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Introduction

Throughout the 1980s, Manitoba was rec-
ognized as a Canadian leader in childcare.
In 1987, University of Alberta researcher
Dr. Chris Badgley declared that “Mani-
toba has the best system of training and
daycare in North America.”2

If he were commenting on Manitoba’s
childcare system today, Dr. Badgley
would be unlikely to laud Manitoba’s
childcare system so effusively. After as-
sessing the changes that have occurred
over the decade, observers must conclude
that Manitoba’s childcare system has lost
significant ground. We no longer qualify
as the national leader we once were.

Moreover, Dr. Badgley also would be
unlikely to use the term “daycare.”
Among policy analysts and early child-
hood educators, the term has generally
been replaced with “childcare” or “early
childhood care and education.” This shift
is more than semantic: it acknowledges
that a collection of services, including
nursery schools, kindergarten, “daycare,”
recreation, developmental and other
forms of assistance are part of the pack-
age of care that helps children flourish.
But these various services belong to
widely separated policy and administra-

tive fields — and they are rarely coordi-
nated or coherent.

Why does it matter that childcare is
uncoordinated and has eroded? To Mani-
toba’s 22,112 children and their families
who use licensed childcare, the erosion
means poor access and worsened quality
for expensive service. To the nearly 2,600
early childhood educators who work in
this province, the decade has been marked
by a staggering drop in real income. The
estimated 175,000 Manitoban children
who do not have access lose out on the
many documented benefits of early child-
hood care and education. Increasing num-
bers of parents report difficulties juggling
the conflicting demands of work or edu-
cation and home. Women’s equality is
compromised when services are unavail-
able/unaffordable, or when their care-giv-
ing labour as childcare staff is systemati-
cally under-paid. There are labour-mar-
ket consequences when childcare is una-
vailable — absenteeism rises and produc-
tivity drops for working parents who do
not have reliable childcare.3  Parents who
can’t find or afford good childcare are
barred from finding and keeping jobs. In
short, the fate of childcare matters to chil-
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dren, parents, workers, families, women,
employers and society.

Child care is a public good, according
to experts from economics, health, edu-
cation, social services and social perspec-
tives.4  Research shows that high quality
child care enhances all children’s healthy
development, is a support to all families
regardless of their labour force status, and
is a precondition for women’s equality.
Child care promotes school readiness,
helps build healthy communities, helps
reduce poverty, creates jobs, facilitates
economic self-reliance, contributes to the
life-long good health of children, and aids
in the building of safer communities. Re-
searchers also point out that inclusive
early childhood services strengthen ap-
preciation for diversity and promote eq-
uity among classes, levels of ability, racial
and ethnic groups, and generations,
strengthening social solidarity.5

These observations extend the older
view that “daycare” is primarily a labour
market issue. In 1984, the Winnipeg So-
cial Planning Council could easily argue
that the level of demand for day care “is
primarily a function of the number of chil-
dren of preschool and early school age
whose mothers or sole-support fathers are
in the labour force or attending school.”6

Today, experts from widely divergent
fields — including population health, law
enforcement, economics and business —
are converging on an understanding that
quality early childhood care and educa-
tion programs provide significant and
demonstrable benefits for all children.7

Unquestionably, childcare is an impor-
tant aspect of economic and employment
policy. The National Council of Welfare
claims that “good child care makes an
enormous difference in the ability of poor
families to find and keep jobs.” But, as
they also point out:

Any social policy that is serious about supporting
children and families must have child care at its
centre..... Good early childhood education has
enormous benefits for children, their families and
their communities... Preventing problems and en-
suring that children have the best possible start
early development makes good economic
sense....Many social programs support families but
child care is the backbone of them all.8

According to public opinion polls, Ca-
nadians consistently support child care.
A 1998 poll conducted by Environics for
the Canadian Policy Research Network
found 76% of Canadians believe a child
care system should be available for all
families, with the costs shared by govern-
ments and families.9  In 1992, Decima Re-
search found only 15% of Canadians were
against increased federal spending on
childcare.10

 Canadians have good reason to sup-
port public investment in childcare. Re-
cent economics studies demonstrate that
$2 of social benefits flow from every $1
invested in childcare.11  The Vancouver
Board of Trade has weighed in on this
matter, concluding that “the economic
payback” from investing in early child-
hood care “is spectacular.”12  The National
Council of Welfare concludes that “early
childhood education should be at the very
top of the agenda for public investments.”
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Childcare in Manitoba
1989 - 1999

Introduction

Childcare service may take place in
group centres or private homes; may be
all-day or part-day, full or part-week; may
be full or part-year; may be paid for di-
rectly by parents or may be subsidized by
government. Services may be used for
child enrichment, because parents work,
study or are otherwise engaged, or to meet
social, cognitive or other developmental
needs. For a fee, children from infancy to
age 12 are eligible to use one of Manito-
ba’s 22,112 licensed childcare spaces.

 Most analysts agree that Manitoba has
an insufficient supply of licensed care, al-
though they may disagree on how much
expansion is needed.  It is far from simple
to determine how many licensed childcare
spaces are needed.

How much childcare does Manitoba
need?

The provision of licensed child care
spaces lags far behind estimates of child
care needs in all provinces.13  Over a dec-
ade ago, the Manitoba Task Force on Child
Care noted there was a “severe shortage”
of licensed childcare spaces in Manitoba.14

But assessing need is far from straightfor-
ward.

In 1998, about 195,700 children under
the age of 12 years lived in Manitoba, and
about 132,00 of them had mothers in the
paid labour force.15  The National Coun-
cil of Welfare therefore concludes that
Manitoba should have about 132,000
spaces — nearly six-and-half times the

number of spaces currently available.16

Unfortunately, because of gender bi-
ases in how data are kept, we do not know
the comparable rates of employment for
fathers. Aside from the tiny number of
men who are known to be at home on
leave with newborn or newly adopted
children — about 3-4% of those on leave
— we have little data about fathers’ work/
family patterns.17

In Manitoba, there is a licensed
childcare space for about one in 10 chil-
dren under the age of 12 years (1998).
From a national perspective, Manitoba’s
access is close to the Canadian average.
But our performance falls short of that
offered by many other jurisdictions. For
example, in the fifteen member states of
the European Union, between 75 - 99% of
all preschool children aged three to six
years are in educational childcare pro-
grams, whether or not their parents are
employed.18  This policy approach is not
restricted to European countries. Children
in Quebec are also entitled to early child-
hood care and education, regardless of
their parents’ activity. British Columbia is
also moving toward universal entitlement
to childcare. If need were assessed by Eu-
ropean Union, Quebec or emerging BC
standards, Manitoba would require close
to 195,700 spaces — about ten times the
number of spaces currently available.

How much and what kind of licensed
care exist?

In Manitoba, regulated childcare is a
responsibility of the Ministry of Family
Services and Housing, under the Child
Day Care Office. The province permits
two streams of licensed care: daycare cen-
tres and family day care homes. In March
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2000, these facilities were licensed for
22,112 spaces for children aged 0-12.19

Licensed spaces are best thought of as
potential spaces, since not every licensed
space is fully used. Over the past decade,
utilization rates have ranged from 50 -
84% in homes and centres.20  Given
affordability and access problems, few
facilities operate at their full capacity.
Spaces go unused when parents can’t af-
ford them or when hours of service don’t
match family needs, contradicting those
who might claim that low utilization in-
dicates a lack of parental interest or sup-
port.

Centre Care

 There are different types of daycare
centres providing care in Manitoba.
Group centres provide more than 80% of

Manitoba’s licensed spaces:

1. Day care centres provide full-day cen-
tre-based services for at least five chil-
dren under six years, for more than four
continuous hours/day for three or more
days each week. Over the decade, the
regulation that a centre couldn’t be larger
than 70 spaces was dropped, and there
is now no ceiling on maximum size.

 2. Nursery schools provide part-time
programs for more than three infants or
five preschoolers, for up to four hours/
day or for four hours or more per day
for less than three days each week.

3. School-age child care centres provide
services outside school hours for more
than eight children aged 6-12 years, and
may include children attending kinder-
garten. For 76 of 260 days each year,
school-age children need full-day care.
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4. Occasional day care centres provide
care on a casual basis for more than three
infants or more than five preschoolers of
whom not more than three are infants,
or more than eight children of whom not
more than five are preschoolers and not
more than three are infants.

In 2000, 528 centres are licensed for
18,352 spaces.21  Centre licenses specify
how many children of what age can be
admitted. In 2000, 441 full and part-day
centres are licensed for 13,950 preschool
children. Another 4,402 licensed school
aged spaces exist in 87 school-age day care
centres.

Family Day Care

About one-sixth of Manitoba’s licensed
spaces are in private homes.

1. Family day care homes provide care
in a private home for a maximum of eight
children under 12 years of age (includ-
ing the provider’s own children under
12). Not more than five children may be
under six years, and not more than three
may be under two years.

2. Group family day care homes provide
care in a private home by two caregivers
for a maximum of 12 children (includ-
ing the providers’ own children under
12). Not more than three of the children
may be under 2 years.

 In 2000, there are 554 family homes li-
censed for 3,760 spaces.22  Unlike group
centres, spaces in family homes are not
designated for particular age groups.
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How much care is there for different
age groups?

More than three out of every four cen-
tre spaces is for a child under the age of
six, mostly for two- to five-year olds. In
1989, the Task Force on Child Care noted
there was a “severe shortage” of infant
care spaces in Manitoba.23  This has been
a long-standing problem: in the early
1980s, the Winnipeg Social Planning
Council also observed that there was less
than a quarter of the care for infants that
there was for children over two.24  In 1998,
less than one-third of Manitoba’s centres
provided care for infants, well below the
national average of 41.4%.25  What infant
care there is has grown more expensive:
the increase in fees for infants in Mani-
toba over 1991 - 1998 was “substantially
above the national average,”26  and rose
again in 2000 as parent fees were in-
creased.

Other age groups are also particularly
under-served. A “severe lack of needed
services” for school-age children also was
noted in 1989.27  A decade later, just  20%
of the province’s licensed spaces are re-
served for school-age children, who make
up 50% of the children needing care.28

This shortfall occurs despite the fact that
school-age children are less expensive to
care for than other age groups. Regula-
tions require only 50% of staff in school
age centres to hold Early Childhood Edu-
cator (ECE) II or III qualifications, com-
pared to the usual 66% required in other
centres, and permitted child-staff ratios
are higher for older children.

Some of the shortfall of infant and
school-age daycare centre spaces is likely
made up by family home daycare. How-
ever, there is no way of knowing what

ages of children are served in regulated
family homes.

What does childcare cost?

Childcare is a market service in Mani-
toba, although many other jurisdictions
organize early childhood care and educa-
tion otherwise. In Manitoba, parents who
use regulated care must pay daily fees;
low-income parents may qualify for a sub-
sidy. All in all, childcare is “a very expen-
sive proposition for middle and upper in-
come parents.”29  Across Canada, as in
Manitoba, there is a “deep income cleav-
age” in regulated childcare as middle class
parents have difficulty affording early
childhood care and education. 30

Childcare services in Manitoba, how-
ever, are less expensive than in many other
provinces and Manitoba is unique in how
fees are set.31  De facto, the cost of care is
determined by the province, not by indi-
vidual centres or homes.32  This means that
parent fees are very similar in every cor-
ner of Manitoba. In other provinces, par-
ents in the same city may pay dramati-
cally different fees for the same kind and
hours of care. One positive effect of Mani-
toba policy is that the legal corporation
which governs most daycare centres (the
predominately parent-run board of direc-
tors) does not directly set fees.33  This
eliminates a source of conflict of interest
between parents and childcare providers
whose wages depend on revenues de-
rived from fees and fee subsidies.

Childcare fees rose in 1988, 1989, 1990,
1991 and again in June 2000. In 1991 fee
increases were particularly dramatic. (See
Appendix 1). Beginning in 1991, differ-
ences also appeared in family home care
and centre fees.
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Costs to fee-paying parents remained
constant over 1991 - 1999, although the
cost to subsidized parents rose signifi-
cantly in 1993. In 2000, the province in-
creased parent fees, despite the well-
known fact that the cost of childcare is a
barrier to most Canadian families. Accord-
ing to a national study of childcare, an
average-income family with two
preschoolers must spend approximately
$10,000, or about 23 percent of its gross
annual income, to use regulated care.35

Such costs are prohibitive for the vast
majority of Canadian families.

As Table 2 demonstrates, public poli-
cies promote a “preference” for home care,
given the cost of family home care is sig-
nificantly less than centre-based care. For
example, full-day care for an infant in a
family home in 1999 cost $20 compared
to $27.45 in a centre.36  A public policy pref-
erence for home-based care saves govern-
ment money. Specialized infant group
care is expensive to operate, since it re-
quires renovations and material outlay
and incurs high on-going staffing costs.

A curious disincentive to parents was
recently built into the fee structure for
family home care; as of 1999, a fee differ-
ential for trained and untrained home care
providers was introduced. Now, a family
home provider who is classified as an ECE
II or III can charge the higher centre fee.37

Fee paying families (who likely “chose” a
family home in part because it is less ex-
pensive than a centre) may be unable to
afford homes with trained caregivers. Af-
fluent parents can therefore buy better
family home care than lower-income par-
ents, fracturing the egalitarianism which
characterized Manitoba’s licensed
childcare system up to now.

In other provinces, parent fees have

dropped. Quebec has developed a $5/day
(or less) childcare system, and has ex-
tended service to most age groups. Brit-
ish Columbia has announced a move to-
ward universal childcare with entitlement
for all children, starting with $7/day (or
less) school age care. These initiatives are
in line with most European Union coun-
tries which have made early childhood
care and education a part of social enti-
tlement and public funding.

Parents in Manitoba, however, must
pay fees up front for childcare service. At
income-tax time, parents may receive
some relief through the Child Care Ex-
pense Deduction. See the discussion in the
“Federal/provincial issues” section of this
report.

What about fee subsidies?

More than half of the parents currently
using regulated childcare pay maximum
fees; the remainder receive a fee subsidy.
Of the total 21,369 spaces in Manitoba in

Table 1
Increases to Parent Fees
1987 - 1999 & 1987 - 2000344444

Increases 1987-1999
Group CentresGroup CentresGroup CentresGroup CentresGroup Centres Family HomesFamily HomesFamily HomesFamily HomesFamily Homes

Infants 75% 28%
Preschool 39% 22%
School-age 21% 21%

Increases 1987 - 2000
Group CentresGroup CentresGroup CentresGroup CentresGroup Centres Family HomesFamily HomesFamily HomesFamily HomesFamily Homes

Infants 79% 30%
Preschool 42% 24%
School-age 21% 21%
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1999, 9,883 (or 46%) were used by subsi-
dized children, for either a part or full-day
of care. Many group centres were pre-
dominately populated by subsidized chil-
dren. In 1998 in 39% of Manitoba centres,
more than three-quarters of the children
were subsidized; in only 15% of centres
were less than one quarter of the children
subsidized.38

 Some parents qualify for a “full” sub-

sidy and others are eligible for a “partial”
subsidy, but the subsidy does not cover
the entire cost of care. There is no such
thing as assured “free” childcare in Mani-
toba. Even parents who qualify for a “full”
subsidy must pay a sizable portion. Since
1993, every facility can surcharge subsi-
dized parents up to $2.40 per day per
child. This discretionary fee is nearly uni-
versally applied as centres and homes try
to increase revenues.

 As Table 2 and Appendices 1 and 3
demonstrate, the value of a fee subsidy to
a low-income parent is between 76 and
92% of the cost borne by parents. Low-
income families are responsible for the
discretionary daily cost of up to $2.40 per
day per child. Parents on social assistance
may have $1.00 of the surcharge covered,
but even families on welfare must pay the

Table 2
Surcharge Paid by Subsidized Parents
As a Percentage of Fee (1999)39

CentreCentreCentreCentreCentre HomeHomeHomeHomeHome
Infant  8% 12%
Preschool 13% 15%
School age40 24% 24%
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remaining $1.40/day per child.
Eligibility for subsidy in Manitoba is

determined by an income test. Eligibility
varies by family composition (number of
adults and number of children).

A 1984 Winnipeg Social Planning
Council study determined that subsidy
levels then terminated “at just above the
low-income cutoffs.”42  Today, eligibility is
equally bad: incomes below the poverty
line are considered too affluent to qualify
for a childcare subsidy. The National
Council of Welfare notes that the only
province in which a single parent could
earn enough money to get above the pov-
erty line and still qualify for a full sub-
sidy for childcare is Saskatchewan.43  In
Manitoba, as in all other provinces, “par-
ents stopped getting full subsidies long
before their incomes approached the pov-
erty lines.”44  Fee subsidies are targeted to
very low-income parents, leaving hun-
dreds of thousands of Canadian parents
who “earn ‘too much’” struggling to pay
monthly child care bills.45

Because subsidy eligibility has not been
adjusted since 1991, there has been an ero-
sion in parent eligibility. Manitoba is one
of eight Canadian jurisdictions which
failed to increase subsidy eligibility lev-
els between 1992 and 1998.46

Does Manitoba have quality care?

Overall, the answer is yes—although
it is a less enthusiastic “yes” than would
have been given in 1989.

There are many indicators of quality.
Among the most important determinants
are training in early childhood education
at a post-secondary level, child-staff ra-
tios and group size. These and other di-
mensions are addressed in Manitoba
regulations which set minimum standards
for licensed childcare. In comparative per-
spective, Manitoba standards are consid-
ered among the stronger minimums in
Canada.47  It is worth noting, however, that
Aboriginal groups critique the regulations
for reflecting “the values of the dominant
society” and have called for regulations
which better respect native community
values.48  Other minority groups share this
concern.49

Overall Manitoba’s minimum stand-
ards ensure a reasonably good floor be-
low which quality of care should not fall.
However, over the 1990s, changed fund-
ing meant erosion on some important di-
mensions of quality. Whereas formerly
centres may have exceeded minimum
child/staff ratios with trained and expe-
rienced staff, today many centres barely

Table 3
Parent Eligibility for Fee Subsidy
Net Income, 1998 41

Family type  Income below which Subsidy eligibility
“full” subsidy is eligible ceases

1 parent, 1 child $13,787 $24,369
2 parents, 2 children $18,895 $40,059
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meet — and 33% fail to meet — minimum
requirements for qualified staff. In 1998,
the average centre in Manitoba spent
91.3% of its budget on wages and benefits,
yet the annual full-time salary averaged
only $18,703. The researchers who made
this finding conclude that “[s]ince other
fixed costs, such as rent, utilities and food
are unlikely to have decreased in this
seven-year period [1991-98], an increase
in the proportion of budget spent on
wages is likely to imply less money avail-
able for other things such as program-
ming.”50

This observation is borne out by the
field, where programming has been cut
and costs down-loaded onto parents. As
one inner-city Winnipeg centre pointed
out in its 2000 Annual Report:

We have trimmed our Food, Special Events/Out-
ings, Equipment and Activity Supplies budget. We
have also made the transition from paying for such
things as diapers, handi-wipes, sun screen, etc.
These costs have been put back into families’ budg-
ets... Last year, the membership accepted a new
policy of donations from parents to help offset the
Summer Program outings and field trips/admis-
sions/ bussing. We had a two-thirds participation
rate from parents in 1999.51

This downloading occurs in a centre
where more than nine in 10 children is
subsidized, living with low-income par-
ents.

Over the decade, standards used to
classify childcare training have improved.

In order to qualify as an Early Childhood
Educator II or III (formerly called Child
Care Worker II or III), education and/or
experience are more rigorously assessed.
A worker classified as ECE II or III in 1999
therefore has more directly relevant early
childhood education than her counterpart
did in 1989. Given the links between train-
ing and quality of care, we can assume this
is a change with positive outcomes.

Another positive change in regulations
over the decade is the requirement for a
higher proportion of trained staff in cen-
tres. Since 1991, two-thirds of staff in pre-
school programs are required to hold ECE
II or ECE III qualifications, and all direc-
tors must qualify as ECE III with at least
one year’s experience.52  In exclusively
school-age centres or nursery schools,
one-half the staff require similar training.
Interestingly, this regulation may have
lagged behind actual practice at the time
it was implemented. Reports from the
field indicate that prior to 1991, many cen-
tres operated at close to 100% trained staff,
something that funding cuts made diffi-
cult after 1991.53  After 1991, centres were
technically able to keep their complement
of trained staff at the previous 100% level.
But as salary enhancement grants were
eliminated, many centres reduced their
complement of trained staff to the
minimum.

This erosion was noticed across the

Table 4
Child Density in Manitoba Centres,
1989 - 1999

Year No. of Centres Licensed Spaces Children per centre
1989 487 14,347 29.46
1999 522 17,723 33.95
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country, with one national Canadian com-
parison observing that in Manitoba,
“There has been some laying off of trained
staff and replacement with untrained staff
to improve viability of a number of cen-
tres.”54

The proportion of trained staff fell fur-
ther over the decade. During the late
1990s, many centres failed to have ad-
equate number of trained staff, and ratios
fell below the statutory minimums with
the full knowledge of licensing officials.
In March 2000, 33% of Manitoba centres
have licensing exemptions. This means
they hold official permission for their ex-
emption to the required proportion of
trained staff.55  The Child Day Care office
considers such cases “exemptions” to li-
censes rather than provisional licenses.
Thus the 33% of centres which fail to meet
the important quality criteria of staffing
do not appear as licensing violators in
Appendix 5 on breaches of quality care. It
is possible that declining quality due to
proportion of trained staff is partially off-
set by increasing expertise due to in-
creased training requirements.

Concurrently, over the late 1990s, pro-
vincial regulations have been relaxed to
permit greater flexibility and discretion at
the centre level. There are serious doubts
that should be raised about “flexibility”
being interpreted on the floor by un-
trained staff. These raise further troubling
questions about quality of care at the end
of the decade.

In addition to staff training and ratios,
another important dimension of quality
is size. Most Manitoba childcare centres
have considerably fewer children than the
formerly permitted maximum of 70. Over
the ten-year period 1989 - 1999, the norm
was less than half this figure. But density

did rise over the decade, as the average
childcare centre grew 15% larger. Growth
came from in-fill rather than new facility
expansion, and most in-fill increase was
unfunded.

In Manitoba, unlike some other juris-
dictions in Canada, family childcare
homes are individually licensed. In On-
tario and other provinces, family home
care is licensed through agencies, which
through collective efforts can offer equip-
ment lending, professional development
and training, supervision and other forms
of support.

 Like other Canadian provinces, Mani-
toba does not currently require any child
development or early childhood educa-
tion training for family day care provid-
ers. The absence of training requirements
for family home care providers can be
linked to the traditional (and erroneous)
assumption that women are “naturally”
skilled at caring for children, so no for-
mal education is required in home set-
tings, even though early childhood care
and education is strongly correlated with
quality of care offered to children. The
absence of ECE training requirements
among home care providers is therefore
troubling, although it is no worse in 1999
than it was in 1989.56

Between 1989 and 1999, the density of
family homes also grew. On average, a
current Manitoba family home daycare
provider cares for 25% more paying chil-
dren than her 1989 counterpart (see Table
5).57  It is extremely difficult to consistently
provide high quality care and education
to 6.7 children without formal training.
Moreover, with an average size of 6.7 chil-
dren, the assumption that a paid care pro-
vider is replicating a “home-like” atmos-
phere, for which her “natural” aptitude
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will suffice, is untenable.
On the positive front, Manitoba does

fund many facilities in the family home
sector, which is not typical in Canada.
Manitoba is one of only three provinces
which report some form of grant funding
to family day care programs.59  This fund-
ing likely helps to improve the physical
characteristics of home childcare environ-
ments and stabilize provider incomes.

What is the quality of commercial
childcare?

Commercial centres in Manitoba have
been disproportionately represented in
serious violations of quality care over the
past decade (see Appendix 5). The provin-
cial Child Day Care Office has both the
power and the obligation to enforce mini-
mum regulations. When breaches occur,
licensing orders or suspensions may be
laid (although the latter is relatively rare,
averaging less than one per year.) The
evidence shows that while commercial
centres represent just 10% of the total
number of centres, they account for 64%
of orders and 100% of centre licensing
suspensions or refusals (the most serious
breach) over the past thirteen years. Over

1987-99, commercial facilities were at least
six times more likely than non-profit cen-
tres to have serious quality concerns.

The findings about quality breaches in
commercial centres support the research
literature which shows that commercial
care consistently fares poorly on quality
measures.60  One of these measures is staff-
ing and turn-over. Commercial centres
spend a smaller percentage of their budget
on wages than non-profits; in Manitoba,
the gap is 20%.61  In 1991, average wages
in Manitoba’s commercial centres were
$2.00/hour lower than in the non-profit
sector; in 1998 they were $1.62 less per
hour.62

Despite these concerns about quality
and staffing, the average Manitoba com-
mercial centre receives 80% of its revenue
from government sources, mainly in the
form of fee subsidies.63  Manitoba has the
very dubious distinction of leading the
nation with the highest degree of public
funding to commercial centres. Our
spending considerably outstrips other
Canadian provinces: British Columbia is
next highest, with commercial centres re-
ceiving an average of only 44.6% of their
revenues from government sources. Sig-
nificant public funds are thus directed to

Table 5
Child Density in Manitoba Family Homes,
1989-9958

YearYearYearYearYear Total HomesTotal HomesTotal HomesTotal HomesTotal Homes Licensed SpacesLicensed SpacesLicensed SpacesLicensed SpacesLicensed Spaces Children per homeChildren per homeChildren per homeChildren per homeChildren per home
1989 428 2,292 5.35
1993 622 3,552 5.70
1999 544 3,646 6.70
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a poor-quality sector.
A further problem with Manitoba’s

commercial sector is that while relatively
small, it has enjoyed disproportionate
political influence. For example, the lobby
group of commercial operators,
“Manitobans for Quality Child Care,”
(formerly the Manitoba Association of
Independent Child Care Operators) par-
ticipated alongside the much-larger Mani-
toba Child Care and Family Day Care
Associations, which together represented
more than 90% of the licensed spaces in
the province during the 1990 Working
Group on Day Care that led to the 1991
restructuring.64  Reasoned concern can be
raised about the political influence the
commercial lobby has enjoyed over the
past decade. In light of the experience of
other jurisdictions, Manitobans should
remain concerned about our province’s
commercial sector.65

What role do parents play?

In Manitoba, neither the provincial nor
municipal government directly operates
childcare. Instead, commercial and non-
profit organizations own and run centres,
and independent business people operate
family care homes. Childcare is therefore
officially part of the voluntary or private
sector, not the public sector.

In Manitoba, non-profit centres are
governed by boards of directors. These
boards must be composed of a minimum
20% parents and are limited to a maxi-
mum 20% staff. Commercial centres are
required to have parent advisory commit-
tees; no regulated role exists for parent
involvement in family home care. Mani-
toba’s public regulations proscribe a high
degree of parent involvement in the gov-

ernance of privately-delivered childcare
services.

Parent control has mixed results in
practice. An obvious benefit is that par-
ents have input into the care and opera-
tion of their centre, permitting flexible and
responsive service. An associated benefit
is that jurisdictions with high require-
ments of parent involvement tend to have
low levels of commercial service, to the
overall benefit of quality.66  An unintended
negative outcome of consumer control,
however, is that inexperienced parent
boards (with high turnover and short term
mandates) are often forced to deal with
complex issues beyond their skills.

Moreover, voluntary sector service is
not a direct government responsibility.
Because “the community” starts up and
operates child care, the province can ac-
curately claim that it has no direct respon-
sibility to operate service, nor any formal
role in setting wage rates for childcare
providers.67  The current fiscal crisis of
wages and revenues thus can be con-
strued as a private matter for individual
facilities to solve, not as a logical outcome
of public policy which government must
redress.

Other jurisdictions do a better job of
ensuring an appropriate parent role. In
Quebec, for example, community boards
coordinate service in neighbourhoods
(overseeing several centres and/or fam-
ily day care homes). At the same time, the
province of Quebec has obligations to en-
sure services are available, affordable and
accessible; parent volunteers are not re-
quired to start up and operate all aspects
of service, as they are in Manitoba.
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Under-Served Communities

There is not enough regulated childcare
for most Manitobans; certain populations
are particularly under-served.

Aboriginal

 Childcare for Status Indians in Canada
is a federal responsibility, introducing
complicated federal/provincial jurisdic-
tional issues. Provinces/territories have
jurisdiction for non-status families. For
status First Nation people, childcare is the
responsibility of Indian and Northern Af-
fairs, but it has no childcare program or
policy.68  In Manitoba, as in the rest of
Canada, most First Nations families have
no access to childcare.

Currently, Manitoba First Nation com-
munities, under the Inuit/First Nations
Initiative, are planning childcare services,
undertaking needs assessments and be-
ginning early childhood educator train-
ing courses. By the end of the Initiative, it
is expected that 1,042 reserve-based child
day care spaces will be established in
Manitoba, governed by First Nations’ es-
tablished policy, framework, and regula-
tions.69  By 1998, about 60 new on-reserve
centres (unlicensed) had been started in
Manitoba.70  In urban areas, Aboriginal
families (like other Manitobans) may use
the regulated childcare system, if they can
find and afford care.

Manitoba does not license or fund child
care programs on-reserve, although the
Child Day Care Branch will assist on-re-
serve facilities to meet licensing require-
ments. Approximately 60 new child care
centres have been established since 1995
under the federal government’s First Na-
tions/Inuit Child Care Initiative.

 Manitobans of Aboriginal descent told
the Task Force on Child Care in 1989 that
the evolution of forms of child care that
reflect Aboriginal culture and aspirations
can be a “powerful tool in their efforts to
strengthen the culture, dignity and abil-
ity to prosper of Aboriginal
Manitobans.”71  In all, the Task Force pro-
duced thirteen detailed recommendations
to strengthen and improve all facets of
childcare for the Aboriginal community.72

So far, two specifically Aboriginal train-
ing programs help prepare early child-
hood educators to work sensitively and
respectfully with Aboriginal communi-
ties: the certificate program in Aboriginal
child care at Red River Community Col-
lege and the First Nations ECE training
program at Opaskawayak-Keewatin
Community College.73

Like Aboriginals, other minority
groups have identified lack of diversity
in programming, training and regulations
as a barrier.74  In 1987, the Manitoba
Intercultural Council described the lack
of culturally sensitive and relevant mate-
rials and resources in child day care cen-
tres, and recommended changes in the
training and employment of child care
workers to redress these deficiencies.75

The Task Force on Day Care also recom-
mended increased support for cross-cul-
tural child care training curriculum to pre-
pare the workforce for increased diversity,
a recommendation yet to be fully imple-
mented.76

Francophone

In 1990, childcare services to Franco-
manitobans were assessed by the Work-
ing Group on Francophone Day Care,
which concluded that there was a lack of
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child care specific to the French culture
and language. As of 1992, there was “no
infant, school age or occasional daycare
program available where the sole lan-
guage of instruction and admission is
French.”

A decade ago, there was overwhelm-
ing evidence that Franco-manitobans
were seriously under-served. In 1986, the
French population was 5.4% of those liv-
ing in Manitoba, but only 0.3% of all full-
time preschool spaces, 2.8% of all nurs-
ery school spaces, and 0.9% of all home
care spaces where the sole language of
instruction and admission was French. No
“Francais” school-age or infant care ex-
isted.77  As in the English-speaking popu-
lation, the best-served age group is
preschoolers and even there service is in-
adequate. According to the Working
Group’s 1990 calculations, “[a]ssuming
that Francophones require day care serv-
ices in similar proportions to the general
Manitoba public, the Franco-manitoban
community would require, for example,
417 full-time preschool spaces in Francais
centres. Presently only 25 spaces exist in
this category.”78  Overall, the Working
Group claimed at least 1,021 new spaces
in full-time centre-based preschool, school
age, infant care, nursery school, and home
care were needed.79  Over the decade,
there is no reason to believe access has
improved.

The lack of access was compounded by
lack of trained staff, at all levels of train-
ing, and especially at senior/administra-
tive levels. The Task Force noted a “cru-
cial need for trained bilingual staff.” They
also noted a “lack of child care specific to
the French culture and language, as well
as a lack of resources and training in sup-
port of this system.”80  The Task Force was

further concerned that very few special-
ists offer services in French for children
with special needs.

Rural and Northern

 Across the country, it is widely recog-
nized that extensive use of regulated care
is primarily a metropolitan phenom-
enon.81  The under-servicing of rural and
northern Manitoba families is therefore
congruent with the national problem. In
Manitoba, the lack of non-urban childcare
compounds accessibility problems for
Aboriginal families, given the large native
population living in the north.82

Ten years ago, serious problems and
“special difficulties” with rural and north-
ern childcare were noted by the Task Force
on Child Care.83  Farming, for example, is
one of the few occupations where children
are cared for in the workplace by their
parents, and so child safety is a major is-
sue for farming families. The National
Rural Child Care Survey, to which 500
Manitoba families responded, indicated a
pressing need for rural childcare.84

The national rural childcare study con-
ducted by the Women’s Federated Insti-
tutes in 1991 found that 40% of rural chil-
dren were sometimes left alone to care for
themselves. This finding makes sense in
light of another finding, namely that “less
than 20% of those surveyed had access to
drop-in centres or before and after-school
care.”85  At the time, Family Services Min-
ister Harold Gilleshammer was quoted as
saying that “I don’t see us [the govern-
ment] being able to fund or have people
create daycare centres in rural areas,” pro-
posing that rural families rely instead on
self-help and neighbour-care.86

A 1994 survey of the childcare needs
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of Manitoba farming families conducted
by University of Manitoba researcher Dr.
Lois Brockman concluded that farm fami-
lies are “in great need of flexible and ac-
cessible childcare.”87  The study pointed
out that “the traditional urban day care
model, which is designed primarily for
parents who work regular job hours, can-
not meet the unique needs of farm fami-
lies.”88  Given population density, seasonal
needs, and the distribution of children,
rural parents need alternative care mod-
els.

Early childhood educators in rural ar-
eas earn less than their urban counter-
parts, and have worse benefits. Training
is less available in rural areas. It is likely
that this combination explains the higher
turn-over rates in rural and northern ar-
eas, with the corollary negative effects on
continuity of care and diminished qual-
ity of care for non-urban children.

Special Needs

 In 1998, 600 children participated in
licensed childcare under the Children
With Disabilities Program, which pro-
vides some additional funding for integra-
tion.89  Yet Manitoba “has no written
policy on children with special needs.”90

Eleven years ago, the Task Force on Child
Care noted with concerns that child care
for children with special needs was de-
veloping especially slowly in rural and
remote areas, where there is often a gen-
eral shortage of licensed child care.91

Unlike some other jurisdictions, Mani-
toba has no special training requirements
for staff working with children with dis-
abilities, although children with special
needs are often integrated into main-
stream childcare.

Nationally, Manitoba leads the coun-
try in providing integrated care for chil-
dren with special needs. More than four
in five Manitoba centres enrol at least one
child with special needs, a national high.92

This is a legacy of Manitoba’s pioneering
work which began in the early 1980s un-
der the NDP, to assist with the integration
of children with disabilities into childcare
centres and family homes. Staffing grants
introduced in 1982 enabled centres to hire
additional caregivers to work with spe-
cial needs children. In 1988, the program
was expanded to include greater numbers
of children with developmental delays.93

Today, regulated childcare facilities are
often unable to afford the additional costs
of aides and regularly cannot admit chil-
dren with special needs. Between 1995
and 1998, more than half of all Manitoba
childcare centres turned away a child with
a special need.94  The 2000-01 provincial
budget provides $2.8 million of additional
funds to assist facilities to integrate more
children with special needs, and this may
improve access.

Children in licensed childcare often are
referred to specialists after early identifi-
cation of various learning or developmen-
tal needs. Thus, speech pathologists, be-
haviour specialists and other children’s
experts are an important complement to
the regulated childcare system. Over the
1989 - 99 period, access to such support-
ive services has worsened, although need
has increased. Another facet of unmet
need is care for otherwise able but tem-
porarily sick children.

Extended Hours

Last year, only ten centres and 102 fam-
ily day care homes provided non-tradi-
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tional hours of care — namely, service
outside of Monday to Friday’s regular
workday schedule.95  Extended hours care
represents only 4% of the system’s total
regulated spaces. Yet a significant number
of parents are employed for “non-stand-
ard” or irregular hours — including 40%
of all women in the Canadian work
force.96

Less than one in 20 licensed spaces in
Manitoba provides extended care, mean-
ing the vast majority of parents who re-
quire evening or weekend care, or other
extended hours, are forced to go outside
the licensed, regulated system to find
services for their children. Such services
are often very expensive, yet as unlicensed
service are not eligible for fee subsidy.

The province has recognized this prob-
lem. Additional funding was recently
made available to centres which offer ex-
tended hours care. Facilities that operate
evenings, overnight, weekend and sea-
sonally may receive 1.5 times the regular
funding. Over 1998/99, start-up and op-
erating grant funding was provided to
twenty-three child care facilities to expand
their hours, but this will not be enough to
satisfy the need for extended hours care.97

One unsolved obstacle is adequate com-
pensation for staff who work extended
hours.

Funding and Policy

Childcare is a user-fee service to which the
provincial government provides funds. In
Manitoba, childcare funding fluctuates
dramatically depending on who governs,
and what is happening in Ottawa. This
section considers some selected aspects of
provincial funding and policy.

History

Former Manitoba Child Care Associa-
tion (MCCA) Executive Director Dorothy
Dudek identifies 1983 - 87 as the “grow-
ing years” for licensed childcare in Mani-
toba.98  Others concur. Frances Russell of
the Winnipeg Free Press reports that dur-
ing the years of NDP government,
childcare was consistently a government
priority. Over 1981-82, childcare spending
rose 22%, in 1982-93, it rose 25.6%, in 1984-
85 28.8%, in 1985-86 10.8%, in 1986-87
13.7% and in 1987-88 childcare spending
rose by 20.3%.99  The growth of childcare
in Manitoba was called “phenomenal” by
social policy experts at the University of
Manitoba, who claimed that with adjust-
ment to constant dollars, the 1979 -1986
increase in provincial spending was
635%.100

By contrast, funding from 1990 onward
under the Filmon govenment declined in
real dollars. The 1989 Manitoba Task Force
on Day Care called for childcare funding
to rise by $20 million, but the 1989-90 Con-
servative budget increased funds by only
$2.5 million. This pattern continued. Over
the period 1989 to 1999, funding actually
dropped by 14% in adjusted dollars. The
recently-announced 2000-01 budget in-
crease, at $9.1 million for child care, will
likely move per space funding at or be-
yond the 1990 levels.

For the better part of a decade, begin-
ning in 1991, Manitoba had a two-tiered
childcare system. Some facilities were
fully funded; others received no funding.
Full funding included once-only start-up
grants, annual maintenance grants, audit
grants, grants for children with disabili-
ties, and (while they existed), salary en-
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hancement grants.101  Over the decade, an
average of one in five centres and two out
of five homes was not fully funded (see
Appendix 7). Disparity between funded
and unfunded centres began to shrink in
1998-99. Although the funding gap is nar-
rowing, there remains inequity in school-
age care, as there are fully-funded, par-
tially-funded and unfunded services for
children aged six - 12 years.

In 1991, Manitoba restructured
childcare. All former grants were consoli-
dated into one operating grant, and the
new operating grant was set at two dif-
ferent amounts: one for fully-funded and
another for partially-funded facilities. The
overall share of government funds as a
percentage of centre revenue dropped
from 30% to 20%. Parent fees increased
between 18 - 49%.102  The restructuring

resulted in skyrocketing vacancies, centres
forced to operate with deficits, staff lay-
offs and wage cuts, and quality erosion.103

 In 1991 when parents were hit with
very large fee hikes, they withdrew from
licensed childcare centres in significant
numbers.104  The province’s own figures
show a dramatic drop in use after 1991.
Utilization rates reveal that the Manitoba
system was running at only 63.1% — less
than two-thirds capacity — by 1994 (see
Appendix 2). Other evidence points in the
same direction. For example, Winnipeg
Harvest’s Executive Director David
Northcott reported that the city’s central
food bank supported as many as seven-
teen day care centres at a time between
1988 and 1992.105

Throughout the early 1990s, the prov-
ince was unwilling to support expansion
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in childcare. The clearest evidence is that
in 1993, a temporary freeze was placed on
licensing of all new facilities (whether cen-
tres or homes.) The freeze was later lifted,
and licenses were permitted provided
new facilities signed an acknowledgment
confirming that no provincial grants or
subsidies would be provided. That ac-
knowledgment was a condition of licens-
ing until 1995-96.106  In 1991, the GST was
implemented, adding extra costs to many
childcare expenditures but no additional
provincial compensation. In 1993-94, op-
erating grants for non-profit centres and
family day care homes were reduced by
4%, and operating grants to nursery
schools were reduced by 50%.107  The prov-
ince’s finances were in poor shape in this
period: over the 1992-93 fiscal year, Pre-
mier Filmon ran Manitoba’s largest-ever
real deficit.108

When fees went up and government
grants went down in 1991 and again in
1993, centres were forced to cut wages,
layoff staff, and reduce services as well as
make “invisible” cuts, such as eliminat-
ing hot lunch programs, curtailing field
trips, and cutting back crafts and other
programs.109  After the 1991 fee increase,
the proportion of subsidized to full-fee
paying parents altered (see Appendix 3),
as the system became less income-mixed.

In the mid-1990s, the government es-
tablished a “fact finding” mission, led by
Marcel Laurendeau. The one-man fact
finding mission did no formal research,
but produced a report in 1996.110  One of
the outcomes of this process was a Child
Day Care Regulatory Review Committee
which has met regularly since 1996. The
Regulatory Review committee is made up
of 20-plus government-appointed mem-
bers, and has been successful in initiating

some important administrative changes to
improve administration and operations.
Their funding proposal was adopted in
the provincial 2000 budget.

Growth

From 1989 to 1999, growth in the li-
censed sector was very modest. In 1989,
there were 14,623 centre spaces; in March
2000 there were 18,352, an increase of 26%.
In 1989, these spaces were provided by 487
centres; in 1999, by 522 centres. This rep-
resents new facility increase of less than
1% annually. Very slow growth means lit-
tle change over the decade in the distri-
bution of group care. Communities that
were under-served a decade ago are still
unlikely to have access to licensed group
care.

Growth in the licensed family home
sector has followed a similar pattern, with
an important distinction. Over 1989 - 99,
the average number of children per fam-
ily day home grew by 25%. Like the cen-
tre sector, family homes grew more
“dense” over the decade, and so provided
expansion with minimal or no cost. Un-
like childcare centres, however, the
number of family daycare homes peaked
in 1992 -93. Today there are 78 fewer fam-
ily homes than at the 1993 high. In 2000,
we have yet to restore service to earlier
levels.

Subsidies

The proportion of subsidized spaces in
Manitoba has ranged from 39% to 53% of
the total number of licensed spaces over
the past decade (see Appendix 3).

Prior to 1992, a licensed non-profit fa-
cility was guaranteed the ability to enrol
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subsidized children, an important finan-
cial assist for centres. After 1992, licens-
ing was no longer carried this assur-
ance.111  At the same time, the
longstanding policy of restricting fee sub-
sidies to non-profit centres was over-
turned. In 1991 the province permitted
commercial centres to be eligible for guar-
anteed fee payment for up to 25% of their
licensed spaces if they were occupied by
subsidized children.112  The provincial sub-
sidy budget was thus spread over more
facilities beginning in 1991.

Before 1993, a parent who qualified for
a “full” subsidy could be surcharged a
maximum of $1 per day per child, and
many facilities chose not to collect it.113

After 1993, the maximum unsubsidized
surcharge rose to $2.40 per day per child.
As discussed earlier, this meant that even

very low-income parents had to pay in-
creases of 140% or more. The $2.40 per day
per child surcharge had an identifiable
effect on very low-income parents. In a
November 1995 government document
written by a senior bureaucrat, the prov-
ince acknowledged that the larger sur-
charge “may have had the effect of sub-
sidy users seeking lower cost care alter-
natives” as they pulled their children from
licensed care.114

In 1993, subsidies were further re-
stricted by a reduction from eight weeks
to two weeks for unemployed subsidized
parents looking for work. The lost six
weeks of eligibility were only restored in
2000 by NDP Family Services and Hous-
ing Minister Tim Sale.115  In 1996-97, 400
of the 8,600 subsidized “cases” were re-
served for employment or training for
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employment and income assistance cli-
ents. They appear in provincial figures,
but represent a loss to the general parent
pool. Over the late 1990s, a series of other
targeted programs for welfare-to-work
transitions were designed, and several
included regulated childcare in some
form.116

Early Childhood Educator Workforce

One 1980s government initiative to
support the ECE workforce was training.
Over 1984-88, the NDP government
launched training programs, that allowed
employed childcare workers to upgrade
their qualifications. In announcing one
new program with 500 spaces, Commu-
nity Services Minister Muriel Smith re-
ported that “during their training, they
[workers] maintain their positions at full
salary and benefits.” Instead of firing all
untrained workers, “the government
thought it better to train them at public
expense” explained one government press
release.117  Over a four-year period, the
number of child care workers in full-time
centres who met the minimal training re-
quirements increased from 17% to 62%.118

This model of in-service training was not
continued by the Filmon government.

Another very popular initiative was a
direct grant for wages. Manitoba was one
of the first jurisdictions in Canada to pro-
vide direct support to the childcare
workforce. Begun in 1984 by the NDP and
originally designed for trained staff in
centres, it excluded family home care pro-
viders until 1990-91.119  The maximum per
person grant grew from an initial $2,300
to $4,350 before being cut in 1991. The
Salary Enhancement Grant was an NDP
initiative, which contrasts sharply with
Progressive Conservative approaches to

the long-standing wage issue. In 1991,
Minister Gilleshammer proposed that the
long-term solution to increasing salaries
could be “a change in child-staff ratios.”120

One strength of the salary grant was
that it was restricted to staff in non-profit
centres, a provision the commercial sec-
tor vigorously protested.121  Overall, the
direct grant for wages was a material rec-
ognition that parent fees alone could not
adequately remunerate childcare provid-
ers. As the province explained, direct ac-
tion and direct public funding were nec-
essary to improve wages.122  The current
government has not re-implemented a
wage enhancement grant, preferring in-
stead to provide block funding to indi-
vidual facilities, a financing model the
NDP has elsewhere rejected.

 Since 1991, when the Salary Enhance-
ment Grant was eliminated, Manitoba
wages have plummeted in real terms.123

“In Manitoba there was a greater decrease
in wage enhancement grants as a propor-
tion of revenue than the increase in oper-
ating/equipment grants,” conclude the
authors of a recent national study of
wages. They calculate the wages grant
was 9.6% of average centre revenue in
1991 but dropped to just 0.1% in 1998.124

As a consequence of the 1991 overhaul,
with its simultaneous elimination of the
wage grant and massive increases to par-
ent fees, childcare providers in centres
“experienced layoffs, job sharing, de-
creased benefits, wage and benefit
rollbacks.”125  By 1993-94, The Manitoba
Child Care Association (MCCA) esti-
mated that Manitoba’s child care employ-
ees subsidized the system in excess of
$13,000,000 and they presented a bill for
that amount to the Legislature.126  The bill
would be much larger if figured today,
while the fundamental problem of wages
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in a fee-for-service system persists.

Funding

In real dollars, childcare funding was
cut considerably over the 1990s.127 When
adjusted to real dollars, Manitoba’s per-
space funding dropped 14% over the dec-
ade — a massive loss to an already cash-
starved system. In the 1999-2000 fiscal
year, per space funding was $2,307 — still
10% below 1990 spending levels (see Ap-
pendices 6A and 6B). The province would
have to spend $2,562 per space in 2000 to
be level with spending ten years earlier.
New spending in 2000-01 may improve
1990 spending levels — perhaps by up to
10%. (This calculation is very approxi-
mate, but here are some reasonable esti-
mates: if 2000-01 spending is the projected

$60.2 million on the current 22,112 spaces,
then per space spending would be $2,720.
In 1999, $2,270 is the equivalent of $2,280
1990 dollars, or about an 8.6% increase
above the $2,100 spent in 1990.)

Childcare is one of many Manitoba
services which lost ground over the 1990s;
other social services experienced cuts as
well. According to the current Minister of
Family Services and Housing, welfare
spending was reduced about 17% and
healthcare lost 9 -10% over the same pe-
riod.

Notwithstanding the 14% drop be-
tween 1989 to 1999, Manitoba still fares
surprisingly well in national comparison.
In 1998, Manitoba’s recurring government
operating/ equipment grants provided
19.9% of average centre budgets, more
than the national average of about 10%.128

It is a testament to the degree of public



A Decade of Decline: Regulated Child Care in Manitoba, 1989 - 1999   23

support and funding established in the
1980s that our provincial standing is
above the national average despite a dec-
ade of cuts.

Future Policy Changes

In 1988, the Winnipeg Social Planning
Council recommended that the priority
for improving childcare in Manitoba
should be first, to expand the supply of
licensed spaces; second, to augment the
wages of child care workers; and third to
increase fee subsidies.129  The 1989 Task
Force on Day Care made a different rec-
ommendation. In their view, the “future
strategy for the child care system must be
a combination of expansion of spaces and
support to ensure quality care in both ex-
isting and new spaces.”130  A decade later,
the Manitoba Child Care Association
(MCCA) proposed a third solution: that
the “first priority needs to be a change in
funding to permit a higher wage and im-
proved benefits for all caregivers” with
any enhanced money going to the exist-
ing system.131  In January 2000, over fifty-
five organizations requested a fourth and
more far-reaching alternative: that Mani-
toba commit to a Quebec-style publicly-
funded childcare system, and lobby fed-
erally for a national childcare program to
cost-share the new system.  Based on the
recent budget, it appears that proposals
focussed on wages hold political favour
with the new Minister of Family Serv-
ices.132

In 2000, policy advice is provided to the
Minister of Family Services and Housing
by the Child Day Care Regulatory Review
Committee. A number of the Committee’s
earlier recommendations have been im-
plemented, to the general approval of the

early childhood educator field. Some of
the positive outcomes have included pro-
viding for subsidy to follow each child
(rather than be directed to the facility), the
development of extended hours services,
and over one hundred regulatory amend-
ments “to ensure safe environments for
children and increased flexibility for fa-
cilities.”133  However, the “Reg Review”
committee provides privileged informa-
tion to the Minister. As such, their work
cannot be reported, any background ma-
terial which informs their deliberations is
confidential, and even Freedom of Infor-
mation inquiries cannot make their re-
search and recommendations public infor-
mation.134

One of the recommendations made by
the Regulatory Review Committee and
adopted by the 2000-01 budget was an
increase in parent fees as well as an in-
crease in provincial operating grants. The
recommendations are designed to “stabi-
lize the current system,” which the
MCCA, the Regulation Review Commit-
tee and the Minister consider the top pri-
ority. The exact effects of the recent
changes are still being worked out in the
field. What is certain is that although in-
fant and preschool facilities will receive
much-needed additional revenue, school-
age programs will actually lose dollars.
The new budget also increases parent fees,
fails to expand eligibility for subsidy, and
does not lift the punitive $2.40/day per
child fee. Perhaps more disturbingly, the
province has not announced any long-
term strategy for policy redesign; mean-
ing that the recent additional funds sig-
nal a continuation of the Conservative
approach to childcare service.
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Workforce Issues

The Manitoba childcare workforce is in
crisis and the main reason is financial.
Childcare work is very badly remuner-
ated. Most childcare workers earn below
the poverty line, and almost none can af-
ford to use the care they provide to other
people’s children.135

Policy-makers and decision-makers
have known for well over a decade that
childcare providers are exploited. In 1988,
the Mansis report on comparative worth
determined that early childhood educa-
tors deserved the same remuneration as
a Winnipeg School Division No. 1 Nurs-
ery Teacher, Class III. As a result, the re-
port recommended salaries be increased
about 37%. The 1989 Report of the Task
Force on Child Care also observed that
“salary levels are inadequate.”136  This bad
situation worsened over the mid-1990s, as
the purchasing power of childcare work-
ers in Manitoba fell. A large national study
has recently concluded that childcare
wages dropped significantly in real dol-
lars in Manitoba between 1991 and
1998.137

Further wage differentials emerge
when the province of Manitoba is exam-
ined more closely.139  According to an
MCCA survey, the average centre direc-
tor in Winnipeg earned $17.41/hour in
1997 compared to $14.70/hour in rural

centres. Regional variation was also found
in wages for other early childhood edu-
cator classifications. There are other sig-
nificant disparities in benefits, including
pensions. When combined, these dispari-
ties make it less viable for a rural ECE II
or III to undertake a life-time career com-
mitment to childcare. These inequities
provide objective workforce disincentives
to staff in northern and rural centres.
Moreover, they result in diminished qual-
ity of care  to children in rural and north-
ern centres.140

Low wages are associated with high
turn-over rates, and in Manitoba provid-
ers have a turn-over rate of just under 20%
annually.141  This means that more than
one in five children using childcare can
expect their provider to change each year.
High turn-over rates are linked to reduced
quality.142

 Suffering from real wage cuts, the
Manitoba Child Care Association
(MCCA) is playing a changed political
role as it narrows its representations to
remuneration issues, to the exclusion of
other concerns. In a disturbing passage,
they recently criticized 1998-99 provincial
funding improvements, decrying that:
“dollars that should have gone toward
your wage increase went into funding for
new spaces in rural Manitoba, increased
dollars for the integration of children with
special needs, and money for flexible

Table 6
Hourly Wage Rates in Manitoba, 1991 and 1998 (mean gross hourly wage)138

1991 1998 Real loss

“Untrained Staff” $8.60  $8.37    12.6%
“Trained Staff” $9.29  $9.49      9.3%
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childcare.”143  The MCCA also publicly
supports the parent fee increase recom-
mended by the Reg Review committee, on
which they hold three seats.144    The crisis
in worker wages thus not only diminishes
the quality of care for children, it also has
political ramifications and negative effects
on social solidarity within the childcare
community as well.

Unionized childcare centres demon-
strate a different pattern. Across Canada,
the best wages and working conditions for
ECE staff are in unionized centres.145  Cur-
rently, about a dozen Manitoba centres are
organized by the Canadian Union of Pub-
lic Employees (CUPE), the Steelworkers
(USWA) and the United Food and Com-
mercial Workers (UFCW). CUPE has be-
gun a drive to increase the number of its
organized centres. Since January 2000, the
Manitoba Government Employees Union
(MGEU) has also undertaken a concerted
organizing drive. To date, fifteen centres
have certified with MGEU, and discus-
sions are underway with many more.146

Support from large progressive unions
bodes very well for the field, which may
soon be able to negotiate sector-wide
agreements rather than on a centre-by-
centre basis with individual boards.

If the organizing is sustained, ad-
equately-resourced and successful,
childcare will be represented by a union
or unions which can negotiate directly
with the province on behalf of staff. This
will effectively challenge the formal posi-
tion that childcare is not part of the
broader public sector. Early childhood
educators would then be well-positioned
to make pay equity claims with other so-
cial service public sector workers. The
wages strategy pursued to date, which has

relied on professionalization and coopera-
tive relations with government, has thus
far been unable to staunch losses across
the decade, let alone generate improve-
ments. A trade-union alternative therefore
will likely be received positively by the
field, and will add important leverage to
policy proposals for new approaches to
childcare funding.

Federal / Provincial Issues

“Families in which both parents of young
children work would find more support
in balancing their work and family re-
sponsibilities if they lived in some Euro-
pean countries rather than Canada.” 147

Overall, Canada does a poor job of sup-
porting parents, and our relatively weak
national policy has consequences in Mani-
toba. This section considers some selected
federal/ provincial issues as they impact
on this province’s ability to support par-
ents in childrearing.

Maternity/Parental leave

Federal policies govern the payment of
benefits through (Un)Employment Insur-
ance for maternity and parental leave, al-
though each province has discretion to set
the terms of leave under its employment
standards legislation. Right now in Mani-
toba, 17 weeks of leave are available to the
natural mother and federal
(Un)Employment Insurance will pay 55%
of the salary of eligible mothers (to a maxi-
mum cap of $413) for 15 weeks, with a 2
week unpaid waiting period.148  Whether
adopting or biological parents, mothers
and fathers are each entitled to an addi-
tional seventeen weeks of parental leave,
for which federal (Un)Employment Insur-
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ance payments will be available for 10
weeks, with the possibility of a second
two-week waiting period with no
benefits.

Recent figures show that many new
parents are ineligible for paid maternity
or parental leaves. Nationally, only about
36% of men and 30% of women are cov-
ered by EI. 149  In 1997, 5,180 initial mater-
nity claims were allowed of the 14,655
births in Manitoba.150  Jane Jenson ob-
serves that restrictive federal policy means
that many mothers are forced back into
employment because they cannot sustain
the income loss associated with taking
unpaid leaves.151  Some employers may
provide supplementary benefits to “top-
up” the EI payments of parents. Workers
with supplementary benefit plans tend to
be long-term employees of large, gener-
ally unionized workplaces. Few part-time,
casual or self-employed parents have ac-
cess to additional maternity/parental ben-
efits.

Overall, this means that new parents
with labour force attachment are likely to
return to paid work very rapidly. From
these figures, we can extrapolate that a
significant demand for infant care exists.
In the 2000 Budget, the federal govern-
ment announced it was changing EI to
permit up to a full year of funded family
leave for new or adopting parents. Right
now there are no announced plans to
amend Manitoba’s employment stand-
ards to permit parents to take advantage
of the newly extended leave provisions.

Federal Cost-sharing

The federal government used to cost-
share child care services through the
Canada Assistance Plan’s childcare pro-

visions.152  Federal cost-sharing helped
Manitoba pay for childcare costs between
1974-1996. Manitoba was the first Cana-
dian province to take advantage of the
Canada Assistance Plan’s provisions for
childcare for children “in need.”153

In April 1996, the Canada Health and
Social Transfer (CHST) took effect, replac-
ing the earlier Canada Assistance Plan
(CAP). This new arrangement included a
significant cut in federal support for funds
for childcare and other health and social
spending. “In effect, the federal govern-
ment with[drew] from financing the child
care field, leaving it to the provinces.
Thereafter divergence in childcare in-
creased among the provinces.”154  The loss
of federal money was especially troubling
for the historically “have not” provinces,
including Manitoba. Manitoba received
$236 million less federal money in 1998
than in 1996. The 1999 federal budget pro-
vided a one-time infusion of funds
(mainly in response to the health lobby)
but has yet to restore base funding to pre-
1996 levels.

The major way federal funds transfer
to the province for childcare is now
through the tax system. This approach
privatizes public spending, and is roundly
criticized for being inefficient and ineffec-
tive in redressing problems of access.

Taxation

A parent who pays childcare fees in
Manitoba may get some relief from Ot-
tawa through the tax system. The Child
Care Expense Deduction (CCED) is the
only universal program available to par-
ents to help defray the cost of childcare.
The maximum amount parents can de-
duct, provided they have receipts, is
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$7,000 for a child under seven and $4,000
for a child aged seven to 16 years. The
lower income parent (in a two-parent fam-
ily, generally the mother) must claim the
deduction. As the Canadian Research
Policy Network points out, the CCED’s
value to parents varies by tax bracket, pro-
viding more benefit to higher income
families than it does to low-income fami-
lies.155  They conclude that despite tax de-
ductions or credits, paying for childcare
“remains a very expensive proposition for
middle and upper income parents.”156

In 1997, the federal government insti-
tuted the National Child Benefit for low-
income Canadians. The NCB is delivered
through the Canada Child Tax Benefit and
the National Child Benefit Supplement, as
part of a federal/provincial/territorial
agreement. Although the NCB is not a
childcare program, it does ensure some
money goes to families raising children.
The NCB includes a “reinvestment” strat-
egy, which permits provinces to reduce
welfare payments for low-income fami-
lies with children, provided they use the
reduction to fund other services to pro-
mote healthy child development. This as-
pect of the NCB has drawn the most criti-
cism, since reducing welfare expenditures
tends to be a higher priority than helping
poor families.

National Child Care Act, the National
Children’s Agenda and the New Social
Union

Currently, under the window of possi-
bility created by the Social Union and the
National Children’s Agenda, children’s
advocates are working to ensure federal
action on childcare. Advocates are calling
on the federal government for a national
strategy for early childhood development

and services for all children, as well as
much improved maternity and parental
leave benefits and a less punitive National
Child Benefit.157

Given the loss of CAP and the federal
government’s preference for decentraliza-
tion, leadership will have to come from
the provinces. According to the 1996 fed-
eral Throne Speech, no new national pro-
grams in areas of provincial jurisdiction
will be created without the agreement of
a majority of the provinces.158  A variety
of social policy organizations, including
Campaign 2000, the Child Care Advocacy
Association of Canada and others, are
therefore turning to their provincial gov-
ernments to champion a national
childcare policy to support children and
families.

In the 1980s, Manitoba was at the fore-
front of such political organizing. Advo-
cates across the country recognized Mani-
toba’s leadership and contributions to lob-
bying for a quality national childcare act.
Over the Fall of 1987, the NDP govern-
ment led by Community Services Minis-
ter Muriel Smith led a push for the fed-
eral government to set a national day care
program.159  In fact, under Muriel Smith,
“daycare tops provincial agenda,” accord-
ing to the Winnipeg Sun of June 5, 1987.

The current provincial NDP has yet to
announce if or how it will be working with
the National Children’s Agenda or the
new Social Union to improve early child-
hood care and education. What is clear,
however, is that in a traditionally “have-
not” province like Manitoba, federal cost-
sharing will be a prerequisite for improve-
ment and expansion. It is equally clear
that federal support will not be forthcom-
ing without concerted pressure from the
provinces.
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Policy Challenges

Manitoba’s childcare system has de-
clined in many important respects over
the past decade. The largest reason for this
decline is lack of political will on the part
of the government of the day. In the cur-
rent system, there are some acute policy
challenges that must be addressed.

Accessibility

There is a licensed childcare space for
only one in ten Manitoba children. For
infants and preschoolers, this ratio wors-
ens. Access is also severely restricted for
other groups. Many Manitoban children
— especially those in rural and northern
areas, in Aboriginal and francophone
communities, those with special needs or
whose parents work non-standard hours,
and those who are sick — cannot find the
services they need, when and where they
need them.

Funding and support will need to be
provided to ensure that children and fami-
lies have access to the care they need,
when they need it, where they need it, at
costs that are affordable. This will require
planned growth, supported by public
funds.

To provide better access, childcare serv-
ices must expand. Yet provincial policy
and funding is restricted to “stabilizing”
the current system. In such proposals, the
needs of staff are prioritized before the
needs of children and families who use
the system. This may have the unintended
effect of introducing antagonisms be-
tween providers and those they care for,
with negative implications for solidarity
within the field.

Quality

Manitoba’s regulations provide a floor
below which the quality of care is not sup-
posed to fall. Yet, one in three centres vio-
lates the requirements for trained staff,
and there are no training requirements for
family day care homes. Centres and fam-
ily homes now care for larger numbers of
children. In 1989, 100% trained staff ratios
characterized many centres; today, only
66% are required to be trained and one-
third of centres fall below that. Good
wages are a predictor of quality, and
wages in Manitoba have fallen. As fund-
ing dropped by 14% over the decade,
wages consumed a larger portion of budg-
ets, taking funds away from children’s
programming. As knowledge about early
childhood care and education grows,
Manitoba’s childcare system may be too
under-funded to keep up with best prac-
tices.

Inadequate funding continues to pose
significant challenges for a childcare sys-
tem aiming for high quality care and edu-
cation.

Affordability

An important dimension of accessibil-
ity is affordability. It scarcely matters if
services exist in a neighbourhood if par-
ents cannot afford them. In Manitoba, as
in all provinces except Quebec and Brit-
ish Columbia, childcare firmly remains a
market service with user fees. Daycare is
very expensive, easily representing almost
half the after-tax income of women in
many clerical and service occupations.160

The affordability of Manitoba’s care just
worsened, as a fee increase will be imple-
mented effective June 25 2000. This sends
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a problematic signal: in provinces mov-
ing toward public funding and the enti-
tlement of all children, fees either remain
constant or drop.

Raising fees seems like an easy solu-
tion for a cash-strapped system; less ob-
vious are the negative consequences that
flow from hiking parent fees and remain-
ing trapped in a user-fee system. In a dis-
play of this ignorance, the Winnipeg Free
Press has thrice editorialized about the
need for fee increases, and recommended
even larger hikes than those announced
in May 2000.161  The inescapable fact is that
in a market-based system, the problem of
affordability is inherent and integral to the
fundamental service. How, therefore, will
the provincial NDP government ensure
that all families have access to high qual-
ity childcare as market forces continue to
operate?

Subsidies

Martha Friendly, of the Child Care Re-
source and Research Unit at the Univer-
sity of Toronto, bluntly declares that “the
subsidy system is a dinosaur... we should
have early childhood care and education
for all children.”162  As she points out, the
best policy is public funding that ensures
universal access. Failing that, an interim
improvement would be a system of slid-
ing fees that recognizes family income and
need. However, Manitoba currently sub-
sidizes only 5% of the province’s children,
leaving the rest to the market and their
parents’ ability to pay. Those parents who
do qualify for eligibility — set punishingly
low, below the poverty line — must pay
up to $2.40 per day per child. The NDP in
opposition strongly protested the intro-

duction of these fees, which makes their
recent 2000 budget decision to continue
the Tory policy puzzling.

Commercial Care

Because the free-enterprise sector may
be willing to start-up badly needed serv-
ices at little or no public cost, governments
eager to see service expansion without
increased public expenditures may en-
courage growth in the commercial sector.
Over three fiscal years, as the Filmon gov-
ernment changed  childcare policy, the
commercial sector grew 17%.163  The Mani-
toba Liberals and Progressive Conserva-
tives are on record as supporting commer-
cial childcare service, and would further
open the market to free enterprise
childcare.164

The current government will have to
choose how it will fund and monitor the
commercial sector in Manitoba. Back in
1989, a decision was made to grandfather
existing for-profit centres. How will the
serious quality concerns about Manitoba
commercial centres be addressed? How
will the hyper-exploitation of underpaid
staff in commercial centres be rectified?
Current government policy has thus far
not publicly addressed these issues.

Fee Ceilings

Manitoba maximum fees are effectively
provincially-determined.165  This has had
the effect of ensuring equal revenues for
facilities, preventing the development of
two-tiered care, with expensive care for
affluent families and cheaper service for
lower-income parents. Another benefit
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has been that the fee model (in combina-
tion with the funding structure) has cre-
ated an environment in which commer-
cial childcare is discouraged.

Some discussions have introduced the
possibility of lifting the fee ceilings.166  In
such an environment, the profit potential
for commercial centres would be greatly
increased. Additionally, differences would
likely emerge in facilities in high and low-
income neighbourhoods, creating
“cadillac” care in affluent areas where par-
ents could afford higher fees. In such
“cadillac” centres, salaries to staff might
rise due to higher revenues, benefiting
low paid workers; two-tiered care, how-
ever, violates social equity and social soli-
darity.

What sorts of choices will the govern-
ment make about fees? In light of the
Quebec model of $5/day childcare, and
the announcement of moves toward a
similar plan for British Columbia, Mani-
toba parents are likely to ask for parity.
How will our government respond?

Under-Served Communities
Nine out of ten Manitoba children do

not have access to a licensed childcare
space. For many children, access is even
worse. Infant care, school-age care, rural
and northern care, care for children with
special needs, extended hours care, and
care for Aboriginal and minority (includ-
ing language minority) children are lack-
ing. Access is stratified by class and other
social divisions. How will social equity be
ensured? How will these service needs be
met?

Wages

Manitoba’s childcare workers earn ex-

ploitative wages, face poor working con-
ditions and uncertain financial prospects.
Not surprisingly, some are “voting with
their feet’ and leaving the field while
many others are turning to the solidarity
of the labour movement. The loss of
trained staff severely compromises the
quality of care that is provided to children.
Currently, one in three Manitoba centres
is operating without the required number
of trained staff.

The recent funding increase may “sta-
bilize” the system, as the MCCA and oth-
ers have called for, by permitting some
wages to rise. The larger structural prob-
lem, however, will remain: namely, in a
user-fee system, wages depend on fees
and parents cannot afford to pay what
staff deserve to earn. There is no way out
of this permanent Catch-22 except by
moving to public funding. Unfortunately,
Manitoba policy-makers are not discuss-
ing a new model of childcare provision
— meaning that the structural problems
of wages and fees are likely to go
unaddressed.

In the meantime, as long as childcare
remains a market service, serious consid-
eration should be given to restoring sal-
ary enhancement grants. Designated
wage grants go directly to staff, permit-
ting wages to rise and redressing some
(but not all) workforce issues.

Planning and Coordination

Family policy is complex and inter-re-
lated. Because of the past practice of frag-
menting family and children’s services in
discrete policy silos, there is little planning
or coordination across differing areas of
responsibility or jurisdictions. Education
oversees kindergartens, Family Services
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and Housing has responsibility for
childcare services, Labour governs mater-
nity and parental leave, Manitoba has no
designated municipal role — yet health,
justice, the status of women and other
departments also overlap. The policy frag-
mentation and incoherence must end, and
family policy must be planned and coor-
dinated.

Maternity and Parental Leave

One obvious reform would be to
amend Manitoba’s employment stand-
ards legislation to extend provincial ma-
ternity, parental and adoption leaves to
synchronize with the newly-announced
federal initiative permitting new parents
up to one year of Employment Insurance
coverage. EI is an admittedly imperfect
method of paying for reproduction, since
it covers only about one in three workers
and the remuneration rates are far too low.
Still, it is the only existing mechanism to
provide income replacement to new par-
ents. As such, Manitoba should immedi-
ately bring  provincial legislation in line
with the maximum permitted federal
leave. In the longer-term, as explained
above, family policy needs to be coordi-
nated and comprehensive.

National Action

Manitoba is traditionally one of Cana-
da’s “have-not” provinces. It is clear that
an adequate early childhood care and
education system for all Manitobans will
be extremely difficult without federal cost-
sharing. What sorts of leadership and ini-
tiative will the provincial government
take in ensuring a national childcare
policy develops?

During the 1980s, part of what made
Manitoba a Canadian leader was its effec-
tive role in working for a national
childcare act. What stance will the Mani-
toba government take in current federal/
provincial discussions regarding the Na-
tional Children’s Agenda? Will we see the
national leadership and championing that
the Manitoba NDP brought to Ottawa in
the 1980s?

Future Policy Directions

The 1990s have been a decade of de-
cline in many respects. The small gains
that have occurred do not offset the sig-
nificant losses — and the childcare sys-
tem that endured the 1990s was far from
adequate, even a decade ago.

Recent policy proposals and the 2000-
01 budget emphasize “stabilizing” the
system, with a focus on wages. The
childcare workforce is exploited and the
need for government redress is urgent and
unmistakable. At the same time, there are
other urgent and compelling needs. Our
province’s childcare system cannot ac-
commodate the nine in 10 children ex-
cluded from licensed early childhood care
and education, it under-serves children
with special needs, families outside of
urban centres, parents who want ex-
tended hours care, infants and school-age
children, Aboriginal and minority com-
munities and others. Care is unaffordable
for most Manitobans, and the crisis of ac-
cess and cost must be addressed. So far,
planning for growth and access is not on
the table.

Currently, there is policy and service
fragmentation. The provincial govern-
ment (like the federal government) has no
obligation to plan for or coordinate early
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childhood care and education. As a result,
children’s access to quality service is es-
sentially random, depending on family
resources. Under this market-based sys-
tem, early childhood educators cannot get
wage fairness. The compounded effects of
under-funding and political neglect mean
worsened quality of care for children and
families. The childcare system that was
coming into being in the 1980s has been
badly eroded, but was not perfect even
before a decade of cuts and losses.

We should not patch up the inadequa-

cies of the current market-based system,
tempting as that option may seem in the
short-term. Quality, wages, access, fund-
ing, coordination and affordability are
knitted together: none can be solved in
isolation, since it is their interplay which
creates the problems detailed in this re-
port.

 Manitoba needs to redesign early
childhood care and education as a pub-
licly-funded service for all children. When
— or whether — this happens is a ques-
tion of political will.
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Appendix 1

Childcare Fees in Manitoba, 1987 - 2000

For the purposes of this table, parent fees are calculated as the sum of the province’s maximum subsidized fee and the

unsubsidized daily  fee ($1 before 1993,  $2.40  after 1993. Most facilities apply this surcharge).  For infants and

preschoolers, “full” day means more than 4 hours/day and less than 10 hours/day care. “Regular” school-age care means

two or more period of service: before-school, lunch-time and/or after-school care.  This table uses typical home fees

(where the provider does not have ECE II or III classification).

Sources: Family Services, ‘Child day care: History of maximum daily fees and Schedule D Maximum Daily Fees;

personal communication with Kathy Reid.

Full-day Infant Full-day Preschool Regular School

Centre             Home Centre              Home Centre             Home

1987-88 $15.65 $15.65 $13.20 $13.20 $8.10 $8.10

1988-89 $16.40 $16.40 $13.80 $13.80 $8.45 $8.45

1989-90 $17.10 $17.10 $14.40 $14.40 $8.80 $8.80

1999-91 $18.70 $18.70 $15.75 $15.75 $9.60 $9.60

1991-92 $27.45 $20.00 $18.40 $16.10 $9.60 $9.60

1992-93 $27.45 $20.00 $18.40 $16.10 $9.60 $9.60

1993-94 $27.45 $20.00 $18.40 $16.10 $9.60 $9.60

1994-95 $27.45 $20.00 $18.40 $16.10 $9.60 $9.60

1995-96 $27.45 $20.00 $18.40 $16.10 $9.60 $9.60

1996-97 $27.45 $20.00 $18.40 $16.10 $9.60 $9.60

1997-98 $27.45 $20.00 $18.40 $16.10 $9.60 $9.60

1998-99 $27.45 $20.00 $18.40 $16.10 $9.60 $9.60

INCREASE from 1987 - 1999

75% 28% 39% 22% 21% 21%

1999-00 $27.45 $20.00 $18.40 $16.10 $9.60 $9.60

2000 - 01 $28.00 $20.40 $18.80 $16.40 $9.60 $9.60

INCREASE from 1987 - 2001

79% 30% 42% 24% 21% 21%
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Appendix 2

Spaces and Utilization in Funded Facilities

Source: ‘Funded space’ numbers from Annual Reports, Family

Services, and included fully and partially-funded spaces (therefore

excluding all private centres and unfunded facilities); ‘utilization rate’

provided by Child Day Care, and are only available for 1991 onward.

Utilization is calculated by the province from May to June (a typical

one-month billing period) and represents the utilization rates of fully or

partially-funded centres only.

Year Total Spaces Funded Spaces Utilization rate

88-89 16,639 11,505     NA
89-90 17,246 11,761     NA
90-91 18,220 12,290 80.8%
91-92 18,977 14,009 70.7%
92-93 19,115 14,009 71.4%
93-94 18,988 13,773 63.1%
94-95 18,846 13,470 67.6%
95-96 19,286 13,618 62.8%
96-97 19,988 13,678 70.2%
97-98 20,490 13,504 69.9%
98-99 21,369 15,624 86.3%
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Table 3

Subsidies in Manitoba, 1988 - 1999

This table shows that the relationship of fee-paying and subsidized parents has changed over the 1987 - 99 period. Overall,

the system has become less income-mixed with more low-income parents. A likely implication is that fees are less affordable

to unsubsidized parents.

Source: Subsidy figures are derived from the narrative in Annual Reports of Ministry of Family Services, 1987-88 through

1998-99. Some variation may occur between children, spaces and cases. No distinction is made between ‘full’ and ‘partial’

subsidy. Total spaces calculated as sum of all licensed centre and home spaces.

Year Subsidy Total Spaces Full Fee % Subsidized

87 - 88 5,300 15,870 10,570 33%

88 - 89 6,300 16,639 10,339 38%

89 - 90 6,709 17,246 10,537 39%

90 - 91 7,566 18,220 10,654 42%

91- 92 8,919 18,977 10,058 47%

92 - 93 9,669 19,115 9,446 51%

93 - 94 9,600 18,988 9,388 51%

94 - 95 9,900 18,846 8,946 53%

95 - 96 9,900 19,286 9,386 51%

96 - 97 8,6001 19,988 11,388 43%

97 - 98 8,8832 20,490 11,607 43%

98 - 99 9,883 21,369 11,486 46%

1 Of which 400 were reserved for training for Employment and Income Assistance clients.

2 The 97-98 Annual Report notes that the subsidy allocation was exceeded by an unspecified amount. However, the 1998-99

Annual Report reports that the 98-99 allocation of 9,883 was an increase of 1,000 children. Hence, I calculated 8,883 for

1997 - 98.
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Appendix 4

Growth in Licensed Facilities and Spaces:

1989 - 1999

Growth in the number of facilities has lagged behind growth in the number of licensed space

capacity.

Source: Annual Reports, Family Services

    Centres Centre Spaces Homes Home Spaces

88 - 89 485 14,347 428 2,292

89 - 90 487 14,623 470 2,623

90 - 91 493 15,094 556 3,126

91- 92 508 15,504 613 3,473

92 - 93 511 15,563 622 3,552

93 - 94 518 15,720 560 3,268

94 - 95 519 15,735 521 3,111

95 - 96 516 16,014 524 3,272

96 - 97 526 16,614 531 3,374

97 - 98 525 17,001 537 3,489

98 - 99 522 17,723 544 3,646

Growth since 1989:

7.6% 19% 27% 51%
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Appendix 5

Quality Breaches in Manitoba Centres, 1986- 1999

Licensing actions are issued by the Child Day Care Branch when there is an infraction of the

regulations. Orders are issued when “serious violations of licensing regulations occur.”  Nonprofit

centres are listed below as “NP”; commercial centres are listed as “Comm”

Sources: Family Services Annual Reports, 1986-87 through 1998-1999.

Orders Susp/Refusals Total Number Total Number

 NP Comm NP Comm NP Centres Comm. Centres

1986-87 1 2 0 0 NA NA

1987-88 1 4 0 1 NA NA

1988-89 3 1 0 0 444 41

1989-90 1 5 0 3 452 35

1990-91 1 1 0 1 455 38

1991-92 0 0 0 0 467 41

1992-93 1 4 0 0 470 42

1993-94 3 2 0 0 476 42

1994-95 2 1 0 0 478 41

1995-96 2 3 0 0 473 43

1996-97 0 1 0 0 483 43

1997-98 0 0 0 0 483 42

1998-99 1 1 0 0 481 41

TOTAL 16 24 0 5

Note: 1986-87 and 1987-88 Annual Reports don’t identify the total number of non-profit and

commercial centres, although they do record violations by auspice.



44     Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives–Manitoba

Appendix 6A

Provincial Financial Assistance and Grants per Licensed Space,

1989-2000

 This table calculates provincial spending on fee subsidies and direct grants to licensed childcare

facilities.

Source: Financial figures are derived from “Expenditures by sub-appropriation” in Annual

Reports of Ministry of Family Services, 1988 - 89 through 1998 - 99, excluding salaries,

employee benefits and other expenditures of the Child Day Care Branch.  Data for 1999-00

provided by Kathy Reid.Total spaces are calculated as the sum of all licensed centre and home

spaces.

Year Spending Total Spaces  Per space

89-90 $36.163.6 M 17,246 $2,100

90-91 $40.812.7 M 18,220 $2,240

91-92 $41.720.9 M 18,977 $2,200

92-93 $48.717.6 M 19,115 $2,550

93-94 $40.943.4 M 18,988 $2,160

94-95 $38.232.6 M 18,846 $$2,030

95-96 $40.057.3 M 19,286 $2,080

96-97 $40.372.1 M 19,988 $2,020

97-98 $42.613.5 M 20,490 $2,080

98-99 $45.988.1 M 21,369 $2,150

NEW:

99-00 $51.015.7 M 22,112 $2,307

$2,100 in 1990 is equivalent to $2,5620 in 2000
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Appendix 6B

Real Provincial Spending per Licensed Space, Adjusted for 1990

This appendix is a companion to Appendix 6A. One dollar spent in 1999 purchased less than $1 did in 1990.

This table adjusts provincial spending per licensed space, using 1990 as a base. It shows that real spending on

childcare has declined throughout the 1990s. In 1999, the province was only spending 86% of what it spent in

1989.  Spending improved in 1999-00, and is projected to rise in 2000-01.

Note: This table calculates provincial spending on fee subsidies and direct grants to licensed childcare facilities.

It excludes salaries, employee benefits and other expenditures of the Child Day Care Branch.

Source: Financial figures are derived from “Expenditures by sub-appropriation” in Annual Reports of Ministry

of Family Services, 1988-89 through 1998-99. Total spaces are calculated as the sum of all licensed centre and

home spaces.  Adjustments  use the Canadian Consumer Price Index, calculated by the “Inflation Calculator” of

the Bank of Canada, at www.bank-banque-canada.ca/english/inflation_calc.htm

Year Actual Per space Adjusted Per Space in $1990

1989 - 90 $2,100 $2,100

1990 - 91 $2,240 $2,100

1991 - 92 $2,200 $2,030

1992 - 93 $2,550 $2,300

1993 - 94 $2,160 $1,920

1994 - 95 $2,030 $1,800

1995 - 96 $2,080 $1,810

1996 - 97 $2,020 $1,720

1997 - 98 $2,080 $1,760

1998 - 99 $2,150 $1,800

Post-decade

1999-00 $2,307 $1,891

00-01 - Cannot yet be calculated. Actual spending is unknown (although projections are

announced) and the actual number of spaces is unknown, as is the CPI.
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Appendix 7

Fully-funded Family Homes and Non-profit Centres, 1989-99

At least one in five centres and more than one in three homes was not fully funded over the decade.

This appendix demonstrates that  67 - 85% of non-profit centres1   were fully funded between 1989

and 99, compared to 50 - 79% of family homes in the same period.  The province systematically

under-funded family home care in comparison to centre-based care, producing inequity in public

allocation of funds to these two sectors.

Source: Annual Reports, 1988-89 to 1998-99

Year Centres2 Centres with Percent  Homes Homes With

Percent

Full Funding Full Funding

89-90 452 302 67% 470 326 69%

90-91 455 309 68% 556 358 64%

91-92 467 401 86% 613 357 58%

92-93 470 400 85% 622 342 55%

93-94 476 402 84% 560 302 54%

94-95 478 402 84% 521 261 50%

95-96 473 395 84% 524 296 56%

96-97 483 396 82% 531 294 55%

97-98 483 394 82% 537 279 52%

98-99 481 412 86% 544 430 79%

Average 81% 59%

1 Because I hold that commercial centres should not be eligible for public funding, I do not include commercial centres

in my analysis of facility funding patterns across the decade.

2 Calculated by subtracting the number of private daycare centres from the total number of daycare centres for each

year.
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Summary

In Manitoba, as across Canada (save Que-
bec and soon BC), childcare is “severely
compromised on three fronts:” the avail-
ability of spaces to meet the needs of chil-
dren and their families, the affordability
of care and the quality of services pro-
vided.1  It is additionally compromised as
children’s care, services and education are
fragmented in different policy “silos,” un-
coordinated between education, welfare,
family and community services, labour
and other government departments and
between local, provincial and federal ju-
risdictions. These dysfunctions continue
because Manitoba (like most of Canada)
treats childcare as a private issue not a
public responsibility.

Overall, between 1989 and 1999, Mani-
toba’s regulated childcare system re-
mained inadequate or declined. Today,
there is a licensed childcare space for only
one in ten Manitoba children, but this ra-
tio worsens for some age groups and com-
munities who are even more severely un-
der-served. Most care is provided to
preschoolers aged 2 - 5 years; all other age
groups have less access. Services in rural
and northern areas are much less avail-
able than in Winnipeg. Aboriginal,
francophone and special needs children
also have worse access than other

Manitobans. Growth in the number of fa-
cilities has been extremely limited; in
1999*, there were just 37 more childcare
centres than there were in 1989, and the
number of family homes has actually de-
clined since 1992-93.

Childcare fees are high and rising, al-
though most parents cannot afford regu-
lated care. The cost of infant group care
has risen 79% since 1988, and fees for other
age groups increased at least 21%. It is
harder for a low-income parent to qualify
for a fee subsidy today than in 1989. Par-
ent eligibility for a “full” subsidy is cut
off well below the poverty line. Since 1993,
even the poorest parent is usually sur-
charged up to $2.40 per day per child, or
between 8 and 24% of the daily fee.
Childcare has grown more income-strati-
fied over the decade, and today is a more
targeted service than in 1989. Despite
these problems with access and
affordability, the province increased fees
in 2000-01, and did not extend extend eli-
gibility for subsidy, eliminate the punitive
$2.40 per day per child charged to subsi-
dized parents, or introduce a sliding fee
scale.

Childcare educators in Manitoba are
paid exploitative wages, and the
workforce is in crisis. Over the decade,

A Decade of Decline
Regulated Child Care in Manitoba, 1989 - 1999

*Whenever a single year is given, it refers to March 31 of that year; i.e. in the fiscal year
ending that year.
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real wages have dropped between 9 and
12%, the worst decline in Canada. Poor
wages are taking a toll on quality of care:
currently at least one in three centres can-
not find and keep the minimum numbers
of early childhood education-trained staff.
The quality of care also suffers because
staff turn-over at a rate of nearly 20% an-
nually. The 2000-01 provincial budget in-
cluded a funding increase designed to
begin to ameliorate the wages crisis.

Provincial funding dropped 14% from
1989-1999, and the cut was borne by sala-
ries and programming. Over that same
period, the average centre and family
daycare home grew between 15 and 25%
larger, many centres were  forced to lay
off trained staff and replace them with
untrained staff, and one in two centres
recently turned away a special needs child
because they couldn’t afford the addi-
tional costs. Changes in federal/provin-
cial funding exacerbated Manitoba’s cuts
to childcare, as the province receives less
funds under the Canadian Health and
Social Transfer (CHST) than under previ-
ous funding arrangements. Nevertheless,
the first budget of thenew NDP govern-

ment announced a welcome 18% funding
increase to childcare.

Ten percent of Manitoba childcare cen-
tres continue to be commercial operations.
Over the decade, this small sector has
been disproportionately represented in
serious quality breaches and violations,
and are at least 500% more likely than non-
profit centres to have violated quality
minimums. Over the decade, the policy
environment has been made more hospi-
table to commercial care, and for-profit
centres now get the majority of their rev-
enue through public funds.

Manitoba entered the decade as a Ca-
nadian leader in childcare; we exit the
decade having lost that distinction. Mani-
toba continues to organize childcare as a
market service, unlike Quebec and Brit-
ish Columbia, which are developing  pub-
licly-funded care for all children. In Mani-
toba, children’s access to early childhood
care and education remains stratified by
class and other social divisions. Our gov-
ernment has yet to ensure equal access to
quality care for all children and families,
and fairness for early childhood
educators.
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