster child development.
roles as labour force participants and mothers ofWhile early childhood educators have struggled to
young children. Labour codes were modified torepresent these institutions in that way, in popular
give mothers the right to unpaid maternity leaves,terms they have tended to be seen more as custodial
then parents the right to unpaid parental leaves(where the emphasis is on safety at a reasonable
with some guarantee they could return to their jobs.cost) rather than developmental (where the empha-
The Unemployment Insurance regime also began tsis is on fostering socialization and other skills
partially reimburse the lost income of new parentsnecessary for school and later life).
who stayed home with their infants for a few
months. By the middle of the decade, the Child Canadian policies, value-laden as all policies are,
Care Expense Deduction was also in place as @o not permit parents to make meaningful choices
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that enable them to meet their diverse needs fomented in several chapters of this report. However,
child care. In addition, because it is almost alwaysthis policy shift has not yet been adequately inte-
mothers who have to make difficult choices aboutgrated into the policy mix that will be best for
employment and child care, the policy goal of Canada’s children.
fostering gender equality is being undermined both
for the present and the future. Mothers are restrict- We conclude from our research that a blueprint
ing their employment and income options in the for successfully improving child outcomes demands
present and mortgaging their future job advance-a mix of policies that meet many goals and which,
ment and pension incomes. together, produce the enabling conditions of healthy
child development. Thus any program, and all fam-
As noted in Chapter 3, when countries are rankedly policy instruments, must serve and balance mul-
according to the number of children in publicly tiple end goals. In order to contribute to what we
regulated and financed preschool child care,hope will become a true dialogue among Canadians
Canada is near the bottom of the list. Enhancingabout the best mix of policies for our youngest
child development in the early years is receivingcitizens, Chapter 5 presents the conclusions and
new attention. This follows from a new understand-recommendations drawn from our own multi-year,
ing about the contribution that developmental child wide ranging research study on policies for families
care makes to improved child outcomes, as docuwith young children.

Notes

1 Unless otherwise noted, all data in Sections 4.1 has its own schedule of benefits: $935 per year for
through 4.6 are taken from Jenson, with Thompson children under the age of seven, $1,004 for children
(1999). aged 7 to 11, $1,133 per year for children aged 12 to

15, and $1,205 for children aged 16 to 17 (Revenue

2 Some low-income parents in Quebec are still eligible  Canada, 1998).
for a subsidy to reduce the cost of child care.

4 As defined by Statistics Canada, “poor” families are

3 Note that the supplement applies to each child under those with an annual family income that ranges from
the age of seven: (1) $218raally less a 25 percent $23,303 to $31,071 and, therefore, falls between
reduction of the amount claimed for child care expenses 75 percent and 100 percent of Statistics Canada’s
on the tax return, and (2) $7%5raually for the third low-income cut-off (Statistics Canada, 1899See
and each additional child. The Alberta government  Table 1-1 for further definitions.
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A Societal Strategy for Children:
Recap and Recommendations

We have learned during this project that threeneed policies to address all the needs of families
enabling conditions combine to produce improvedand their children. We cannot overindulge on a
outcomes for children: adequate family income, single item, as healthy as it might be. Balance must
effective parenting and supportive community envi- be achieved in the whole policy package.
ronments. We have also learned that children’s
needs change over time as they grow and develop. Policies for children and families, and the various
Similarly, we have learned that families have ainstruments associated with them, can serve several
spectrum of needs that change as the circumstancemals, sometimes simultaneously and sometimes
of family life alter, due to their own actions or separately. There is no single policy that can meet
external events. A societal strategy for childrenall goals, nor can the various instruments be com-
must, therefore, include programs and services thabined without attention to the points where they
are sufficiently rich and varied to meet the real overlap and bump up against each other. Combina-
needs of different kinds of families in Canada todaytions, trade-offs and choices that meet family needs
and to create the enabling conditions of healthyare, therefore, crucial to producing the best out-
child development. comes for young children and a viable societal
strategy to support children and their families.

Yet, time and again, we were told that a good
mix of services and programs cannot be simply a The roundtables organized for the Best Policy
smorgasboérd from which parents can choose. EchoMix for Children project, as well as its research,
ing the call of citizens to have governments take aeach important lessons about the need to provide a
strong leadership role, experts believe the desire tpackage of policy supports for Canadian children
accommodate parental choice should not restrict thend families and to coordinate action across policy
role of governments. Rather, public funds should bedomains and sectors. Many discrete steps can be
used to ensure equitable access to a range of setaken to foster the enabling conditions for families
vices and programs that support child developmenthat underpin improved child outcomes. Yet, with-
and help parents. Other stakeholders, from employeut coordination, individual actions may not be
ers to voluntary organizations, can supplementadequate or may work at cross-purposes with steps
these efforts through their own actions. being taken by other stakeholders.

The model for a mix of policies that can lead to  Positive child outcomes do not occur simply
better outcomes for children is, then, akin to thebecause policies provide parents with supports
holistic balance found in Canada’s Food Guide. Wethat help them to balance family and employment



responsibilities, reduce stress, and so forth. They workrom social assistance to employment. Only some
in conjunction with policies for reducing poverty and countries, however, succeed in developing goals
economic vulnerability, as well as with measuresand deploying instruments across the public, private
that create supportive community environments.  and voluntary sectors that support all three enabling
conditions of healthy child development. Jurisdictions
To foster all three enabling conditions of healthy that do succeed in supporting child development are
child development, a policy package needs to inthose with policies designed to provide adequate
clude services and programs offeredliochildren  income, facilitate effective parenting, and foster
and families. In the realm of public policy, there are supportive community environments. They effec-
many domains that have major impacts on childtively nurture children, as demonstrated by a range
well-being. These include justice, public educationof measurements of child outcomes and the factors
and health, economic policy, housing policy, andcontributing to them.
initiatives targetted to groups with special needs
such as children experiencing family transitions, Many stakeholders — families, neighbourhoods,
the disabled, immigrants or Aboriginal families. communities, employers, public institutions, and
However, to keep our argument ticabrdination is  governments — contribute to these ends. To sketch
possiblewithin manageable bounds, we limit our out how coordinated action by various stakeholders
discussion to policy goals and instruments that arecan be undertaken, this chapeeplores a range of
used to support preschool children and familiespolicy goals and instruments available for their use.
directly. These have traditionally been associated with poli-
cies for children and families and have been used in
A long-term blueprint is required to map actions various combinations by governments and other
that can be taken in the next 10 years to create atakeholders in Canada in the last few decades. This
societal strategy for children. This chapter presentschapter considers how these goals and instruments
our recommendations for this blueprint to move can be effectively developed in the future by the
Canada to the top of the class as a place to raispublic, private and voluntary sectors to foster the
young children. This will require the sustained enabling conditions that lead to improved child
commitment of many stakeholders over severaloutcomes.
years. Implementation of these recommendations
will have financial costs for governments, employ-
ers, families and communities and, therefore, will Adequate Income
also require considerable political will. The costs
are not modest, but change can be undertaken, step The first enabling condition has been the focus
by step, if we so choose. of much public policy in recent years as governments
have struggled with choices for ensuring that families
. . have adequate income. While earned income is the
>.1 Using PO“Cy to form preferred by governments and ordinary citi-
Improve Child Outcomes zens, social assistance and maintenance payments
from noncustodial parents have also been part of
Our in-depth explorations of public policies for the mix. Therefore, in addition to programs to in-
children, cross-nationally as well as within Canada,crease family income via transfers, governments
revealed important information about their design, have developed programs to promote the transition
implementation and effectiveness. Such policiesfrom social assistance to employment. Some have
have emerged for a variety of political, economic also argued that tax policy should pay more atten-
and demographic reasons. They serve a medley dion to the needs of families with dependent chil-
goals that range from reducing poverty or fosteringdren, perhaps by focussing on tax cuts for them or
gender equality to supporting parents’ transition reinstating a tax exemption for dependent children.
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One way that families themselves seek tothat comes from historic and often shared-cost fed-
achieve adequate income is through employmenteral programs such the Canada Assistance Plan
which means that the issue of balancing family life (CAP). While variation increased when the federal
with employment comes immediately to the fore, government’s Canada Health and Social Transfer
for both two-parent and lone-parent families. Thisreplaced CAP and other funding regimes, it is also
raises issues related to the second enabling conditiomrue that policy diversity is a Canadian tradition
effective parenting. (Boychuk, 1998).

Effective Parenting Employer and Voluntary Sector Policies

There is no single or obvious method to support It is more difficult to provide a synopsis of
effective parenting in a time of multiple family employers’ policies. Nonetheless, recent studies do
styles, a wide range of situations, and new presprovide both broad-based survey data and detailed
sures. However, the policies of employers and thecase studies of personnel and other policies. Surveys
voluntary sector, as well as of governments, makefind that employees want flexibility in working
important contributions to enabling parents to behours, employment options and leaves of absence,
effective. Employers’ actions include making as well as child care in or near their workplace. In
workplaces family-friendly through innovative addition, they emphasize the need for “understanding,
employment-life programs, offering flexible hours, compassion and sensitivity from employers”
improving maternity and parental benefits, and in- (MacBride-King and Bachmann, 1999, 6). Surveys
cluding child care as part of the benefits packageof employers find their response to parents’ needs
available to employees. In their communities, vol-to be “extremely slow.” Estimates are that com-
untary sector groups can take action by offeringpressed work weeks (full-time work over four days)
programs for parenting and healthy beginnings anchre available to one-fifth of the labour force, flexi-
by supporting community resource centres that pro-ble work schedules are available to one-quarter and
vide a range of child and family services and pro-“teleworking” (working from home) is available to
grams. These latter actions spill over onto the thirdone-tenth (Duxbury, Higgins, and Johnson, 1999).
enabling condition.

It is also important to note that the direction of
Supportive Community Environments causation is not always what one might expect. The
usual notion is that family commitments will lead to

Good parenting is easier in supportive communi-problems in the workplace and that employers will
ties, where health and developmental resources arsuffer. However, a recent review of the literature
available for infants and toddlers, where recreationfound that “not only is work-to-family interference
and cultural programs for young children are accesimore prevalent than family-to-work interference”
sible, and where children are safe to play andbut it is actually employeesiorking lives, not
participate in enriching activities. The policy their family responsibilities, that are undercutting
choices of community groups that decide to investperformance on the jobndeed, it is demanding
in programs for children and families are central jobs and unsupportive workplaces that spill over
here, as are the policies of employers who ardnto workers’ personal lives, creating or exacerbating
actively involved in their communities, as well as “problems off the job, such as not spending enough
those of governments that deliver programs them-+ime with one’s children” (CCSD, 198928-29).
selves and promote delivery by others.

The evidence from studies is robust. Employers’

As discussed in Chapter 4 and summarized inpolicies can have significant effects in reducing the
Table 4-2, each province studied has developed itstress parents feel in balancing family and employ-
own package of measures, despite the imprintingnent responsibilities. In other words, employers
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have a major and clearly relevant contribution to
make towards fostering enabling conditions and
building a broader societal strategy for children.

It is even harder, indeed impossible, to provide
an overview of the contribution made by commu-

to contribute to a societal strategy for children by
developing the best policy mix to support children
and their parents.

Within the table, cells are marked withyasif
the policy instrument directly helps meet one of the

nity associations and the voluntary sector towardssix goals and therefore contributes, either directly or
fostering the three enabling conditions that lead toindirectly, to generating the three enabling conditions

improved child outcomes. While many studies ex-

of child development: adequate income, effective

ist, no summary assessment can be constructegharenting and supportive community environments.
This absence of data does not mean these stake-

holders can be ignored, however, and we certainly Cells marked with ano indicate the instrument
consider them in drawing our recommendations fordoes not meet the stated policy goal directly. We do

a policy blueprint for Canada'’s young children.

5.2 Recommendations for a
New Policy Mix

not distinguish, however, between instruments that
would have a neutral effect and those which would
have a negative effect. Some of these nuances are
discussed below. In a few cases, the entry also
contains an asterisk (*) to denote that the effects of
the policy instrument depend upon the details of its
design. As a result, only some versions will have

Our analysis has shown that policies directed tothe described effect. This specificity will also be
children and those which enable adults to raisegijscussed.

families may set diverse goals in order to create the

enabling conditions identified by researchers and The ways in which individual policy instruments
policy experts as necessary for successful childcgn pe used to meet multiple policy goals are dis-
outcomes: adequate income, effective parentingyssed in the sections that follow, beginning with
and supportive community environments. We havethe measures needed at the time of birth or adop-

observed this variety of goals in the comparative
studies of Canadian public policies, in the policy

tion, then progressing as the child grows.

preferences that developed in post-1945 Europeal
and North American countries, and in different
patterns of child outcomes.

In order to provide some structure to the discussiof
that follows, Box 5-1 summarizes the policy goals
introduced in Chapter 1 that can be used by policy
makers in the public, private and voluntary sectorg
when crafting policies for families with children.
Each goal has received significant attention in thq
past from decision makers in Canada and most af
being actively pursued today.

As an organizing framework for presenting our
recommendations, Table 5-1 maps a number of polic
instruments to the six goals identified in Box 5-1
that might be met by policies for children and
families. This provides a visual representation of

Box 5-1

Possible Goals for Policies Directed to
Children and Families

Redistribute income to recognize and support the ¢psts

of child rearing for all families.

Redistribute income to reduce and prevent poverty fand

economic vulnerability.

Foster gender equality in the home and the workplac

1%

Increase meaningful parental choice in meeting far
needs for parental and nonparental child care.

hily

. Advance child development in the early years.

Facilitate parents’ transition from social assistance to|
employment.

the complexity confronting policymakers who seek
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Table 5-1
Policy Goals and Instruments
Key: Yes = The policy instrument promotes the stated policy goal.

No = The policy instrument does not promote the stated goal (and is either negative or neutral).
* = The effects of the policy instrument depend on the design of the program.

Policy goals
Recognizes Increases Facilitates
and supports Fosters choices for transition from
the costs of Reduces and gender meeting child Advances child social assistance t
Policy instruments  child rearing  prevents poverty equality care needs development employment
Parental and family
leaves No No Yes Yes Yes No
Maternity and
parental benefits Yes No Yes Yes Yes No
Flexible
employment hours
and schedules Yes No Yes* Yes No Yes
Unregulated child
care services No No Yes* Yes No Yes
Developmental and
educational child
care services No* Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Tax deductions to
cover some of the
costs of
employment Yes No Yes Yes No Yes

Universal tax
exemptions, tax
credits or family
allowances Yes No No Yes* No No

Child benefits
targetted to low-
income families No Yes No No No Yes

Programs for child
well-being and

healthy

development No Yes No No Yes No
Community

resource centres No Yes No Yes Yes No

Improving Parental and improves both outcomes and the factors contributing
Family Leaves, Both Unpaid and Paid to them (for example, breast feeding has well-

documented preventative health effects and con-

Parents want to care for, bond with, and enjoytributes to improving secure attachments and other
their babies. They know as well as the experts thapositive child outcomes). Moreover, women have
spending extended periods of time with an infantto recover from the rigors of child birth. These two
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abiding needs have prompted creation of maternity In a society supposedly committed to the well-
leave (available only to birth mothers, as a healthbeing of families and children, the messages these
measure) and parental leave. programs now send are the wrong ones. One mes-
sage to parents, particularly middle-class ones, is
Canada’s policies have not kept up with thethat they must be prepared to take a huge cut in
times and do not meet the needs of the restructurethmily income as the trade-off for choosing to have
labour force. First, provincial labour codes provide a child. The message to any parent thinking of
unpaidleaves but these do not have sufficient guartaking leave from her or his job is that there are
antees of job protection nor do they address the longenly limited guarantees of getting it back or of
term costs of even a temporary withdrawal from themaintaining other workplace benefits during the
labour force. Moreover, these leaves are generallyeave period. The message to those who can afford
short (see Table 4-2). About three months of materonly the shortest of leaves is that they must be
nity leave and two-and-a-half months of parentalprepared to sacrifice their family life in order to
leave are all that is available. Thus far, only Quebeamake both ends meet. The messagaltparents is
provides the possibility of a year-long unpaid leave.that they should leave their family responsibilities
at home since there is no space in the system for
Second, there is practically no provision for family needs.
leave in Canada to care for sick children and to take
time off to meet the family obligations and emer- Why send such messages when well-designed
gencies that arise during working hours. This gapparental leaves to care for newborns and family
makes it difficult for parents to balance family and leaves for emergencies could serve many of the
employment responsibilities and increases stresgoals listed in Table 5-1? Therefore, with respect to
about how to do so. the right to takeunpaidleave:

Third, taking leave is very costly for families. At We recommend that all governments strength-
best, paid leaves in the Employment Insurance en their regulatory frameworks to provide
regime replace about half of the parent’s insurable better protection for parents who wish to
earnings. They also “claw back” benefits from take unpaid leave at the time of childbirth or
middle-class families, who may find themselves with  adoption, or for family reasons.
little salary replacement unless they happen to have
a collective agreement or workplace benefits pack-
age that supplements the Employment Insurancémproving Maternity and
benefit. As well, despite being extended to part- Parental Benefits
time workers in 1997, the paid leave provided
through Employment Insurance is not available to With respect topaid leaves, the provision of
the self-employed or others who do not meet pro-benefits through Employment Insurance means that
gram eligibility rules. we do not treat all new mothers the same. Those

who are self-employed or outside the Employment

Fourth, as noted in Chapter 4, less than half ofinsurance regime for other reasons are ineligible for
births in Canada are covered by Employmentthese benefits. Studies show that many mothers
Insurance benefits for paid maternity and parentalreturn to employment within a month of giving
leave. Without maternity leave and benefits, moth-birth (Marshall, 1999).
ers are severely disadvantaged in the labour force
compared to men and to women without children. Given the changes in the composition of the
Adequate leave with earnings replacement wouldlabour force and the fact that Employment Insurance
redress this situation and contribute to greater genis a program addressing a range of other, quite
der equality in the workplace. different ends, it seems increasingly futile to try to
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meet the needs of new parents through this prograrmvolved in the sense that a leaesults inforgone
in its current form. A number of difficulties would income. A second advantage of separating the bene-
be avoided by simply separating maternity andfits is that there would no longer be any need to tie
parental benefits from Employment Insurance benedevels of reimbursement for maternity and parental
fits. Family benefits would no longer have to mimic leaves to the Employment Insurance regime. It
rules intended to manage the problems of unemploywould be possible to set the level at, for example,
ment. Currently, Employment Insuransedesigned 75 percent of income for all parents. At this level,
to discourage use. Surely we do not want to disfamilies would not be asked to suffer a huge loss in
courage parenting. Tying leaves to Employmentincome simply because they are doing something
Insurancemakes it very difficult, however, to de- innately human by having a child.
liver support for parenting.
This is also a policy area in which employers and

A challenge to this separation of benefits comesunions could realize their goals of recognizing the
from the fact that the federal government only hascosts of child rearing, increasing parental choice
jurisdiction over the Employment Insuranmegram  about child care, and promoting gender equality.
through a constitutional amendment. If the benefitsThey could do even more to ensure that a return to
were to be separated into distinct programs, interemployment and other workplace benefits are well
governmental negotiations could be used to agre@rotected by collective agreements and that gener-
on a new regime. An alternative approach would beous paid maternity, parental and family leaves are
to set up a separate compartment with its ownpart of their benefits packages. Employers in small
eligibility rules within the Employment Insurance and non-unionized companies have a particular re-
fund, again through federal-provincial negotiation. sponsibility here. In addition, family leaves, so much
This would have the further advantage of permittingdesired by employees, are a real candidate for innova-
the diversion of surplus funds in the Employmenttion in personnel policy. Given the federal govern-
Insurance program to enable maternity and parentainent's 1999 Throne Speech promise that it will
leaves and benefits to be enhanced immediatelgxtend the length of paid leaves provided through
without new charges to employers or employees Employment Insurance, some well-designed programs
Therefore, with respect tmid leave: in the private sector or by public sector employers

could complement this encouraging shift in policy.

We recommend that maternity and par-

ental benefits are either removed from the

Employment Insurance regime and that a Flexible Employment

separate fund is created for them, or that a Hours and Schedules

separate compartment is created for them

within the current program, in either case Allowing parents to be employed part-time is
with an appropriate adjustment to financing often identified as one solution to the problem of
arrangements. balancing employment and family life. Other types

of flexible employment arrangements are com-

Either reform would make way for different pressed work weeks (full-time work over four
eligibility rules. They could be less stringent than days), “teleworking” or working from home, and
the current rules, designed as they are to meet thitexible schedules that allow parents to adjust their
goal of limiting claims for periods of unemploy- employment hours to meet family needs without

ment. Another option would be to base eligibility short-changing their employers, their colleagues or
on the amount of income earned, as Quebec’s protheir families.

posed Parental Insurance program would do. The
latter approach, based as it is on income, seems Numerous studies find that employers lose if
fairer since it provides a better measure of the riskthey do not recognize their employees’ family needs.
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Their employees become disgruntled, seek newchild outcomes correlated with low income. It also
jobs, take extra time off, and so forth. Studies alschelps parents enter or remain in the labour force.
demonstrate that creating family-friendly work en- Stimulating and enriched child care helps promote
vironments does not always require new invest-gender equality. Parents who are confident about
ments. Establishing supportive employment ar-the quality of care their children would receive are
rangements is a measure that is often either free afuly free to choose whether to purchase services or
cost or actually saves money for employersprovide care themselves. Parental choice in meeting
(Duxbury, Higgins, and Johnson, 1999). Therefore,their family’s child care needs is also increased
with respect to flexible employment hours and when all parents can choose options other than

schedules: unregulated or parental care.
We recommend that employers innovate in The biggest advantage of developmental child
order to render working hours and other care, however, is its long-term contribution to

employment conditions more sensitive to healthy child development. Experts now agree that
the fact that many of their employees have stimulating, developmentally rich child care should
family responsibilities. be available forll children. Whether or not their
parents are employed, children derive benefits
from sustained contact with trained early child-
A Stronger Commitment to hood educators, improve their socializatiorillsk
Developmental Child Care through contact with other children in group set-
tings, and receive preventative health monitoring,
By developmental child care, we mean programswhich is often included in high quality child care
for young children offering nurturing care, physical programs.
and intellectual stimulation, school readiness, and
the early detection and prevention of problems. Canada already has developmentally rich child
This is provided in public schools, where kinder- care, but it does not have enough spaces to meet the
garten curriculum promotes school readiness andieed. Nor can all parents afford to use it. Therefore,
social skills, and in child care centres and by familygovernments and other stakeholders that are truly
day care providers that follow a developmentally interested in improving child outcomes are investing in
and educationally appropriate curriculum. In con- developmental child care. For example, Quebec’s
trast, custodial forms of child care, which are often Early Childhood Centres furnish inexpensive child
unregulated, focus primarily on safety rather thancare spaces and also provide a common preschool
on child development. curriculum. Saskatchewan has also been innovat-
ing, with new investments in infrastructure given
If the only goal were to maximize “bang for the through operating grants and wage enhancements
buck,” informal unregulated care would surpassfor early childhood educators. These provinces
kindergarten and regulated child care as a policyshow that investment is possible, even in times of
instrument. Babysitting is cheaper per space. Caredeficit reduction. Therefore, with respect to devel-
givers have little if any training, participate in no opmental child care:
workplace benefit regimes, and do not have major
investments in space or equipment. We recommend that provincial and munici-
pal governments, school boards, the voluntary
However, as Table 5-1 shows, developmental sector and employers all make substantial
child care does everything that unregulated care new commitments to developmental child
does to meet policy goals, with some very impor-  care, including kindergarten, so all young
tant extras. Developmental child care helps fight Canadian children will have access to high
poverty, by compensating for some of the negative quality preschool services.
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One important step in this direction would be to quality developmental care, parents have strong
provide full-day kindergarten for five-year-olds. As incentives to purchase informal, unregulated care
more funds become available, full-day junior such as that provided by a babysitter. Currently, in
kindergarten for four-year-olds could be intro- 9 of the 10 provinces, regulated child care is an
duced. Another step would be for employers toexpensive option. Parents, therefore, have a finan-
support developmental preschool programs for theircial incentive to choose less expensive unregulated
employees’ children. In addition, municipal gov- care rather than regulated developmental care.
ernments, school boards and voluntary agencies can
all contribute through program development and Nor does the CCED do much to address prob-
coordinated service delivery. lems related to deep poverty. In order to claim the

CCED, parents first must have taxable income,

It is true that developmental child care programswhich many very poor families do not. Second,
are expensive. Nonetheless, as we saw when conparents have to pay the up-front costs of several
paring Canada to other countries, several of whichhundred dollars (even sometimes close to $1,000)
are substantially poorer, we are definite laggards inper month and “wait till spring” for tax relief. Many
this area. Other countries have made the commitsimply cannot find that much cash in the family
ment to having well over half, and in many casesbudget and, therefore, are forced to choose a less
close to 100 percent, of their preschool children incostly alternative.
developmentally and educationally appropriate pro-
grams. Canada should be able to do as well. It is limits like these that lead those concerned

about child care quality to seek other forms of
financing. One model is provided by Quebec’s $5
Addressing the Price of Child Care per day child care places, in which parents pay only
$100 a month and the rest of the real costs of child

The Child Care Expense Deduction (CCED) wascare are subsidized out of general revenues. Those
initiated to compensate parents for the real costsvho cannot afford the $5 fee are eligible for a
incurred in purchasing child care services so theylow-income subsidy. This attractive and popular
can be employed outside the home. These are conprogram ensures thatll parents have access to
parable to the expenses business people dedueffordable services that have substantial develop-
from their tax returns. mental and educational content, with curriculum set

by provincial regulation. The trade-off — and there-

This type of tax deduction advances severalfore the source csomeof the money for paying for
policy goals. It does something to promote genderthe system — is that parents can no longer take a tax
equality by enabling both parents to earn more thardeduction because subsidized providers are no
they must spend on child care when participating inlonger permitted to issue the receipts needed to
the labour force. It also permits greater choiceclaim it.
about child care options to meet family needs and
accommodate parents’ preferences. As long as par- The expense deductions remain available, however,
ents obtain receipts, they may use the CCED forfor parents with other child care expenses such as
in-home babysitting or nannies, or opt to usesummer camps, nannies or babysitters. In other
out-of-home centre-based care, family day care owords, parents whose children have other needs,
babysitters, whichever choice is most suitable forwhether age-related or not, still have the flexibility
their family. of choice in the type of child care they select. That

goal need not be undermined.

However, a child care deduction alone does little
to achieve other policy goals directly. In particular, ~ With respect to child care, what policy actually
because it only partially covers the costs of highneeds to address is market failure. Markets simply
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are not producing enough high quality child care toprograms into subsidies for building and operating
meet the real demand. Governments do not have téiexible child care programs.
pay the whole cost but do need to set up an incen-
tive structure that addresses the cost factor. For Coordinated action of this type would go a fair
example, they can create incentives to encourageéistance towards financing new and affordable de-
community organizations, employers, school boardsyelopmental child care spaces. These sums could be
and parents themselves to establish child care facilimade available, via intergovernmental negotiations,
ties that are both high quality and affordable. for establishing a low-cost child care program.
However, it is important to note that savings on the
Where parents have access to and use develofeCED would generate only part of the revenue
mental child care programs, including supports forneeded to provide a sufficient number of spaces.
school-aged children such as before- and afterNew investments by provincial and municipal gov-
school care and holiday care, all of which are ernments would be needed because there is such a
offered to them free or at low cost, they would no backlog of demand from parents seeking reliable
longer need the CCED. A complementary and nec-<hild care, as Quebec has found.
essary option, however, is to maintain a child care
expense deduction for parents who prefer to meet Quebec also discovered, however, that it could
their child care needs in other ways. Therefore, tofinance these new spaces by eliminating some pro-
address the costs of child care: grams (e.g., child care expense deductions, baby
bonuses) and, especially, by reducing black market,

We recommend a two-pronged approach to
dealing with the price of child care. One is

substantial investment, via subsidies, in de-
velopmental centre-based care and family
day care. This involves subsidizing both
infrastructure and operating costs as well as
controlling prices to allow parents to find

non-taxed child care. In the latter case, as the price
for regulated child care plummeted, parents no
longer had an incentive to use “under the table”
babysitting. As a consequence, provincial coffers
gained as children moved into the kinds of develop-
mentally focussed care that contributes to school
readiness and improves child outcomes.

quality care for very low or no cost. For

parents who cannot or choose not to have
their children participate in these programs,

the Child Care Expense Deduction should
remain available to them.

Tax Recognition for Children

As Canada has done in the past, many countries
pay family allowances or allow tax exemptions or

Rethinking this policy instrument provides a credits for all children, whatever their parents’ in-
clear opportunity for many actors to coordinate comes may be. They do this for two reasons. First, the
their policies to achieve several complementarywillingness of adults to raise children contributes to
policy goals. Community associations of all types society’s well-being. Second, parents of young chil-
have been active in providing developmental childdren face extra costs compared to the childless or
care for many years. Employees want employers tahose whose children are grown. This means that
provide or subsidize child care in or near their families with children have less ability to pay taxes
workplaces. Ottawa has the opportunity to funneland, therefore, should be taxed less, based on their
some of the approximately $335 million it spends ability to pay. In Canada, “ability to pay” is a
on the CCED in the form of forgone revenue into fundamental tax principle, which is strongly sup-
such incentives to increase low-cost spaces. Botlported as a means to achieve horizontal tax equity.
the federal and provincial governments could redi-
rect the funds they give to individuals as child care  Recognition of this dimension of tax policy began
subsidies in “welfare to employment transition” to disappear in Canada in the 1970s when targetting
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of social programs became popular (Myles and Itis not too far-fetched to imagine, however, that
Pierson, 1997). Through a set of reforms, govern-such parents might have reacted less negatively if
ments reallocated funds from family allowancesthey felt their own contributions, meaning their
and tax exemptions to programs for low-income investments of money and time in their own fami-
children. Horizontal tax equity was eroded by this lies, were receiving the recognition they deserve. In
policy shift. In other words, families with children, the past, such contributions would have been ac-
more than all taxpayers, were being made to pay foknowledged with a tax exemption or a family al-
improvements in the income of the poor. With theselowance. Now, however, these parents are alone in
changes, it began to appear that having and raisingaving to absorb all the financial burdens of choos-
a child was, in effect, to be treated as a “privateing to have children and caring for them by them-
consumption decision” of adults (such as a pet or aselves (Krashinsky and Cleveland, 1999).
car would be), as if parents did not have legal or
moral obligations to spend money on their chil- If all the provinces or the federal government
dren’s care. However, some spending on children isvere to institute a universal exemption or credit for
simply not discretionary (Boessenkool and Davies,dependent children, would this achieve other policy
1998). goals as well? The answer is yes. Any measure that
puts more money into the hands of families in-
The current government of Quebec has resistedreases parental choice about how to best meet their
the move towards targetting, at least in this matter.children’s needs. By raising disposable income, it
It provides a universal non-reimbursable credit for changes the incentives for families who wish to
dependent children compensating all parents for therovide their own child care. At the same time,
costs considered necessary to satisfy the essentilaving more money means parents may be able to
needs of a child. Another way to recognize thechoose high quality regulated nonparental child
contribution parents make to society would be tocare, if spaces are available.
reinstate the universal tax exemption for dependent
children. In this way, the tax system would ensure At the present time, as Canadians and their gov-
horizontal equity between families with and without ernments consider how and where to cut taxes, it is
children. Both of these measures go beyond therucial to pay attention to the fiscal dimensions of
goal of programs such as the Canada Child Taxhe children’'s agenda. Therefore, as part of any
Benefit, which seeks to heldigible families with  reallocation of the tax burden:
the costs of raising children. Instead, they provide
much needed recognition &l families, the first We recommend a universal credit for tax-
policy goal listed in Box 5-1. payers with dependent children.

This lack of recognition may already have been
costly in terms of polarizing divisions among Income Tested Child Benefits
different types of families. In recent months, two-
parent families with a stay-at-home parent, who Selective rather than universal benefits have
therefore do not have a deductible child care excome to dominate the Canadian social policy
pense, have loudly complained about their treattegime. Everything from programs for seniors to
ment by tax legislation. Their target was the Childthose for infants are income tested. Between 1960
Care Expense Deduction, described by its oppo-and 1992, selective benefits rose from 21 to 52 percent
nents as a “discriminatory” tax advantage givenofincome transfers, with rates of increase accelerat-
only to families who purchase child care services.ing after 1975 (Banting, 1997).
Such a reproach fails to acknowledge what the
CCED is: a deduction for a necessary cost of em- Such selective income transfers helped to put
ployment. Canada in the “middle of the pack” for reducing
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poverty, as we saw in Chapter 3 (see Table 3-2)commitments to the Canada Child Tax Benefit
Yet, as cross-national comparisons also showedprogram in the last two federal budgets have not
countries such as Canada and the United States thaicreased the income of social assistance recipients,
rely on selective benefits set at a more limited levelexcept in New Brunswick and Newfoundland
have a poorer record of reducing poverty than dowhere there was no reduction in social assistance
countries pursuing a more comprehensive strategypayments.
for children. Our cross-national analysis has also
pinpointed the extent to which policymakers in  Since some amount of the Canada Child Tax
North America are often concerned about more tharBenefit goes to over 80 percent of families with
cost: they are also fearful the “work ethic” will be children, it obviously seeks to do more than reduce
undermined (Phipps, 1989 Myles and Pierson, poverty. Nonetheless, any federal funds that were
1997). But unless benefits are generous — that isadded to the CCTB when the pre-existing Child Tax
paid at a very substantial rate — they will only partly Benefit and Working Income Supplement were
alleviate the situation of the poorest families and merged have gone overwhelmingly to the National
will not lift them out of poverty. Child Benefit Supplement portion of the CCTB.
This, plus the fact that the basic benefit begins to be
The National Child Benefit emerges from this taxed back for families whose net income classifies
legacy of using selective benefits. It is an initiative them as “poor” according to Statistics Canada’s
of the federal, provincial and territorial govern- low-income cut-offs (Statistics Canada, 16P9
ments “to help low-income families with children” leads us to treat the CCTB as a selective benefit
and has two goals: to fight child poverty and to helptargetted to poor Canadians. Indeed, the federal
families move from social assistance to employ-government describes it as such (Revenue Canada,
ment (Revenue Canada, 1998). The Canada Child998).
Tax Benefit (CCTB) is an integrated child benefit
through which Ottawa provides income support to  Experts agree that while the Canada Child Tax
families, whether their income stems from employ- Benefit is an important new program and might be
ment, social assistance or maintenance paid by a nom useful anti-poverty measure, it will only be truly
custodial parent. An increase in the Canada Childeffective if the amount of the benefit is increased
Tax Benefit was promised by the federal govern-significantly. As it is now, the CCTB does more to
ment in its October 1999 Speech from the Throne. signal a philosophical change in how income secu-
rity is conceptualized rather than signalling a real
As of July 1999, the maximum possible yearly change in the income situation of families on social
benefit of $2,018 (including the basic benefit and assistance who have seen little, if any, improvement.
the National Child Benefit Supplement for low-
income families) is paid to a family that has one The level at which the CCTB would truly remove
child under seven, does not take the Child Carechildren from social assistance (by replacialg
Expense Deduction, and whose net family incomeprovincial social assistance benefits for children
is not higher than $20,091. Benefits are reduced fowith a child tax benefit and, thereby, preventing the
families with incomes above that level (see Table 4-2) provinces from “taking it back”) is estimated to be
In addition, the design of the prograallows  $2,500 (Battle, 1998). Therefore, with respect to
provinces to either deduct the amount of the Nationaincome tested child benefits:
Child Benefit Supplement from social assistance
payments or tax it. The goal of this provision is to  We recommend that the amount of the Canada
transfer a greater portion of responsibility for in-  Child Tax Benefit be increased significantly.
come security to the federal government, thereby
freeing up provincial funds for “reinvestment” in We also know that the real costs of raising a
new or expanded programs. One result is that newehild are at least $4,000 per year. Therefore, in the
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future, further increases in the basic benefit as well For their part, provinces have also been experi-
as the supplement will be necessary. This recommenting with health and developmental programs,
mendation directly addresses not only the goal ofusually focussed on children defined as being at
reducing poverty but also that of promoting child risk. New Brunswick, for example, has Early Child-
development. That is why we argue for a higherhood Initiatives, a province-wide, integrated service
basic rate, as well as an increase in the low-incomelelivery system for prevention-focussed childhood
supplement. Such an increase would improve theservices, targetting children from the prenatal stage
situation of all families who receive a portion of the to five years of age whose development is at risk
basic CCTB. If a higher basic benefit were taxeddue to physical, intellectual or environmental fac-
back at the same rate, parents would end up with mortors, including socio-economic factors. The overall
money for their children (assuming that “bracket goal of the program is to enhance the development
creep” does not affect their marginal tax rates). of children before they enter the school system and,
thereby, contribute to their school achievement.

Child Well-being and Ontario has Better Beginnings, Better Futures,
Healthy Development which targets families with young children in eight
economically disadvantaged communities. In co-
One of the real benefits of the increasing atten-operation with voluntary groups in each community,
tion to basic developmental questions (coming fromthis program provides home visits, high quality child
studies about population health, brain developmentcare and school help. Other provincial programs
the National Children’s Agenda and so forth) is thatare offered under larger program banners such as
it feeds into ongoing and experimental programs forAlberta’s Child and Family Services Authorities,
prenatal, infant and early childhood health and de-Saskatchewan’s Action Plan for Children and
velopment. The focus of such programs is schoolQuebec’s Early Childhood Centres and CLSCs
readiness and the improvement of basic health indi{Centre local de services communautaires).
cators such as birth weight and breast feeding.
Some programs are available to all children. For
Ottawa has invested in a number of importantexample, New Brunswick’s Early Childhood Initia-
joint initiatives with the provinces and makes a tives screens all newborns and all children aged
range of funding arrangements available to commuthree and a half for developmental problems. It is
nity groups as well as provincial agencies. For exam-also subject to rigorous evaluation and assessment
ple, the Canada Prenatal Nutrition Program pro-for its effects on indicators of health and school
vides nutritional supplements to high risk mothersreadiness. This model is not common, however.
in inner city neighbourhoods. Its goal is to improve More frequently, programs are available only in a
the chances that children will have a healthy start inffew communities, where partners have been found
life. The Community Action Program for Children, or a particular interest may exist.
or CAP-C, provides innovative prevention and early
intervention programs for high risk children and  The result is that some communities in Canada
their families in selected communities acrossare blessed with an array of health and wellness
Canada. The projects are chosen and evaluated byservices for all children: nutrition and prenatal care,
federal-provincial supervising committee in each well-baby clinics, parent resource centres, high
province and territory and implemented via com-quality developmental child care, recreation pro-
munity partnerships. One of the key goals is tograms, and so forth. However, there are huge gaps
innovate in the areas of coordinated programmingin the availability of such services in the largest of
Substantial funds are already going to these proeities, in smaller ones, and in rural and remote
grams and to similar ones targetted to Aboriginalareas. Therefore, with respect to child well-being
children and families. and healthy development:
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We recommend that provinces take the lead information about community services and activi-
in fostering and overseeing a more consis- ties, receive health and other assessments, obtain
tent network of services so that all children referrals to programs and services, participate in
have access to the health and developmental social or developmental programs for children, par-

monitoring and intervention programs that ents and caregivers, or simply “drop in” to mix,
have been found to have a significant posi- mingle and build support and connections in the
tive effect on child outcomes. community.

These centres, with their focus on community
Community Resource Centres health and wellness, can also provide an important
venue through which many community stake-
The issue of providing services for children and holders across the public, private and voluntary
families is not only one of coverage. There aresectors can coordinate their actions and efforts to
already many programs and services to supportmprove the enabling conditions that can lead to
young children and their families in Canada, butbetter child outcomes. Parents, voluntary agencies,
often there is little integration or coordination of school boards, schools, health centres, employers,
service delivery, even in communities where pro-unions, and so forth can all use these centres as an
grams and services are more readily availableanchor from which community needs are identified
Therefore, services need to be integrated into morend local energies are mobilized to meet those needs.
coherent networks, a trend that is emerging in some
jurisdictions. With their focus on child and family health
promotion, resource centres can be the site from
In CPRN dialogues with citizens, and in provincial which prevention and early intervention programs
consultations, parents have cried out for a singleare coordinated or delivered by providers whose
point of access, single window, or “one-stop-shop” work crosses traditional policy domains: health,
through which they can find the support they re-public health, mental health, education, child devel-
quire to meet their families’ needs (Michalski, opment, child welfare, youth justice, housing,
1999; Thompson, 19@Y. In response to this need recreation, community development, and so forth.
for both access to support and integration of servicerlhis not only increases access to the many supports
delivery, four of the six provinces studied for the children and families might need but also increases
Best Policy Mix for Children research either have the integration, or at least coordination, of service
or are developing what we simply call community delivery functions. In Quebec, for example, CLSCs
resource centres. These centres can be found iare community resource centres that offer public
Alberta, Ontario, Quebec, and New Brunswick (seehealth programs and engage in community develop-
Box 2-2 and Table 4-2). ment and outreach activities. In addition, they
sometimes house child care centres.
Although each jurisdiction names them differ-
ently, these resource centres are all designed to help Although community resource centres are de-
families meet their varied needs in a user-friendlysigned to promote child development, they are also
setting where healthy child development is pro-an arm in the fight against poverty. With the excep-
moted. Resource centres can serve as importariton of New Brunswick’s, which are targetted to
community anchors since they are often located inow-income families, resource centres are wide-
existing community buildings through shared spacereaching community anchors that provide services
arrangements (e.g., community schools, publicto all families.
health clinics, community recreation centres, Early
Childhood Centres and CLSCs in Quebec, and so It is widely believed that the presence of a broad-
forth). Parents and caregivers can come to findbased resource centre in a community increases the

102 | BEST POLICY MIX FOR CANADA'S YOUNG CHILDREN



likelihood that families will seek out the help they income support to families with low incomes or

need, when they need it, because going to it does maintenance payments.

not identify or label them as poor, at risk or in some

way dysfunctional. This increases the chances for Effective parenting can be supported through im-
the early detection of problems and the early inter- proved paid and unpaid parental and family
vention needed to maximize child well-being and, leaves, flexible employment hours and schedules,
ultimately, improve child outcomes. As well, com- improved access to health and developmental
munity resource centres help increase the choices programs as well as to community resource cen-
parents have about child care, by identifying ser- tres, and enhanced availability of developmental
vices and by providing drop-in programs and other child care and preschool for both employed and
developmental supports. Because of the important stay-at-home parents.

advantages for increasing access to information and

providing integrated supports and services for chil-- Communities can provide supportive environments

dren and families: for children through access to reliable education,
health, social, and recreational services, by provid-
We recommend that provincial govern- ing integrated delivery for all of these services, by
ments take the lead in developing commu- creating “child friendly” spaces and systems, and
nity resource centres by supporting cross- by collaborating across sectors to promote better
sectoral partnerships that provide integrated, outcomes for all children.
community-based service delivery for chil-
dren and families. All of the stakeholders shown in Figures 1-1 and

1-2 contribute to a societal strategy for children.
Fears about the new costs involved in creatingGovernments remain key contributors by helping to
resource centres can be allayed by using serviceéuild consensus through democratic practices and
delivery partnerships in which numerous providersby including other stakeholders in envisioning and
share existing space, equipment and human reshaping responses to the needs of families and
sources. This is being done in Quebec and is beinghildren. Governments can also provide funding to
implemented in many regions of Alberta. Success-help make things happen. However, it is employers,
ful implementation probably requires more in terms voluntary agencies and public institutions, as well
of strong political leadership (in which child fo- as parents in their many roles — as parents, commu-
cussed, integrated, community-based services araity volunteers, board members, and so forth — that
advocated) than it does in terms of huge new investwill determine the final outcome of a societal strat-
ments in public infrastructure. egy for children and, in so doing, determine the
extent to which Canada improves the outcomes

achieved by its young children.
Policy Recommendations: A Recap

By contributing to all three enabling conditions 9.3 Next Steps

that underpin improved child outcomes, policies for

children and families form an important part of the A key message of this study is that a step in any

blueprint for a coherent societal strategy for chil- direction will succeed only if it is taken in conjunc-

dren. As we have seen: tion with others. There is no single policy instru-
ment that will satisfy all the goals listed in Box 5-1.

. Adequate income, preferably earned income, canlherefore, we propose the following action steps
be assured by recognizing the costs of raisingfor deploying policy instruments that work in com-
children, significantly reducing the cost of child care bination. It is essential to view these action steps as
for employed parents, and providing additional @ package that will be fully implemented over time.
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institutions so that Ottawa’s savings on the Child

Care Expense Deduction are made available to
provinces as they spend money on new develop-
mental child care services provided at no or low
cost to parents. Increase funding over time to
provide sufficient spaces, at an affordable price,
for all of Canada’s young children. Encourage

community associations, employers and other
stakeholders to participate in the provision of

child care and anchor these in community re-
source centres.

The entire package is needed to ensure that the
overall policy mix achieves and maintains a correct
balance.

At first glance, these steps may seem over-
whelming. As challenging as they really are, they
can be broken down into short-term steps that can
be taken right away and longer-term actions that
can be implemented as more resources become
available.

1. Separate maternity and parental benefits from

Employment Insurance benefits. Either create &4.
separate insurance fund or create a separate
compartment within the Employment Insurance
program. Transfer a large enough portion of
Employment Insurance income to this fund to
increase eligibility, lengthen leaves, eliminate
the two-week waiting period, and raise benefit
levels. Negotiate these changes, where neces-
sary, by using the appropriate intergovernmental
institutions. 5.
. Regulate to improve job protection and pension
rights for parents who choose to take unpaid
leave. Institute a right to family leave where it
does not exist and make it a reasonable length.
Educate employers on the benefits of providing6.
supportive family-friendly environments for em-
ployees with children.

. Invest public funds in developmentally and edu-
cationally focussed child care infrastructure so7.
that all children can access high quality
preschool education. Extend public education to
include full-day kindergarten for five-year-olds.
Over time, expand this program to make full-day
junior kindergarten available for four-year-olds.
Reduce the costs of developmental child care so
it becomes a truly affordable choice for all fami-
lies since developmental programs are of value
to all children. Find partial funding for new child

Provide sufficient support for child care infra-

structure so that it can offer flexible hours, part-

time services, and otherwise meet the diverse
needs of parents for child care. Transfer the
funds that now subsidize informal care in

“transition to employment” programs to enable

the expansion of regulated services with flexible
hours that provide developmental child care.

Reinstate a universal tax credit for dependent
children, in recognition of the contribution that

parents make to society by raising children. This
is a simple but vitally important measure that
should be part of any tax cut package.

Raise the amount of the Child Tax Benefit so it
achieves its goal of removing children from
social assistance and contributes to the costs of
raising children.

Encourage a range of stakeholders to develop
wellness-based health and developmental ser-
vices for all children and parents, filling the gaps
that now exist. Support the development of com-
munity partnerships among stakeholders to col-
laborate on the provision of integrated services
for children and families in community resource
centres.

care spaces by eliminating the Child Care ExpenseMeasuring Progress

Deduction for parents who use the new low-cost
services. Negotiate a federal-provincial agreement
using the mechanisms available in t8ecial

Union Frameworkor other intergovernmental
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How will we know children’s life chances are

improving? Through outcome measurement and
analysis. In the end, any intervention has to be



judged on the difference it makes to child out-

comes. This highlights the struggle faced by all

policymakers in determining what helps children,

or is at least neutral, and points to the need for
ongoing evaluation of policies and child outcomes
to determine with greater certainty which policies

are the most beneficial.

We must continue to learn from the experiences
we will create with all the changes in policy that

supported by governments, public institutions,
employers, communities and families.

Parents are enabled to care for their children
because these goals provide adequate income,
access to help with parenting, and supportive
community environments.

Parents have meaningful choices about how to
raise their children and can make what they be-

have been made and are being contemplated. Thislieve to be thédestchoices, notorcedchoices, to

requires careful evaluation. Our ability to measure
outcomes, and the factors that contribute to them, is
only beginning to develop. Although there still is a «
long way to go, th&lational Longitudinal Survey of
Children and Youthstands as an independent
source of data that can be used by all jurisdictionss
This reminds us that it is essential to build a re-
search budget into a societal strategy for children.

Outcome measurement is supported in many dif-
ferent quarters. It is a key feature of the National
Children’s Agenda and a requirement of Becial
Union Framework It is also becoming recognized
in several jurisdictions as the means by which
collaboration can be built among the many agencies
that play a role in children’s lives. An important
dimension of this is that the use of outcome mea-
surement will make all stakeholders accountable to
citizensfor improved child outcomes, rather than
only having governments accountable to each other.

In concrete terms, how will we know that we are
heading in the right direction? Two kinds of evalua-
tion are required: (1) the quantitative and qualita--
tive evaluation of progress made by policies aimed
at improving child outcomes and (2) the quantita-
tive measurement of components of child well-
being and healthy development. Canada must be
able to show that it has succeeded in creating a
societal strategy for children that provides the best
mix of policies for its youngest citizens. By the year
2010, for example, Canada should be able to
demonstrate that:

« Pan-Canadian goals exist for children and fami-
lies, which are widely understood and actively

meet the needs of their children and families.

Public policy recognizes the extra financial burden
of raising children.

Federal-provincial financing relationships for early
childhood infrastructure are in place and accepted
as sustainable.

Provinces have increased their early childhood
infrastructure, measured by the number of regu-
lated child care spaces available, by the number
of community resource centres in place, and by a
gualitative assessment of both integration across
sectors and partnerships within these community
networks.

Employers are actively engaged in supporting
families with children, as measured by enhance-
ments to parental and family leave programs and
increased flexibility for employees to negotiate

employment hours and schedules.

The Child Tax Benefit has removed all children
from social assistance, is alleviating poverty, and
is helping more parents support their families
with earned income.

Child outcomes are monitored and evaluated through
instruments such as thidational Longitudinal
Survey of Children and Youtind other research
tools.

Based on the reporting of child outcomes, correc-

tive actions are taken through policy adjustments
in the public, private and voluntary sectors.
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These are some of the ways that in 2010 wedence and there are other important claims on the
would know that Canada had succeeded in creatingublic purse for tax cuts and other spending
a societal strategy for children. Canada would thenchanges, as well as for debt reduction. Neverthe-
be on its way to achieving the highest of ratings adess, we also have the capacity to implement a
a place for children to grow and prosper. societal strategy that will provide the best policy

mix for all of Canada’s children.

Success will take time. This blueprint for action
is not just about one season of federal and provin- Research evidence and public dialogue have un-
cial budgets. It is meant to shape decisions over theovered what is needed. Now the only issue is
next several years as funding can be allocated andihether, as Canadians concerned about our children
as the capacity to provide key services is createdand their future, which is also our future, we are
Canada must stay within the bounds of fiscal pru-willing to make the necessary commitment to action.
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