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Abstract

Canadians and their politicians have been talking about child care for many
years. What has been said and what has been accomplished are very different. This
thesis discusses the way politicians have spoken of and dealt with the demands of child
care advocates for nationally funded and regulated child care of high quality and
universal accessibility. The author argues that neither of the two ruling federal political
parties, the Liberals and Progressive Conservatives, have ever intended, despite their
party platform promises and leaders’ claims, to deliver a national child care program.
The thesis follows the political rhetoric surrounding the issue from the delivery of the
Report the Royal Commission on the Status of Women to the end of the 2000 election
and deals specifically with the political dialogue of the 1984, 1993, and 2000 elections.
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The Tories introduced into the Canadian parliament, in 1988, a bill to create the
Canada Child Care Act. Although the bill passed through the House of Commons, it
failed to pass through the Senate before the Conservatives called a federal election in
the fall of that year and, thus, the bill died on the order paper.

The 1993 election saw the Jean Chrétien Liberals win a majority government
in a federal campaign based on the famous Red Book. In it the Liberals promised:

A Liberal government, if it can obtain the agreement of the provinces,

will be committed to expanding existing child care in Canada by

50,000 new quality child care spaces in each year that follows a year

of 3 percent economic growth, up to a total of 150,000 new spaces.

We will propose to continue an equal funding arrangement with the

provinces: the federal government will assume 40 percent of the

costs, with matching funding of 40 percent from provincial

governments. Parental fees, determined by a sliding scale based on

income, will provide the remaining 20 percent.®
Chrétien’s majority was not quite as large as Mulroney’s - only 60% (177) of the 295
seats - but it was still substantial enough to easily carry a piece of legislation.

In 1995, the Liberal government ended focussed funding for specific social
programs by replacing the Canada Assistance Plan (CAP) and the Established
Program Funding with the Canada Health and Social Transfer (CHST). This meant
provinces were free to spend the funds previously designated for child care spaces

however they wished. The federal government was no longer going to directly fund

new spaces nor continue the cost-sharing.

SLiberal Party of Canada. Creating Opportunity - the Liberal Plan for Canada. Ottawa:
1993, p. 40.
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After the release of the Report of the RCSW, advocates of child care began

promoting a vision of a national program based on the principles of universal
accessibility, public funding, high quality, and governmental regulation for all preschool
children. They argued that child care had the ability to promote gender equity and child
development while at the same time alleviating poverty. Universally accessible and
publicly funded child care could promote gender equity by enabling women the freedom
of earning an income without the expense or worry of child care.® By freeing families of
the substantial expense of child care, the state could take a step toward poverty
reduction, not simply by removing the cost but also by enabling women who choose to
work outside the home and to have a career with fewer disruptions. This would also
alleviate poverty among retired women because they would have many more years of
contributions to state and work related pensions.

Advocates asserted that child development could be improved through high
quality child care programs where trained caregivers provide educational programs, as

well as care, to all children. This would be especially beneficial to children who come

8 The cost of child care “can more than double the annual cost of raising younger
children and is usually the greatest single child-related expense a family incurs.” In urban centres
in Central Canada, the cost of child care can be between $600 and $900/month for a preschooler. In
small towns in Rural Canada, there are fewer child care centres and prices are generally lower.

Child care costs, averaging $16,000 per year for a family with two small children, impose
serious hardship on low income families. It is almost $2,000 more than a person working a 40 hour
week at minimum wage (Ontario $6.85/hour, 2000 figures) eamns in a year. The lowest level
employees in child care facilities, based on a national average, earn approximately $1,534 per month
($18,408 per year). Directors earned an average of $2,952 per month ($35,424 per year). This is
assuming a 40-hour week. “Salary levels for some teaching staff positions in some provinces were
at or below the Statistics Canada’s low-income cut-off.” The Statistics Canada Low-Income Cut-
off for a single person in an urban area in 1998 was $17,409. This may mean that child care workers
cannot afford to place their own children in licensed centres.
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from economically, socially and/or culturally deprived homes. Good quality, regulated
child care with an adequate ratio of caregivers to children, they argued, can also
ameliorate the lives of children living in abusive or neglectful homes. Removing children
from the home for several hours each day, for example, means that the children are
being observed daily so that their physical and mental well-being is monitored and
abuse or neglect would be more likely to be detected. Child care advocates asserted
that a good start in life could lower the future costs to society of health care, lost work
time, criminality, and law enforcement by improving the education and training
preparedness of children.’

The fundamental issue behind the child care debate is one of social
reproduction. According to Humphries and Rubery, “[s]ocial reproduction is the daily
and intergenerational renewal of human resources, physically and mentally capable of
participation in production - not all family activity is social reproduction and not all
social reproduction takes place within the family.”!° Caring for and raising, teaching
and, more generally preparing children to become the next generation of workers is a
necessary function of any society. Whose responsibility is it to bear and care for

children? Is it the responsibility of families alone or does it fall to the local community,

9Cleveland, Gordon and Michael Krashinsky. The Benefits and Costs of Good Child Care:

The Economic Rationale for Public Investment in Young Children- A Policy Study. Toronto :
Childcare Resource & Research Unit, University of Toronto, 1998.

lOHumphries, Jane and Jill Rubery. “The Reconstitution of the Supply Side of the Labour
Market: the Relative Autonomy of Social Reproduction,” Cambridge Journal of Economics, 1984,8,
p. 331.
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The party has influenced the political agenda by symbolising the threat of the left and,
thereby, pressuring the governments to adopt some of the party’s programs.

Medicare was not the only classically non-liberal program among Canada’s
social welfare initiatives. Esping-Anderson adds that “Canada has a blend of a
people’s pension (old age pension) and social insurance,”'? which are atypical of liberal
regimes. Parents are guaranteed leaves and unemployment benefits following the birth
of their children. A universal guaranteed annual income has also received considerable
political debate and is a reality for Canada’s seniors, though at a very modest level. On
the other hand, Canada also has means tested poor relief and retired Canadians are
heavily dependent on work related pensions in old age, programs typical of liberal
regimes.

O’Connor, Orloff and Shaver also argue that Canada is unique among liberal
states because of the states historical role in “funding of advocacy groups and the
emphasis on citizenship development.”*? This meant that groups working toward
women’s equality and child care received support from the federal government for their
work which enabled them to become stronger and act more effectively than similar
unfunded groups in other liberal democracies. This was especially well illustrated by

the difficult times upon which these organizations fell when their funding was reduced or

12EZsping-Andersen, p. 49.

I:;O'Connor, Julia, Ann Shola Orloff and Sheila Shaver. States, Markets Families: Gender,

Liberalism and Social Policy in Australia, Canada, Great Britain and the United States. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1999, p. 209.
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advocates and social democrats have attempted to promote in
Canada.

c. Mixed responsibility model - child care services are provided by both
the public and private sector and some subsidies are available for
families on government income assistance and/or for the working poor.
Within the country different levels of governments (federal,
provincial/state, or municipalities) may supply services and different
jurisdictions may provide more or less support. Regulation is less than
in the public responsibility model and, also, may vary by jurisdiction.
Employers may also be obliged to provide child care for their
employees or may do so voluntarily or as a result of collective
bargaining. Companies may or may not be subsidized by the state to
do so either through direct subsidies or through tax breaks. Eg.
Australia, Canada (except Québec), the Netherlands, the United
Kingdom and the United States. This is the form which has been
supported by the Liberal and Conservative Canadian governments.

Debates over the most appropriate form and/or model have consistently
shaped public policy discussions of child care in Canada. Child care has been a victim
of Canada’s ambivalent nature - an awkward mix of social democratic impulses and
traditional liberal tendencies. Political parties have had campaign platforms and made
political promises which have enabled them to win the support of a wide range of
interest groups. Successful parties were able to promise generously but implement
sparingly when it came to the issue of the care of the country’s “most important asset” -
its children.

The federal governments were pressured to decide if they were going to use
social policy to deal with the care of children. If they chose to take a social democratic
path and involve themselves in child care, then governments had a further choice: to

use public monies to reinforce traditional family roles - that is, find some way to
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and that it “demands privileges which [were] unearned and expensive.”"

Accompanying this change has been a shift in the position of child care as an equality
issue for women to one of support for children that enabled the government to move
away from direct funding of child care spaces to funding of individual, poor families. It
also allowed the government to remove the principle of universality as a prerequisite of
provision and yet permitted the government to structure the subsidization of child care
through the taxation system to favour the wealthy.

Regardless of public opinion, the question of child care will not go away.
People need non-parental child care for their children and they will find it where they
can. The danger is that parents will place their children in unregulated, poor quality
care because that is all they can afford and, consequently, the children will suffer. In
1984, child care was an important campaign issue. By 1993, it had a diminished role in
the political debates and by 2000 it had all but disappeared. This thesis tracks the

political discourse beginning with the Report of the Royal Commission on the Status of

Women and culminating with the 2000 election. Chapter 2 provides the background
for the discussions of child care and describes how the federal government came to be
involved in it. Chapter 3 deals with the first of the three elections. It was the first
radical change of government in the post-Keynsian era and the first election in which

women’s issues were deemed important. The following chapter briefly follows the new

19Gotell, Lise and Janine Brodie. “Women and Parties in the 1990s: Less Than Ever an
Issue of Numbers,” in Thorburn, Hugh. Party Politics in Canada. Scarborough: Prentice Hall
Canada, 1996, p. 69.
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government through its two successive terms. The subsequent three chapters describe
the 1993 election, the intervening years and the 2000 election, respectively. They
depict the changes in the political landscape that have led to the diminution of child care

as a subject of elite political discussion.








http://www.childcarecanada.Org/resources/CRRUpubs/op8/8op2.html%2523top






http://www.canadiansocialresearch.net/capjack.htm
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opinion in the United Kingdom, in the 1950s, ‘60s and *70s.>® Canadians have always
closely identified with Britain and public opinion has been shaped by that affinity,
particularly in regards to social policy. Because of Bowlby’s Attachment Theory
“mothers were strongly discouraged from working, and it was regarded as bad practice
to place young children in day care.” It argued that “a warm continuous relationship
with a mother or mother figure in infancy is essential to mental health.”®” One of the
main tenets of R.E.A.L. Women, a dominant, anti-feminist organization in Canada and
elsewhere, is that “the family is society’s most important unit, since the nurturing of its
members is best accomplished in the family setting.”*®* R.E.A.L. Women lobbied
successive governments for a return to the traditional family values of the male
breadwinner-female caregiver model. They argued, “that child care funds should be
paid directly to the parents to allow them to choose the kind of care of their children,
whether home, private or institutional care. Equal child care tax credits should be paid
to parents regardless of which type of care they choose — whether home care or
substitute care.”® Conservative and religious groups and politicians have argued that

even if women were determined to work outside the home it was not the place of the

3penn, Helen. “How Should We Care for Babies and Toddlers?: An analysis of practice
in out-of-home care for children under three.” London: Social Science Research Unit, Institute of
Education, London University, 1998. Occasional Paper 10, p. Section 2b.
http://www.childcarecanada.org/resources/fCRRUpubs/op 10/s2bt2.html

bid.

38R .E.A.L.Women. “Who We Are.” http://www.realwomenca.com/html/who_we_are.html

31bid, “Statement on Child Care.”


http://www.childcarecanada.org/resources/CRRUpubs/oplO/s2bt2.html
http://www.realwomenca.com/html/who_we_are.html









http://www.childcarecanada.org/resources/CRRUpubs/factsheets/sheet8.html
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sixteen years. The dual phantoms of the federal government deficit and debt had begun
to edge most other issues from the national political consciousness.

Brian Mulroney became leader of the Progressive Conservative Party in June
of 1983. His leadership campaign consisted of promises to do away with big
government and to get spending on public services under control. His focus was clearly

market oriented. When Maclean’s Magazine asked all the Conservative leadership

candidates what relief they would offer Canada’s 1.6 million unemployed, Mulroney
answered “I would offer tax incentives for investment and research, cut red tape and
send out signals that Canada welcomes investment.” He was also decidedly
conservative on women’s issues.

John Turner won the Liberal leadership in June of 1984 after Pierre Trudeau
retired. Before the leadership race the polls indicated that the Conservatives were
likely to win the election easily.>! The effect of the Liberal leadership convention was to
put that party ahead temporarily but the Liberal Party suffered from the strong distaste
Canadians felt for a government which had been in power almost continuously since
1968, with one brief interlude from June to December 1979. The Conservatives

quickly retook the lead and stayed there for the rest of the election.

SI“Although some Canadians might have agreed with many of Trudeau’s objectives they
grew to resent his methods.” (Bercuson et al, Sacred Trust) The “unkindest cut of all”’ came when
Trudeau’s last act in office was the awarding of seventeen patronage plums (judgeships, Senate
seats, and ambassadorships) to Liberal party faithful. Turner had to “wave away the putrid stench
of yet another unspeakable round of Liberal patronage...”” (Simpson, “The Opening Shot” The
Globe and Mail, July 10, 1984, p. 6.)
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Major amendments to the Canadian Labour Code were
passed in June 1984 to improve child care leave provisions
covering adoption, and to provide job protection in the case
of pregnancy and during child care leave.

The New Democrats had the most detailed plans of the three major parties.

In their platform backgrounder, New Economic Opportunities for Women, they

promised to fight for women’s equality “By increasing access to job opportunities for

women who are parents through universal, affordable day care and improved parental

leave and benefits for both parents.” In another campaign statement, Making

Economic Equality for Women a Reality, the party promised:

Parental leave and expanded child care. The federal government
must live up to its responsibility to ensure that women have access to
job opportunities by increasing day care programs for Canada’s
children. The joint parenting responsibilities of both fathers and
mothers must also be recognized by replacing maternity benefits in the
Unemployment Insurance Act with parental leave provisions.

Ed Broadbent, the New Democrat leader, outlined the party’s social policy platform in

Toronto on August 15", It included the following list of government responsibilities:

1.
2.

A National Child Care Act based on the medicare model.
Increased funding through national legislation which includes
start up and capital funds for non-profit child care facilities,
redefinition of day care funding under CAP and revision of
the income tax system.

Set out standards and ensure that children receive care in
licensed and regulated programmes.

Support direct federal funding to day care centres as an
interim step until a National Child Care Act and
accompanying measures are in place.

A direct grant of $5 per day for each licensed space, and a
child care resource fund of $25 per year to be administered
by the provinces and territories for each child under thirteen.
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the needy and assistance for the disadvantaged, the equalization of opportunity for all
and an elevated sense of social responsibility.”$” Mulroney did not include in his book a
single article on social policy.

Mulroney also had begun to work at establishing a close relationship with
Ronald Reagan. In late June, Mulroney travelled to Washington with an entourage of
five, including his wife, Mila, to meet with the U.S. President. The President Reagan
had already demonstrated that he did not look favourably on government incursions into
social programs.®® Mulroney used his visit to Washington as proof that he was “a
credible prime minister in waiting.”® He, too, was opposed to government taking a
leading role in society. A secret strategy paper planning how a Tory government would
work claimed it would “view its overall role in society as radically different from the
interventionist Trudeau philosophy. It will be a facilitator and helper — not an active

player.”’® The men who drafted this strategy paper were some of Mulroney’s closest

friends and advisors.

71bid, p. 13-14.

68Ronald Reagan, in his first Inaugural Address, when speaking about the economic
crisis in which the U.S. found itself, argued that “government is not the solution...” On the
contrary, he believed that it was “time to check and reverse the growth of government...” Like
Canada, the U.S. is a federal state with all the constitutional problems that entails. Reagan
intended “to curb the size and influence of the Federal establishment and to demand recognition of
the distinction between the powers [of the two levels of government].” He contended that the role
of government is to “provide opportunity, not smother it; foster productivity, not stifle it.” He felt
it was time to “get government back within its means, and to lighten our punitive tax burden.”
http://www.bartleby.com/124/pres61.html

$Maclean’s Magazine, July 2, 1984, p.12.

"Maclean’s Magazine, April 23, 1984, p. 41.


http://www.bartleby.eom/l
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stage. In the days before the event, the Globe and Mail’s Ross Howard opined, under

the headline

Credibility on line as politicians face women’s debate [that] in their

unprecedented campaigns to win the 52 per cent of voters who are

women and neutralize any risk of a ‘gender gap,’ the Conservatives

and Liberals may have attracted more scrutiny than they wished.

What concerns Mr. Turner’s and Mr. Mulroney’s advisers is that the

debate is certain to raise contradictions between policy and the

record, and it may make women the arbitrators of the credibility the

parties have tried so hard to sell to everyone.™

The debate took place on August 15", late in the election. The three leaders
(all men) were questioned by four panellists (all women). Chaviva Hosek, NAC
President, in her introduction, noted optimistically, “This historic occasion marks the
beginning of a new tradition which now takes its natural place in the political process of
Canada.”” The questions were pointed and asked the leaders to tell the voters just
what they were prepared to do on a variety of “women’s issues.” John Turner, Liberal
leader, began by saying “I will make to you only those promises that I can keep. These
answers may not always completely satisfy you but I can guarantee to you that they will
be honest.” It was apparent that he was waming the panel and audience that he really
did not feel he could promise much because of the state of government finances.

Topics covered in the debate were: federal training programs, abortion,

personal financial credit for women, decreasing expenditures on armaments, federal

74The Globe and Mail, August 13, 1984, p. 1.

75CBC TV and the National Action Committee on the Status of Women. Women’s Debate
1984, Archive of the Canadian Women's Movement, University of Ottawa, video recording.












members of Action Day Care, a child care advocacy group formed in 1979 in
Toronto.®®  As well, anti-poverty groups and non-partisan or ideological child care
coalitions were working to secure government subsidized and regulated child care as a
right.

On September 4™, Canada elected Brian Mulroney and his Progressive
Conservative party to head the Canadian government with the largest majority of seats
in the House of Commons in the history of the country. The Liberals were reduced to
40 seats while the PCs won 211, with the NDP winning 30. The popular vote was
50% for the Conservatives, an increase from 32.5% in the 1980 election, the greatest
increase ever recorded. The Liberals dropped to only 28% from 44.3% in 1980. The
New Democrats, remarkably, dropped by only 1% in the popular vote and two seats.
The beginnings of the regional divide that would later dominate Canadian politics could
already be seen in 1984. The Liberals hung on to only two seats west of Ontario.
Québec, where the Liberals had won all but one seat in 1980, went Tory blue except
for 17 seats, including Jean Chrétien’s.

The election was more a rejection of the TrudeawTurner Liberals than a love
affair with the Conservatives. Peter C. Newman argued, “Brian Mulroney won the

election, but the Liberals defeated themselves.”®! The issue of the patronage

80Colley, Sue. “Day Care and the Trade Union Movement in Ontario,” Resources for

Feminist Research, V. 10, n. 2.

81Maclean’s September 10, 1989, p. 46.
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appointments dogged Turner throughout the campaign. The Conservatives, and the
media, were successful at linking Turner to Trudeau’s record. The electorate was
simply doing what voters typically do after one party has been in power for a long time,
they “threw the rascals out.”

For all the talk of women and their voting patterns, the increased number of
women candidates and the lip service paid to “women’s issues” by the leaders and the
Women’s Debate, the face of the House of Commons showed little change in gender
make-up. Only 23 women were elected to the House of Commons, impressive only in
that it was an increase of eight from the previous parliament. There was some hope that
the cause of child care would be advanced but neither of the leaders had made hard
and fast promises and Mulroney was the most skilful at leaving the field open. At some
point in the campaign he promised, “Canada shall, under a Progressive Conservative
government, have an effective national system of child care.”® However, as Bercuson
et al said in their book Sacred Trust, “On policy questions, Mulroney’s platform as he
ran for office was vague enough to permit almost anything once he was safely in
power.”®® Mulroney did not believe in big government nor that the public sector was
the best way to provide services. The new Prime Minister firmly believed in the

wisdom of the market and free enterprise and competition.

82Quoted on the Childcare Resource and Research Unit web page, Voices for child care
http://www.childcarecanada.org/voices/voices.htm!

83Bercuson, David, J.L. Granatstein, and W.R. Young. Sacred Trust? Brian Mulroney

and the Conservative Party in Power. Toronto: Doubleday Canada, 1986, p. 7.



http://www.childcarecanada.org/voices/voices.html
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The 1984 election rhetoric was a high water mark in terms of women’s issues,
and child care in particular. (Maclean’s had twelve stories specifically about women,
political wives, or women’s issues from January to the end of September, including
stories about Geraldine Ferraro’s amazing breakthrough in the U.S.. The Globe and
Mail had 33 from June to September.) Susan Prentice wrote “the attention paid to the
issue [child care] during the 1984 election reflects the current process of
institutionalization of childcare in and by the state.”® The assumption was that the
question of child care had become not when but what form would it take. Susan
Phillips credits Mulroney with being the first Canadian government leader to promise to
“make child care a priority issue by introducing a national child care policy” in the 1984
election and, in fairness, Mulroney did, in fact, introduce a bill in to the House of
Commons to give Canada a national child care plan, albeit not one that met the
expectations of child care advocates..

The most significant aspect of the 1984 election was the shift to the right it
represented. Both Mulroney and Turner ran campaigns based on fiscal conservatism
and retrenchment. The debt and the deficit played a major role in the leaders’ debates
and the parties’ platforms. Mulroney represented himself as a champion of
conservatism but with a heart. He promised to reform government spending but vowed

that Canada’s social programs were a “sacred trust.” Jeffrey Simpson (Globe and

¥prentice, 1988, p. 59.
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Mail) dubbed Turner “the Conservative Liberal.”®* In the Women’s Debate, Turner
said that he would only make those promises he believed he could fulfil in light of the
difficult economic situation Canada faced. Even Broadbent talked about cutting
programs and dealing with the deficit. Despite the economic focus of the election, child

care as a women’s issue achieved a level of recognition not previously attained.

85Globe and Mail, August 3, p. 6.
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press conference.) Committee members also expressed a sense of urgency, saying,
“[t]he result of this information that we now have accumulated and have available to us,
has led us to the conviction that in Canada today child care is in a state of crisis and that
we cannot avoid or evade this situation.” As committee member, Jack London,
explained: “[i]n the report we have recommended two halves of a whole process. One
side is a series of recommendations dealing with the provision of child care services in
Canada and the other half being the extension of parental leave rights on the birth or
adoption of a child.” The report was detailed, extensive and the recommendations
came with a hefty price tag. It was everything for which the child care movement had
hoped. The members of the Task Force made it very clear that “this is not simply a
parental responsibility. This is a public responsibility.” But, even they were under no
illusions about the new government. “All we can tell you about the commitment of the
government of the day is what we read, by and large, in the media reports and there

was a campaign promise to the effect that child care was a priority issue.”

While their motives for setting up the two inquiries may have been
questionable, Liberal Members of Parliament were nonetheless happy to take credit for
the work of the two commissions in the subsequent parliament. Warren Allmand (Lib.),
in response to a speech on the RCEE by the (Conservative) Minister of Employment
and Immigration, Flora MacDonald, claimed:

When the Honourable Member for Winnipeg-Fort Garry (Lloyd

Axworthy) appointed Judge Abella to carry out this commission, the
initiative was indicative of the Government of Canada’s commitment






52
The mandate of the Martin Committee was “to report on the future of child

care in Canada.” The committee was asked to look at parental and non-parental care
arrangements and the preferences of parents. It was also asked to considered what
role the federal government should play in child care in light of the shared responsibility
for child care among parents, the private sector, the voluntary sector and the provincial
governments. The committee was asked to consider “the financial implications for the
government of any initiatives which may be proposed including tax measures or other
fiscal arrangements.”®? The government signalled what it expected from the
Conservative dominated committee with the language used in its mandate. Choice in
child care provision, the debt and deficit, the role of the provincial governments in social
policy and education, and the private sector were all to be kept in mind when the
committee was to bring forward its report. The committee travelled widely throughout
the country and “heard over 6,000 pages of testimony from more than 1,000
witnesses.”?
In February 1986, the all party committee held a press conference.

Committee members, Shirley Martin (PC), Lucie Pépin (L), and Lynne MacDonald

(NDP) jointly addressed the press gallery.** Martin stated that the committee was to

92House of Commons of Canada. Sharing the Responsibility: Report of the Special
Committee on Child Care. Ottawa: Queen's Printer, 1987, p. 93.

3 Phillips, Susan. “Rock-A-Bye, Brian: the National Strategy on Child Care,” How Ottawa
Spends, 1989-90: the Buck Stops Where? Ottawa: Carleton University Press, 1989, p. 171.

9National Archives of Canada. Press Conference Held by the Special Committee on
Child Care, 2000667456 CNPT 379.
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thereof, the Canada Child Care Act.” Child care advocates had been thrilled to hear
that the government was going to be introducing a bill to parliament, though more than a
little sceptical about the timing (just before a federal election call was expected). When
they read the proposed legislation many of them were devastated and angry. It not only
betrayed many of the principles for which child care advocates had been working but it
also effectively put a cap on new child care funding.

The Conservative’s approach illustrated three concerns:

1. Individual/family responsibility

2. Non-interference with provincial areas of jurisdiction

3. Budgetary restraint in order to address the debt and deficit.

Jake Epp introduced the legislation saying:

We believe that a caring social policy perspective means developing

an environment in which people are encouraged to help themselves

and in which differing personal and community values are

respected....we had to respect the rights of parents to choose the

kind of care they thought best for their children. We also had to

respect the existing programs and services which provincial

governments had developed in response to their own past needs and

circumstances...our national strategy on child care, reflects a proper

balance of choice, quality and quantity.®®
His choice of language clearly implied that the government was not about to get
involved in the provision of child care the way advocates had hoped but instead were

going to follow the recommendations of the Martin report - parental choice, subsidizing

families through the income tax system, and reliance on existing non-profit, not-for-

?8Debates of the House of Commons Canada, 2™ Session, 3" Parliament. August 11,
1988, p. 18184-6.
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The government was clearly separating child care from the program intended to deal
with children and women’s equality simply did not figure in the question.

In the 1992 budget, the Conservative government unveiled their new Child
Tax Benefit (CTB) as part of their Brighter Futures initiative. This program abolished
family allowance, the oldest universal welfare payment program, replacing it with the
refundable child tax credit and the non-refundable tax credit for dependent children.!'?
The new program was not universal, being taxed back on a graduated scale as families’
incomes rose. The Tories admitted that they were abandoning the principle of
universality and that they were targeting the poor which led to widespread criticism.''¢
Included in the CTB, there was an earned income supplement introduced as an added
incentive for parents to continue to work despite low wages and few child care
resources.'!”

The child care deduction was increased. This had the effect of offsetting the
good vertical equity achieved by the CTB because wealthier taxpayers benefited more
by being able to claim a larger portion of their child care expenses. Among child care
advocates, the most profound criticism was of the Conservative government’s failure to
live up to its promises, made in both the 1984 and 1988 elections, to create a national

child care program. The government refused to include child care as part of a strategy

'leoung, p- 32.
Hépattle, p. 432.

”7Young, p. 32.
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although it included child development, child care just kind of dropped off the edge.”'"?
This completed the shift of child care from a gender equity issue to an economic issue
for impoverished children and eliminated the possibility of the Conservative government
undertaking a program which would fulfil the demands of child care advocates. For

the remainder of its term, the Conservatives dealt only with child development not with

child care.

19Quoted in Timpson, 2001 , p. 170.
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207 ridings, running everywhere in Canada except Québec (they ran in only one of the
two ridings in the Northwest Territories, 21 of 32 in Atlantic Canada and they were
unable to field a candidate in one Ontario riding).'”> Reform issued a membership
recruitment brochure in 1993 stating, “In Ottawa, every special interest group counts
except one: Canadians.” Under the heading of Social Responsibility, it claimed “We
believe that Canadians have a personal and collective responsibility to care and provide
for the basic needs of people who are unable to care and provide for themselves. The
Reform Party believes Canadians urgently need social programs we can afford.”'?* It
was recruiting members by appealing to them as ordinary Canadians who were being
forced to take a backseat to the interests of those who formed lobby groups with
narrow aims — women and child care advocates were lumped into this category. Their
brochure “56 Reasons Why You Should Support the Reform Party of Canada,” from
the same year, advocated reducing government spending, the superiority of the free
market economy, selling of crown corporations, free trade, and opposition to “the use
of federal spending powers to legislate in areas of provincial jurisdiction.”'?* All of
these claims alarmed child care advocates but it was their pronouncement on child care

which gave the most cause for fear that even the talk of advocates’ dreams was coming

122

1993 Canadian Federal Election Results by Electoral District
http://esm.ubc.ca/CA93/results.html

123Reform Party of Canada. Party Membership Brochure, 1993.

124 eform Party of Canada. 56 Reasons Why You Should Support the Reform Party of
Canada. 1993.
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December, 1992, it fell to 11.5%, the lowest in three years'?® but was still high.
Mulroney claimed in January that he was not prepared to give up the reins and would
lead the Tories into the next election. He did admit that, “Even I, an old optimist, will

»127 if he was to win

acknowledge that this comeback is going to do honour to Lazarus
the election.

Debt and deficit and tax reduction were the rallying cries being heard from all
the political parties at all levels of government. Even Bob Rae, NDP premier of
Ontario, and British Columbia New Democrat premier, Mike Harcourt, were pushing
an overhaul of government spending and limiting the increases in welfare rates.'?®
Rae’s government did add to subsidized child care spaces and attempted to increase
the proportion of non-profit facilities. They expanded the fully- funded child care for
work training participants and increased the money spent on child care by 80% over
the term of their government. However, the increase in child care spaces was

minimal.'”® The Ontario NDP government had turned their back on the promise they

had made to voters to bring in public automobile insurance and made enemies of their

126Globe and Mail, January 9, 1993, p. B1.

1271bid, January 2, 1993, p. DI.

1280n January 22, the Globe and Mail quoted Mike Harcourt as saying, “the ballooning
debt will force the NDP government to cut expenditures in most areas this year...and hold
spending at 3% for schools an hospitals.” On February 15 and 16" the Globe and Mail featured
articles on Bob Rae’s awakening to the issues of deficit and debt reduction and his awareness that
he was going to be forced to confront these issues with tough and unpopular measures.

l?‘9Tyyska, Vappu. Women, Citizenship and Canadian Child Care Policy in the 1990s.
Toronto: Childcare Resource and Research Unit, 2001, p. 9.
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for them. Her reply was, “There was a recent study that said for every dollar that we
invest in a child in need, we save $5.50 later on in policing costs and other social
services.” Even the NDP leader spoke of child care within the context of poverty and
child development. McLaughlin was also asked a question by a member of the
audience on the use of the tax system as a means of supporting stay at home parents.
Her response was to refer to her party’s platform which promised to double the child
care spaces and to continue, “I think we really do have to value the work of women
and to say ‘Yes, we need to look at that’ and to see that that is reflected in our tax
structure...for far too long the work of women has been undervalued.” None of the
other leaders chose to speak to the issue.

The Liberals went on to win a sizeable majority in a vastly different House.
The separatist Bloc Québécois formed Her Majesty’s Loyal Opposition, the
Conservatives were all but wiped out, the New Democrats were reduced to the fewest
number of seats they had ever had, and Reform garnered 52 seats. Political
commentators have found it difficult to explain the sea change that occurred in

Canadians voting patterns but one thing was certain — the agenda had moved to the

right. Edward Greenspon argued in the Globe and Mail that the Liberal victory was
“due more to the collapse of the NDP vote and the damage the Reform Party and the

Bloc Québécois did to the Conservatives” than an embracing of the Liberals.'>

153Greenspon, Edward. “These Liberals are Different,” The Globe and Mail, October 28,
1993, p. Al.
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Organization of Immigrant and Visible Minority Women of Canada, the Assembly of
First Nations, and the Native Women’s Association of Canada” had lobbied all the
parties to “put the social democratic-feminist alternative back on the agenda.”"*® Paul
Martin, on the other hand, was instrumental in the Liberals abandonment of their
promises for social policy improvements within two years of their election victory. The
two co-chairs were symbolic of the Liberal Party’s two-headed approach to social
policy. One head, Hosek, attempted to instill social democratic principles in the Party.
The other head, Martin, was pushing the agenda of the Party toward fiscal and
economic conservatism. He was a strong advocate of cutting social programs and
privatizing public institutions. By 1995, Martin was the victor.

The policy on child care included in the Liberal platform gave child care
advocates new reason to hope that the new government would bring child care back
from the brink. Sandra Bach and Susan Phillips argue that “fulfilment of [the Liberal’s
1993 Redbook commitments] would have marked a significantly increased federal role
in the shaping and development of regulated child care, amounting to a 41 percent
increase in the number of regulated spaces.”'®® But, more importantly, it would have
been an acknowledgement that child care was a societal and a federal governmental

responsibility. Certainly, the Redbook’s focus on getting Canadians working again and

15%1bid, p. 404.

160Bach, Sandra and Susan Phillips, p. 235.






87

particular reference to the needs of families with children, youth and working age
adults...”'** In February, the first public hearings were held. Also in February, a
Ministerial Task Force was assembled to advise the minister on social policy reform.'s’
In March, the Standing Committee issued its interim report. In October 1994,

Axworthy issued Agenda: Jobs and Growth. Improving Social Security in Canada: a

Discussion Paper. The paper explained that the review was designed to be a part of

the government’s “jobs and growth agenda” and to “give Canadians an opportunity to
participate in the shaping of a crucial element of that agenda — the rebuilding of our
social security system.”'®® In his introduction, Axworthy warned that “[t]he status quo is
not good enough. Defending special interests will not work.” Surprisingly, the

Discussion Paper included a section on “[m]eeting the needs of working parents” which

was subdivided into child care and flexible work arrangements. This put child care in
the context of enabling parents to work but it also included the idea of child care as an
important aid to development for children at risk and a source of employment for care
providers. Women’s equity was conspicuously absent. The review also released a

supplementary paper entitled Child Care and Development. This argued that

164Debates of the House of Commons Canada, January 31, 1994, p.

l6S.Iennissen, Therese. “The Federal Social Security Review, Process and Related Events
(December 1993-June 1995): a Chronology,” in Pulkingham, Jane and Gordon Ternowetsky, eds.
Remaking Canadian Social Policy: Social Security in the Late 1990s, Halifax: Femwood Publishing,

1996, p. 30.

166Human Resources Development Canada. Agenda: Jobs and Growth. Improving Social
Security in Canada: A Discussion Paper. Ottawa: Minister of Supply and Services, 1994, p. 5.
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determined the nature of the Canadians’ interactions with government. As Dalton
Camp argues, “Canada’s social security system has long represented confirmation of a
social contract between Canadians and their federal government...these measure have
defined the country.”'”® After the creation of the CHST, the federal government was
no longer directing how social programs, except Medicare, were to be funded and
because of the deep cuts, provinces were left with federally initiated programs they
could no longer afford. Even the threat of federal sanctions to provincial allocations
was weakened. The 1995 budget speech recognized that social programs were the
responsibility of the provinces and “end[ed] the intrusiveness of previous cost-sharing
arrangements.”'8® The Liberals were committed to the devolution of services to the
provinces as a means of “blame avoidance.” They were shifting the blame for cuts to
programs and withdrawal of services from their government to their provincial
counterparts.

The bill to change the delivery of federal transfer payments (Bill C-76) passed
the House on June 21 and received Royal Assent on June 22.'%! The fact that the
Minister of Finance was able to win the day showed how far the domination of his

ministry had come to extend over the entire machinery of government. The

179Camp, Dalton. Quoted by Pat Armstrong in “The Welfare State as History,” in
Raymond Blake, Penny Bryden and Frank Strain, eds. The Welfare State in Canada: Past, Present
and Future. Concord, ON.: Irwin Publishing, 1997, p. 61.

'8°Depanment of Finance, Budget 1995, p. 21.

lt"Jennisen, p. 32.
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The provinces were keen to gather more control over social programs. They
established their own Ministerial Council on Social Policy Reform and Renewal at the
1995 Annual Premiers' Conference in St. John's. With the exception of Québec, all the
provinces participated in its work.'®®> The Council sent their report to the Prime
Minister in March, 1996, asking him to discuss it with them at the upcoming First
Ministers Conference. From this conference came the Federal-Provincial-Territorial
Council on Social Policy renewal. The First Ministers “directed it to guide the social
union initiative.” The primary objective of the social union initiative was “to reform and
renew Canada’s system of social services and to reassure Canadians that their pan-
Canadian social programs are strong and secure.”!®

Their first initiative was the National Children’s Agenda. In January 1997, the
F-P-T Council on Social Policy Renewal asked the provinces and the federal
government to begin work towards the National Children's Agenda. At the Annual
Premiers' Conference in August, the Premiers expressed "strong support” for
developing an NCA. At their meeting in December, 1997, the First Ministers

reaffirmed their commitment to new cooperative approaches to ensure child well-being.

The speech from the throne, September 23, 1997 announced the National Children’s

185Government of Newfoundland and Labrador. News Release: Premiers Release Report
of the Ministerial Council on Social Policy Reform and Renewal. Saint John’s: Executive Council,
March 28, 1996, http://www.gov.nf.ca/releases/1996/exec/0328n03.htm

186Government of Canada. Social Union: Main Menu.
http://socialunion.gc.ca/menu_e.html
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Agenda. In effect this agreement moved the Canadian political agenda further toward
targeted programs for poor and disadvantaged children and families and further away
from universal programs. The other powerful effect of these discussions was to tie the
federal government’s hands in initiating new social programs. The federal government
required the agreement of a majority of the provinces for any programs which involved
areas of provincial jurisdiction, such as social programs including child care.

On February 4™, 1999, the federal government and nine provincial
governments signed the Social Union Framework Agreement. Québec refrained. The
agreement was defined as “the umbrella under which governments will concentrate their
efforts to renew and modernize Canadian social policy.” It established four main
principles which guide all agreements:

All Canadians are equal
2. All programs are to ensure access for all Canadians, wherever they

live or move in Canada, to essential social programs and services of
reasonably comparable quality and promised to respect the principles

[Sn—y
.

of medicare

3. Ensure adequate, affordable, stable and sustainable funding for social
programs

4. Guarantee that nothing in this agreement abrogates or derogates from

any Aboriginal, treaty or other rights of Aboriginal peoples including
self-government'®’

Québec had refused to be involved in the new Social Union and steered its

own course until 1999. At that time, Premier Bouchard announced that he would take

187G overnment of Canada and the Governments of the Provinces and Territories. A
Framework to Improve the Social Union for Canadians, signed February 4, 1999.
http://socialunion.gc.ca/news/020499_e.htm|



http://socialunion.gc.ca/news/020499_e.html



http://www.childcarecanada.org/resources/issues/quebec.html

Chapter 7 - The 2000 Election

The most striking characteristics of the 2000 federal election was the lack of
discussion of issues of substance and the number of personal attacks by the leaders on
one another.'® From the beginning of the campaign the Liberals portrayed the election
as a choice between “two crystal clear alternatives.”'*® They virtually ignored the
Conservatives and the NDP, choosing instead to focus their attacks on the Canadian
Alliance in most of Canada and the Bloc Québécois in Québec. From the beginning of
the campaign the media determined, that the parties to watch were the Alliance and the

Liberals (and again the Bloc in Québec).'®! Liberal leader, Jean Chrétien, repeatedly

189web pages were an important feature in this election and in the commentary on the

election in the post-election period. On the Liberal Party web page under “What’s New” the party
has listed press releases from the election period (October 22-November 27). These included 25
releases on policy; 41 that were attacks on Stockwell Day or the Alliance; 8 attacks on Gilles
Duceppe or the Bloc; 1 on Alexa McDonough or the NDP; and I on Joe Clark or the PCs. The
Canadian Alliance had a similar page entitled “What’s Hot”. There were 12 press releases on
policy; 25 were statements attacking Jean Chrétien or the Liberals; none on Gilles Duceppe or the
Bloc; one on McDonough and her party; and one on Clark and the PCs.

1%CFrom the Prime Minister’s speech announcing the election, CBC Newsworld website,
http://cbe.ca/cgi-bin/templates/electionview.cgi?/news/2000/10/22/call001022

' the coverage of the election call, the CBC website spoke only of the Liberals,
Alliance and Bloc, “Chrétien visited his riding office in Shawinigan Sunday afternoon. In a speech
to about 400 supporters, he said the BQ's days are numbered and that people in Quebec are tired
of talking about separation.” and “The Liberals currently hold 101 of the [Ontario’s] 103 ridings.
The Alliance Party is hoping to pick up some of those seats.” The Globe and Mail coverage of the
announcement included mention of all five official parties but interpreted Mr. Chrétien’s comment
on a choice between two alternatives this way: “He said the election will be a two-party race
between the Liberals and the Alliance.”
(http://www.globeandmail.com/servle/RTGAMArticleHTMLTemplate?tf=tgam/realtime/fullstory _

Election.html&cf=tgam/realtime/config-neutral&slug=wmain_election&date=20001022).
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“election campaigns aren’t about the Greater Good.” (This is the same sentiment that
got Kim Campbell in trouble in the 1993 campaign.) John Geddes wrote in Maclean’s,
“In fact, polarization is a word Liberal election tacticians and candidates report so often
it amounts to their unofficial election slogan.” The Prime Minister, he argued, “views
the Tories and NDP as distractions barely worth mentioning.” The aim of the Liberals’
focus on the two different visions, he argued, was “to persuade residual New Democrat
voters, and even some Red Tories, to vote Liberal out of distaste for the Alliance.”?%

There were plenty of issues (many of which the Liberals were happy to
forget), including the Prime Minister’s calling of the election only three and a half years
into his mandate. Chrétien’s response to criticism on this issue was to further elaborate
on the idea that the country was at a crossroads. With the huge surplus, Chrétien
asserted that the country had changed course and was back on a sound fiscal footing
and now Canadians had to make a choice on the kind of country they wanted. He
defined the choice as one between his government, which he claimed was the defender
of Canada’s social programs, and the Day/Alliance’s vision of Canada. Chrétien hinted
at and accused Day of having plans to privatize health care, reverse the laws on
abortion, tamper with Canada pensions, and cut taxes for the wealthy to further widen

the gap between rich and poor. Day had been backing away from many of the

Reform/Alliance principles since before the election call. In mid-October, at their

2051pid, October 30, 2000, p. 20.
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no longer afford costly new federal social programs or entitlements. Universal
daycare? Only the New Democrats still dream of this.”?'®

The Globe and Mail featured a full page setting out the parties platforms in

brief, entitled “Where they stand.” One of the topics featured was Children. Only the
NDP and Bloc featured any mention of child care. All three of the other parties spoke
of tax based provision of benefits to families.

Child care was even more absent from the election dialogue than in other
elections. When it was discussed it was primarily from the perspective of child
development. Benefits were generally to be conferred by way of tax related policies
and no one, except its perpetual defenders the NDP, proposed a national program.
Judy Rebick pointed out early in the campaign that the parties had tried to make
women’s issues disappear: “The Alliance, Liberals and PC's don't even mention the
word "woman" in their platforms. Traditional women's issues of child care, child
support, and maternity leave are identified as children or family issues in all the
platforms, except the Bloc Québécois'.”?'® They were largely successful.

The parties had shed even the rhetoric of child care. They no longer felt the

need to make promises on this issue since they had come to realize that women did not

vote en masse on women’s issues.

215The Globe and Mail, November 23, 2000, p. A21.

2|6Judy Rebick. “Women's Issues.” CBC,
http://cbc.ca/election2000/diaries/rebick001102.html
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“...we are mindful of the serious financial constraints facing us as a government. We
know that we cannot spend our way out of the crisis we face...we have to measure
whether specific government programs actually deliver results over time... [t]hat is why
we have placed so much emphasis on evaluation, innovation, and finding best
practices.”?'® It was easy, therefore, for the Liberals and Conservatives to sacrifice
even their modest advocacy of child care to the so-called exigencies of responsible
spending.

The federal government has also been willing to use the constitutional argument
for the downloading of the child care question to the provinces. The federal
government collects and distributes the lion’s share of the tax revenue but the provinces
are constitutionally responsible for most areas of social policy. The provinces,
therefore, can justify the lack of progress on child care by pointing their fingers at the
federal government and the cuts to transfer payments. It is a classic Canadian question
to which politicians at both levels can argue that it is not their fault, it is not within their
jurisdiction.

It is also telling that the issue of child care continues to be labelled a “women’s
issue” even after 30 years of national debate on gender equality. For those feminists
and child care advocates who lived through of the second wave of feminism, who

argued and fought for the rights of women to choose to work outside the home or in,

218 iberal Party of Canada. Creating Opportunity: The Liberal Plan for Canada. Ottawa:
The Liberal Party of Canada, 1993, p. 12.
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and to pursue paid work in all areas and at all levels of the work world, this is
enormously frustrating. Limited progress has been made in the area of parental leave
policy but not as much progress as had been hoped in the area of the equitable division
of work within the home. Few fathers, therefore, take advantage of the parental leave
provisions and women still dominate in the care of children, both in unpaid and paid
care.?!?

Childbirth and lactation are inevitably gendered, caring for children is not, yet
Western society continues to socializes girls and women into caregiving roles. As
“women’s work,” caregiving has been consistently undervalued despite the rhetoric
which idealizes motherhood. Until recently, housework, including the care of children,
had not even been included on the Canadian census as an occupation nor as part of the
calculation of the gross national product. Only after extensive lobbying on the part of
women’s groups did a question regarding the amount of time spent by people on unpaid
housework come to be included in the Canadian census.??® Little is likely to change in

a meaningful way in either public or private child care as long as the attitude that child

care is women’s work and a private responsibility remains .

219Women in Canada spend an average of 7.9 hours per day in paid work and they spend
4.6 hours per day in unpaid work in the home, including 2.4 hours of child care. Men on the other
hand spend an average of 8 hours per day on paid work and 3.2 hours on unpaid work, with an
average of 1.8 hours of child care. (Statistics Canada. “Average time spent on activities, 1 total
population and participants, by sex,”
http://www.statcan.ca/english/Pgdb/People/Families/famil36a.htm)

220 uxton, Meg and Leah Vosko. “Where Women’s Efforts Count: the 1996 Census
Campaign and ‘Family Politics® in Canada,” Studies in Political Economy, V. 56, Summer 1998, p. 49.
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The issue of child care is unlikely to go away. Canadians need it and will
obtain it where they can.®® The danger is that parents will be forced to place children
in unregulated, poor quality care and future generations of adults and workers will fail to
live up to the demands of Canadian society. In the 2000 election, even in discussions
of the possible uses for the federal surplus, new programs were not discussed except in
the context of health care and then only by the NDP. McDonough attacked the Prime
Minister, in the Leaders Debate, for failing to institute either a national pharmacare
program or a national home care program as his party had promised in the 1993 and
1997 elections. She did not question the Liberal’s failure to fulfil the 1993 promise of
increased child care funding.

In 2001, the liberal residualist head of Canada’s two-headed social welfare
state is clearly in the ascendancy. The question remains: has the political rhetoric and
landscape permanently changed or will the pendulum swing back and create a terrain
more friendly to social democracy? If the troubles currently being experienced by the

right wing Alliance party*° are an indication of a growing alienation with right wing

229The demand for child care consistently outstripped the available spaces in licensed
child care facilities. Many parents were forced to rely on unlicensed centres, family members,
neighbours, or paid in-home caregivers: “[a]pproximately 80% of children are in some form of
unregulated, informal care and this applies to preschool and young school-aged children.” In
1998, “[o]nly about 12.2% of Canadian pre-schoolers attend[ed] a licensed day-care, compared
with 14.5% in unregulated care outside the home.” (Kohen, Dafna and Clyde Hertzman. The
Importance of Quality Child Care. Ottawa: Applied Research Branch, Human Resources
Development Canada, 1998.
http://www.hrdc-drhc.gc.ca/stratpol/arb/conferences/nlscyconf/hertzm?2-e.shtml)

B0gtockwell Day, the Alliance leader is fighting a losing battle against party members
who want him to step down. Thirteen federal parliamentary caucus members have called for his
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Canadian federal leaders realize that it is in the country’s best interest to supply child
care as a means of encouraging women to remain in the labour force. It may be the
need for women as workers that again legitimizes the provision of a national child care
program and the need for human resources that will push the federal and/or provincial
governments to place child care back on the political agenda, just as it was during the

Second World War. Child care will then have come full circle.



Question:

Broadbent:

Turner:

Appendix I

National Action Committee on the Status of Women
Women’s Debate, 1984

The federal government currently spends $180 million a year. This
provides an insufficient number of spaces for very low income families
and the rest goes to tax deductions. Middle income families cannot
afford high quality child care services. How much more money would
you be ready to set aside to provide affordable child care services for
all families and in what shape will this contribution be provided?

$300 million a year on child care centres... This would be helpful to
women but not only to women but it would also be helpful to me who
stay at home. The federal government has to start out somewhere. It
has to adopt a serious approach. I would like to add another point.

We have to accept that child care centres are an institutional right for
Canadian families just as medicare is. It is a fundamental principle for
all women if you want to you have complete equality. Then you have to
start out solving the problems of child care centres.

First, I think that child care is of prime importance for a family
not just to give greater freedom to these families on an
economic level, it is the only way of leaving children under
surveillance while these women can meet or fulfill their
ambitions as workers, as managers working outside the home.
Otherwise it is not possible if you don’t have this. Therefore,
as I say it is of prime importance, now we have to find the
means of enabling women to have a greater choice. They can
either keep the children at home under the supervision of a
neighbour perhaps or they can be supervised in the
neighbourhood by neighbours or they could be at a child care
centre in the plant or in the office, that is with the employer.

'"University of Ottawa, Archive of Canadian Women’s Movement. National
Action Committee on the Status of Women Women’s Debate 1984.
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Therefore, so as to promote this goal of the universality of day
care centres for children we have to consider various options.
The federal government through the income tax act is dealing at
the present time with the allocation of credit at $2000 per child
with a total of $8000 per family. I might consider increasing
this amount to a total of $12,000 per family. This will cost us
$10 million per year. We also have to consider another way of
ensuring government intervention and I say intervention because
really this is generally a provincial jurisdiction and I’m talking
here about the 50% which is contributed through the CAP to
defray child care expenses for women and families of low
income. But in order to consider a whole universal system then
we have to have a federal provincial conference. We have to
discuss this matter with the provinces because the provinces
have prime jurisdiction here so as to achieve a result with wide
possibilities. The proposal of Mr. Broadbent, who is
considering the cost of $300 million, we think it would be $600
million, therefore, we have to find ways so as to remain
financially responsible but nevertheless achieve our number one

objective.

Broadbent:  $300 million is not sufficient , that is true. But you have to start
somewhere. $300 million is at least a start. You know, you made the
point before and, in fact, your minister, Judy Erola, made the point
because I asked a question on child care centres and at that point she
suggested that it was a provincial responsibility. Well, Mr. Turner, I am
simply saying that 20 years ago the Liberals and the Conservatives said
exactly the same thing about Medicare. They said, “Well, you can’t do
it just because these are provincial responsibilities.” However, at a
certain point in history of this country you have to make changes. You
have to have national programs. At this time, 52% of women work
outside their homes but 85% of the children of these women who work
outside their houses do not go to child care centres. You can’t always
wait for provinces to do anything. You have to start now. You have to

start out with federal money.

Turner: First, we have to return to m first proposal. That is order to free
women, in order to achieve economic equality for women we have to
promote a universal system of child care centres. For me this is
obvious. Also, we have to recognize that we live in a federal system.
We have to consult with the provinces. We have to find wasy of



Broadbent:

Turner:
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sharing the costs. We have to find ways of financing capital
expenditures. It might be possible to encourage employers to build
facilities and to stress the need to pay daily costs, for example, for
children in these centres. There are all sorts of possibilities here. But in
order to achieve a universal program the cost is $600 million. We have
to include the provinces. We have to recognize that we live in a federal
state. I agree with you, we have to take action but we have to take
action on the basis of consultation with the provinces.

I’d like to continue on this topic because it is extremely important
indeed. For instance, you suggested that the end cost, that the final
cost is going to be somewhere around $600 million. That’s fine, fine
but I’d like to start out with $300 million and I hope the provinces will
also start on their own but just as we did with Medicare in the past the
federal government at that point took the leadership, took the initiative.
And, Mr. Tumer, you as the prime minister, could say it right now to
the provinces. You could tell Mr. Davis or you could tell Mr. Pauley.
You could say we’re ready to give $300 million to start the program
out. You can agree, you can also provide money for this because as I
stated before you have to have federal leadership in this type of an
initiative. The income tax system at the present time, for instance, you
suggested that we give income tax benefits in order to use them for
child care centres, however, 80% of the benefits go to persons who are
already fairly wealthy. They don’t go to ordinary women who are
working and not to the working poor. Fairly wealthy women are the
ones who get most of the benefits and that is the system we have now

for centres.

I would like to answer that because it is a very important subject. Yes,
I’m going to act as a leader to convene the provinces but you have to
discuss the methods. You have to discuss the financing. You have to
give options, possibilities to women, possibilities that I mentioned not an
obligatory method for one, not one mandatory method. You have to
discuss all these matters. And in answer to your second point on the
income tax act, I already mentioned that we have to consider this whole
question of 50% under the CAP for families of low income and last
week I announced a new program to help the 100,000 women in single
parent families. I wanted to help these women to pay their rent so they
could also help with child care centres and therefore I haven’t neglected
the poor or the disadvantaged in our society. We have to consider a
system which meets all our needs.



Appendix I1

Press Conference held by the Cooke Task Force (excepts)
March 7, 1986 - National Press Theatre

Present: Katie Cooke, Jack London, and Renée Edwards

Professor Cooke introduced the committee and commented that the committee dealt
only with children under 13 years of age as 12 is the legal age for being left alone. She
also commented that they felt it is important for both parents, both mother and father
have the responsibility and privilege of caring for their children. She noted that they had

received 7000 letters from interested parents.

Cooke: Our rationale here relates not only to the child, although perhaps the
child is the primary focus including development not only in physical
terms but in intellectual, emotional and social terms, the health and
welfare of the family, of parents. Also, we see child care as a societal

need and responsibility.

Edwards: There is an almost total lack of quality services across the country. 9%
of children of working parents have access to licensed monitored care.
Each day the situation gets worse. ...the supply of [informal, unlicensed
care]...is also decreasing. The result of this information that we now
have accumulated and have available to us has led us to the conviction
that in Canada today child care is in a state of crisis and that we cannot

avoid or evade this situation.

London: It has been left to me to five you the thrust and the bottom line of the
recommendations. In the report we have recommended two haves of
the whole process. One side a series of recommendations dealing with
the provision of child care services in Canada and the other half being
the extension of parental leave parental leave rights on the birth or
adoption of a child and thereafter on the extended leave and special
circumstances so that parents can raise their child and be the primary
caregivers to their children, in Canada in a realistic and economically

feasible way.
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We had a decision to make in terms of the dollars that are going to be
requested to be thrown into this program, therefore, as to whether or
not the federal government, who we are now calling on to take the
leading role to provide the initiative for the development of a rational
and systematic system of child care in this country which is now
completely absent. We had a question as to whether or not that federal
role in expenditure ought to be to put the money into the hands of the
users of that service or not the hands of those people or institutions
which provide the service. We made a fundamental decision, which is
crucial to the findings of the Task Force and to the recommendations,
that funds be placed in the hands of the suppliers of the service not in
the users of the service so that we can see to the orderly and systematic
development of a quality and controlled system of child care in Canada.
On that supply side, those funds, which will come from the federal
government initially and ultimately will be cost shared with the provinces
after negotiations, those funds will be applied only to licensed, that is
licensed by the provincial governments, non-profit organizations. The
Task Force unanimously rejects the notion of public funds being put
into for profit child care in this country and we accept the notion of
provincial responsibility for the establishment of licensing systems and
accountability systems within each of the regions of the country rather
than attempting to have that controlled centrally from Ottawa. After all,
what can Ottawa know about the circumstances in the Northwest
Territories or British Columbia or Frobisher Bay? There has to be a
local input to these decisions.

In the short term, regarding unmatched federal grant by provinces, we
think that the federal government, in its role as the national government,
ought to take the bull by the horns and deal with the problem and get
the ball rolling and to do that put up the money without requesting that
the provinces match in the first instance.

The Task Force recommended $2.9 billion annually but did not expect it to be
implemented until sometime after the year 2000. They also argued that income tax
revenue will increase as a result of increased employment. Also, there would be a
decrease in expenditures for social costs, eg. welfare, juvenile delinquency, etc.

They argued that child care is highly labour intensive work and would create 350,000
jobs in the medium term and 500,000 jobs in the long term.
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We think that this is the key social issue of the decade and we think that
it is, therefore, incumbent on the government to recognize that what we
are requesting is simply that we take a look at the priorities of
government in terms of the population of Canada. And we say where

is there greater priority than the future citizenry of this country. We
couldn’t find one and, therefore, we recommend the program be put
into place.

When asked, why not put the funds in the hands of the users and why leave child care
tax deductions in place when you know it is so incredibly unfair to low and middle
income families. The committee replied that child care should be compared to public
education and argued that giving the funds to the suppliers of the services would make
for rationality and quality control of the system rather than fragmenting it.

London:

Question:

Cooke:

What we know is this is not simply a parental responsibility. This is a
public responsibility.

Do you think that there is some particular willingness to commit several
billion dollars to a day care system?

All we can tell you about the commitment of the government of the day
is what we read, by and large, in the media reports and there was a
campaign promise to the effect that child care was a priority issue.
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think that the coming budget, they will say that we have to cut but I
think it is one of the fields that the government won’t be able, I think, to
cut. It will be daycare, family.

MacDonald argued that the NDP had already raised the figure of $300 million. She
went on to say that she thought it was important not to force daycare advocates to have
to make their case again. She wanted the job of this committee to be to tell the
government how to implement the findings of the other committees.

Question:
Martin:

Pépin:

Is this committee a delaying tactic?
No, we will be working from the Cooke report.
We will be really pressing for the government to release the Cooke

report as soon as possible. The behaviour of the government in
response will show everyone the government’s commitment.

Martin spoke of the importance of choice for parents, the freedom to choose the option
they feel is best for their children.

MacDonald:

Question:

Pépin:

MacDonald:

This committee should be taking the next step from the Katie Cooke
Committee not redoing the other committees’ work.

Would you, please, comment on whether there is a role for private
daycare in this whole issue or whether you think that this has to be

public?

I don’t want to give the priority to private daycare compared to public
daycare because we know very well that the large number of families
don’t have the salaries to go to private daycare so I think private
daycare will be one aspect but the public daycare, you know, we
cannot renounce to have public daycare.

Certainly, the NDP feels very strongly about public daycare. We know
already that salaries are very low in this field. There are problems with
standards. These big, you know, Kiddy Care kinds of corporations
from the United States are in it for profits and we do not think that’s an
appropriate field for profit making. That care should be organized
through non-profit kinds of agencies. Obviously, this is going to be
expensive, obviously we’re going to have to proceed by steps.
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Martin: The prime concern is that we have quality, affordable daycare in
Canada and if the private sector can share with government in providing
that service then I think there is a place for them in the marketplace.



Appendix IV
from the Report of the Standing Committee
on Human Resources Development

The Committee endorses the federal government’s commitment to increased child care
funding.

. The Committee recommends that the federal government discuss with the
provinces and territories the development of a more coordinated approach to
child care. We believe that the current federal financing arrangements, where
child care is funded under CAP in the context of “welfare services,” are an
inadequate approach. Moreover, federal child care dollars are currently
dispersed over a number of programs and departments, a feature which further
complicates the federal financing role.

. The Committee recommends that the federal government discuss with the
provinces and territories the establishment of standards appropriate to high
quality child care and attuned to early childhood development needs.

. The Committee recommends that in discussions with the provinces and
territories, the work of child care workers be properly valued and their access to
educational opportunities in early childhood development be improved.

. The Committee recommends that the quality and integration of child care delivery
be considered at the same time as governments plan increases in the number of

spaces available.

. The Committee recommends that the upcoming federal-provincial-territorial
discussions, based on existing commitments to increased child care funding, serve
as the groundwork for establishing a strengthened and improved child care

system in Canada.

. The Committee recommends that a portion of federally provided child care
financing be designated for the provision of Aboriginal child care services.

. The Committee recommends that a further portion of federal child care financing
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be allocated for the needs of children with disabilities, so that they may take
advantage of opportunities for full participation in the community.





http://esm.ubc.ca/CA93/results.html
http://www.blocquebecois.org/web/electoral/frameenglish.htm
http://www.canadianalliance.ca/index_e.cfm

133
Canadians. 2000, http://www.canadianalliance.ca/_pdf/platform_en.pdf

CBC Radio. Monique Bégin, former Executive Secretary of the Royal Commission on
the Status of Women, CBC This Morning. March 8, 2001.

CBC Television. The 1993 Leaders’ Debate. Ottawa: CBC TV, 1993. National
Archives of Canada, acc. #1993-0255, item #215724, consult #9812-0047.

Canadian Broadcasting Corporation. CBC Election 2000 Web Site,
http://cbe.ca/election2000/diaries/diaryarchives.html

Canadian Broadcasting Corporation. News report on a speech by Alexa McDonough
to a women’s breakfast, November 6, 2000.
http://cbe.ca/clips/ram-audio/parry_hr001106.ram

Campaign 2000. Report Card on Child Poverty in Canada and Ontario. Toronto:

Campaign 2000,
http://www.campaign2000.ca/nat1%20rc%20eng%202000.pdf

Cape Breton Post, August 16, 1984.

Carty, R. Kenneth, William Cross and Lisa Young. Rebuilding Canadian Party Politics.
Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press, 2000.

Child Care Resource and Research Unit. Statistics Summary: Canadian Early
Childhood Care and Education in the 1990s.
http://www.childcarecanada.org/resources/CRRUpubs/factsheets/ss1 demo.htm

1

Childcare Resource and Research Unit web page, Voices for child care,
http://www.childcarecanada.org/voices/voices.html

Cleveland, Gordon and Michael Krashinsky. The Benefits and Costs of Good Child

Care: The Economic Rationale for Public Investment in Young Children- A
Policy Study. Toronto: Child Care Advocacy Association of Canada, 1998.

Cleveland, Gordon and Michael Krashinsky. The Economic Rationale for Public

Investment in Young Children- A Policy Study. Toronto : Childcare Resource
& Research Unit, University of Toronto, 1998.

Colley, Sue. “Day Care and the Trade Union Movement in Ontario,” Resources for


http://www.canadianalliance.ca/_pdf/platform_en.pdf
http://cbc.ca/election2000/diaries/diaryarchives.html
http://cbc.ca/clips/ram-audio/parry_hrOO
http://www.campaign2000.ca/natl%2520rc%2520eng%25202000.pdf
http://www.childcarecanada.org/resources/CRRUpubs/factsheets/ssldemo.htm
http://www.childcarecanada.org/voices/voices.html



http://www.elections.ca/content.asp?section=gen&document=synopsis06&dir=
http://www.parl.gc.ca/information/about/process/house/asp/PartyElect.asp7Lan
http://www.fin.gc.ca/budget95/facte/FACT_10e.html

135

in the Late 1990s, Halifax: Fernwood Publishing, 1996.

Gollner, Andrew and Daniel Salée. “A Turn to the Right? Canada in the Post-Trudeau
Era,” in Andrew Gollner and Daniel Salée, eds. Canada Under Mulroney: An

End-of-Term Report. Montréal: Véhicule Press, 1988.

Gotell, Lise and Janine Brodie. “Women and Parties in the 1990s: Less Than Ever an
Issue of Numbers,”in Hugh Thorburn, ed. Party Politics in Canada.
Scarborough: Prentice Hall, 1996.

Government of Canada. Social Union: Main Menu.
http://socialunion.gc.ca/menu_e.html

Government of Canada and the Governments of the Provinces and Territories.
Background Information on the National Children's Agenda.
http://socialunion.gc.ca/nca/ncal_e.html

Government of Canada and the Governments of the Provinces and Territories. A

Framework to Improve the Social Union for Canadians. Ottawa, 1999.
http://www.ccu-cuc.ca/en/library/archives/socunion_frame.html

Government of Canada and the Governments of the Provinces and Territories. A

Framework to Improve the Social Union for Canadians, signed February 4,
1999. http://socialunion.gc.ca/news/020499_e.html

Government of Newfoundland and Labrador. News Release: Premiers Release
Report of the Ministerial Council on Social Policy Reform and Renewal. Saint
John’s: Executive Council, March 28, 1996,
http://www.gov.nf.ca/releases/1996/exec/0328n03.htm

Greenspon, Edward. “These Liberals are Different,” The Globe and Mail, October 23,
1993, p. Al.

Gunderson, Morley and Allen Ponak. Union Management Relations in Canada, 3"
Edition. Don Mills, ON: Addison-Wesley, 1995.

Human Resources Development Canada. Agenda: Jobs and Growth. Improving Social

Security in Canada: A Discussion Paper. Ottawa: Minister of Supply and
Services, 1994.

Human Resources Development Canada. Improving Social Security in Canada. Child


http://socialunion.gc.ca/menu_e.html
http://socialunion.gc.ca/nca/ncal_e.html
http://www.ccu-cuc.ca/en/library/archives/socunion_ffame.html
http://socialunion.gc.ca/news/020499_e.html
http://www.gov.nf.ca/releases/1996/exec/0328n03.htm

136

Care and Development: a Supplementary Paper. Ottawa: Minister of Supply
and Services, 1994.

Humpbhries, Jane and Jill Rubery. “The Reconstitution of the Supply Side of the Labour
Market: the Relative Autonomy of Social Reproduction,” Cambridge Journal of

Economics, 1984, 8, p. 331.

Jennissen, Therese. “The Federal Social Security Review, Process and Related Events
(December 1993-June 1995): a Chronology,” in Pulkingham, Jane and Gordon
Ternowetsky, eds. Remaking Canadian Social Policy: Social Security in the
Late 1990s, Halifax: Fernwood Publishing, 1996

Kohen, Dafna and Clyde Hertzman. The Importance of Quality Child Care. Ottawa:
Applied Research Branch, Human Resources Development Canada, 1998.
http://www.hrdc-drhc.gc.ca/stratpol/arb/conferences/nlscyconf/hertzm?2-e.shtml

Liberal Party of Canada. Creating Opportunity: The Liberal Plan for Canada.
Ottawa: The Liberal Party of Canada, 1993.

Liberal Party of Canada. The Issues: John Turner Speaks Out. Ottawa: The Liberal
Party of Canada, 1984.

Liberal Party of Canada. Liberal Party of Canada Web Page,
http://www liberal.ca/lpc/default.asp?language=eng&origin=splash

Liberal Party of Canada. Opportunity for All: the Liberal Plan for the Future of
Canada. Ottawa: Liberal Party of Canada, 2000.

http://www.liberal.ca/lpc/pdf/platform_eng.pdf

Library of Parliament. Electoral Results by Party: 1867 to Date.
http://www.parl.gc.ca/information/about/process/house/asp/PartyElect.asp?Lan

guage=E

Luxton, Meg. “Social Inclusion, Women’s Equality and Children’s Well-Being: Putting
Children and Their Well-Being on the Agenda.” Forthcoming.

Luxton, Meg. “Two Hands for the Clock: Changing Patterns in the Gendered Division
of Labour in the Home,” in Meg Luxton, Harriet Rosenberg, and Sedef Arat-
Koc. Through the Kitchen Window: the Politics of Home and Family, 2™
Edition. Toronto: Garamond Press, 1990.



http://www.hrdc-drhc.gc.ca/stratpol/arb/conferences/nlscyconf7hertzm2-e.shtml
http://www.liberal.ca/lpc/default.asp?language=eng&origin=splash
http://www.liberal.ca/lpc/pdf/platform_eng.pdf
http://www.parl.gc.ca/information/about/process/house/asp/PartyElect.asp7Lan



http://www.cpm.org/family/files/nsm_e.pdf

138

http://www.ndp.ca/platform/default.asp?load=platform4#ece

New Democratic Party of Canada. Strategy for a Full Employment Economy: a Jobs

Plan for Canada From Canada’s New Democrats. Ottawa: The New
Democratic Party of Canada, 1993.

O’Connor, Julia, Ann Shola Orloff and Sheila Shaver. States, Markets Families:
Gender, Liberalism and Social Policy in Australia, Canada, Great Britain and

the United States. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999.

Osborne, John E. The Evolution of the Canada Assistance Plan (CAP): Appendix to
the Nielsen Task Force report on the Canada Assistance Plan. Ottawa:

National Health and Welfare, 1985,
http://www.canadiansocialresearch.net/capjack.htm.

Pammett, Jon. “Analysing Voting Behaviour in Canada: the Case of the 1993
Election,” in Thorburn, Hugh. Party Politics in Canada. Scarborough: Prentice
Hall, 1996.

Parliament of Canada. Debates of the House of Commons. 1970-1995.

Penn, Helen. “The Rights Of Young Children.” London: Social Science Research

Unit, Institute of Education, London University, 1999.
http://www.childcarecanada.org/resources/CRRUpubs/factsheets/sheet8.html

Penn, Helen. “How Should We Care for Babies and Toddlers?: An analysis of
practice in out-of-home care for children under three.” London: Social
Science Research Unit, Institute of Education, London University, 1998.

Occasional Paper 10, p. Section 2b.
http://www.childcarecanada.org/resources/CRRUpubs/op10/s2bt2.html#top

Peters, Suzanne. “Introduction,” in Cheal, David et al. How Families Cope and Why
Policymakers Need to Know. Ottawa: Canadian Policy Research Network,
2001.

Phillips, Susan. “Rock-A-Bye, Brian: the National Strategy on Child Care,” in

Katherine Graham, ed. How Ottawa Spends. 1989-90: the Buck Stops
Where?. Ottawa: Carleton University Press, 1989, p. 165-208.

Prentice, Susan Theorizing Political Difference in Toronto's Postwar Child Care
Movement, 1996,



http://www.ndp.ca/platform/default.asp?load=platform4%2523ece
http://www.canadiansocialresearch.net/capiack.htm
http://www.childcarecanada.org/resources/CRRUpubs/factsheets/sheet8.html
http://www.childcarecanada.Org/resources/CRRUpubs/opl0/s2bt2.html%2523top



http://www.childcarecanada.Org/resources/CRRUpubs/op8/8op2.html%2523top
http://www.pcparty.ca/En/policy/index.asp
http://www.realwomenca.com/html/who_we_are.html
http://www.bartleby.com/124/pres61



http://www.statcan.ca:80/english/freepub/13-551
http://www.statcan.ca/english/Pgdb/People/Labour/labor24a.htm
http://www.statcan.ca/english/freepub/89F0123XIE/13.htm
http://www.statcan.ca/english/Pgdb/People/Families/famil36a.htm

141
The Globe and Mail Newspaper, 1984-2000.

Timpson, Annis May. Driven Apart: Women’s Employment Equality and Child Care in
Canadian Public Policy. Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press,

2001.

Tyyska, Vappu. Women, Citizenship and Canadian Child Care Policy in the 1990s.
Toronto: Childcare Resource and Research Unit, 2001.

The UBC-ESM 1993 Canadian Federal Election Exchange,
http://esm.ubc.ca/1993cfe.html

United Nations. Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against
Women. Ottawa: Human Rights Program, Secretary of State, 1980.

Varga, Donna. Constructing the Child : a History of Canadian Day Care. Toronto: J.
Lorimer, 1997.

Vogt, Roy. Economics: Understanding the Canadian Economy. Toronto: Dryden
Press, 1993.

Young, Claire. Women, Tax and Social Programs: the Gendered Impact of Funding
Social Programs Through the Tax System. Ottawa: Status of Women Canada,

2000.


http://esm.ubc.ca/1993cfe.html

