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Dear Mr. Campion-Smith,

There were errors made in two recent stories about the Liberals’ proposed national child care
program which I believe warrant a correction.

1. Re: “Conservatives and Quebec cool to Liberals’ ambitious child care plan”
● The statement, “Martha Friendly, head of the Childcare Resource and Research Unit at

the University of Toronto …” is not correct as the CRRU has not been at the University
of Toronto since 2007, as indicated in the second paragraph of their ‘about’ page:
https://childcarecanada.org/about/about-CRRU

● I trust that correction will be made and perhaps more crucially, it would be informative
for Canadians to learn where funding for the CRRU now comes from.

2. Re: “Stephen Harper won an election while arguing against a national child care plan. Can
Erin O’Toole do the same?”

This paragraph is inaccurate:

“According to 2020 data from StatsCanada, 36 per cent of parents with kids up to age five
experienced difficulty finding child care. Of that number, 53 per cent reported having trouble
finding care in their own community, while 48 per cent said the challenge was affordability.
Advocates argue you can’t “choose” what isn’t available or what you can’t afford.”

The first line should read:
According to 2020 data from StatsCanada, 36 per cent of parents with kids in [any type or
amount of non-parental] child care experienced difficulty finding [non-parental] child care, not
36% of kids under the age of five.

● At the top of the linked StatsCan page, it states that, ‘About 60% of children under the
age of 6 participated in some form of formal or informal child care.”

Calling any form of child care “informal” belittles and discriminates against those who do
it, overwhelmingly women. Please avoid such misogynistic and inaccurate usage.

● Further down, they state that 36 % of parents with children in child care reported having
some difficulty finding care.
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● They make it clear ‘the reasons given for having trouble finding care’, only refer to
those, ‘who had a child in child care’.

● Therefore, the number is not 36% of all kids but rather 36% of 60% of kids which works
out to 22% of all kids under the age of 6.

● While the math – percentages of percentages – were not done in the article (something
that would have helped me as a reader), the numbers for both problems cited work out
as follows:

o Not finding care in their community: 53% of 22% is 12% of all kids under the
age of 6 which StatsCan explicitly states in that second paragraph.

o Affordability challenges : 48% of 22% is 10.5% which they also explicitly state
in the third paragraph when they say, ‘or one in ten of all parents of children aged
0 to 5’

I note that Statistics Canada did not ask survey participants about “difficulty” experienced in
ability to provide parental child care.  There is a biased assumption that parents using
non-parental child care actually prefer non-parental care. Parents may be using non-parental
child care who prefer parental child care but do not do that because the abundant funding for
child care is not available for parental child care.

I will leave the actual correction up to you but the real ‘ask’ is that going forward:
1 - “early learning and child care” numbers get reported accurately (and have the math done
for the reader) as that paints an entirely different picture for us regarding the real needs of
parents;
2 - clear, non-discriminatory, non-misogynistic language be used when covering this issue:
“parental child care” and “non-parental child care”; “waged work”  and “unwaged work”, or
“GDP-work” and “non-GDP-work”. Using simply “work” as if parental/maternal child care is not
“work” dis-values those who prioritize this work, overwhelmingly women. Such usage is
patriarchal and misogynistic. When media and government legitimate this dis-valuing of
women, we - especially single and otherwise marginalized mothers - experience increased
abuse from intimate partners and others.

Statistics Canada has much to answer for in its long-standing misrepresentation of data related
to parental and non-parental child care. Martha Friendly, a top producer of child care data,
once told me that “all child care data is flaky data”.

Helen Ward
President,
Kids First Parent Association of Canada
www.KidsFirstCanada.org
604-291-0088
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