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Summary
of Findings

Introduction

You Bet I Care! was areplication of the 1991 Caring for a Living survey on wages and working
conditionsin child care centres, augmented by the collection of some additional data on centre practices.
Readers should note that it was not a longitudinal study of the same centres over time. As aresult,
comparisons between 1991 and 1998 reflect both real changesin the field and some differences due to
different samples and methodologies. Asin 1991, eligibility to participate in the study was restricted to
centres that provided full-time services (at least six consecutive hours a day) for children in the age range
of zero to six.

Information for You Bet I Care! was collected between June and August 1998 through three mail-out
guestionnaires. The first questionnaire sought information on centres — for example, on services provided
and sources of revenue. The other two sought personal information and opinion from directors and
teaching staff respectively. The three questionnaires are presented in Appendices A, B, and C.

A Centre Questionnaire, a Director Questionnaire and sufficient Staff Questionnaires for all teaching staff
were mailed to arandom sample of 1,798 centres. We obtained 848 usable Centre Questionnaires, 848
usable Director Questionnaires, and 4,154 Staff Questionnaires.! Responses were received from centresin
all 10 provinces, the Northwest Territories and the Yukon (note that Nunuvut was part of the Northwest
Territories at the time of data collection).
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This report presents information for Canada as a whole and, where appropriate, by province/territory or by
respondents’ position. It also provides comparisons between the 1998 data and that obtained in the 1991
Caring for a Living survey, and between non-profit and commercial centres. Since all the municipally
operated centres in our sample were from Ontario, three-way auspice comparisons (municipal, non-profit,
and commercial) are restricted to Ontario and presented as a stand-al one section in Appendix D.

Main Comparative Findings, 1991 and 1998

» The proportion of teaching staff (assistant teachers, teachers and supervisors combined) without any
ECCE education dropped from 42.0% in 1991 to 11.4% in 1998. Teaching staff with atwo- or three-
year ECCE course or post-diploma credential increased from 31.0% in 1991 to 60.4% in 1998.
However, the proportion of teaching staff who had not participated in any professional development
within the previous 12 months increased from 13.0% in 1991 to 23.8% in 1998.

» Between 1991 and 1998 government funding, other than fee subsidy, was reduced or eliminated in five
provinces (Alberta, New Brunswick, Newfoundland/Labrador, Ontario, and Prince Edward Island) and
in the Yukon. Wage enhancement grants were implemented in British Columbia and Saskatchewan.

» The purchasing power of the salary received by a single assistant teacher with no dependents
decreased between 1991 and 1998 in Manitoba, New Brunswick, and Québec, and remained almost the
same in every other province except British Columbia and Saskatchewan. The purchasing power of
teachers' salaries also decreased in Manitoba as well asin Newfoundland/Labrador and Prince Edward
Island. It remained basically the same for teachersin all other provinces, again except British Columbia
and Saskatchewan.

» Asin 1991, salary levels for some teaching staff positionsin some provinces were at or below the
Statistics Canada’ s low-income cut-off (also known as the poverty line). The proportion of full-time
teaching staff engaging in other paid work increased slightly from 15.0% in 1991 to 17.8% in 1998.
Over 80.0% of full-time teaching staff who reported engaging in other paid work stated that they did so
in order to earn additional money.

» Between 1991 and 1998 there was only minimal improvement in some benefits — for example, the
availability of paid preparation time and benefits that assist staff with their professional development.
There was little change in benefits that provide a measure of longer-term security, such as disability
insurance, life insurance, or a pension plan.

» The proportion of staff saying that they believed professionals in other fields respect their work dropped
sharply from 42.0% in 1991 to 19.9% in 1998. The proportion believing that the public at large respects
child care providers dropped from 16.0% in 1991 to 8.2%.

 The proportion of teaching staff who said they would not choose child care as a career again almost

doubled from 16.2% in 1991 to 35.1% in 1998. However, there was a slight decrease in the turnover rate
for teaching staff between 1991 and 1998, from 26.0% to 21.7%.
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* Inboth 1991 and 1998, teaching staff and directors cited “providing a better salary” as the most
important thing needed to make child care a more satisfying work environment. The second most
frequently cited item was “promoting more respect for people working in child care.”

* A higher proportion of centres provided full-time infant care in 1998 than in 1991 (40.0% and 34%
respectively). This was also true for full-time care for 5-year-olds, which was provided by 29.0% of
centresin 1991 but by 57.0% in 1998. A higher proportion of centresin 1998 provided part-time care
for each age group (infants, toddlers, preschoolers, and school-aged) than in 1991.

» Between 1991 and 1998, substantial fee increases above the national average increase occurred in
Albertafor infants (an average increase of 60.2%), toddlers (an increase of 42.7%), and preschoolers (an
increase of 39.9%). The increase in fees for infants was also substantially above the national average of
12.5% in Manitoba (an increase of 36.1%) and Québec (31.4%). In other jurisdictions, the fee increases
between 1991 and 1998 were below, or close to, the national averages for all three age groups.

Subsections and/or tables throughout the text provide additional comparisons of the 1991 and 1998
findings.

The Job

» Over 80.0% of teaching staff (assistant teachers, teachers and supervisors combined) reported that they
worked exclusively with one group of children as opposed to splitting their time among different
groups.

A substantial number of teaching staff are providing care and education for children who have a
disability, health problem, and/or severe emotional/behavioural problem. Nearly three-quarters of
centres reported that they included at least one child who has special needs and amost one in eight
centres reported having five or more such children.

 Teaching staff are also helping children who speak another language at home to learn English or French,
an important part of school-readiness. Based on survey information, we estimate that approximately
20,000 children age 0 to 6 enrolled in child care centres have neither English nor French as their mother
tongue.

» Teaching staff engage in considerable amounts of multi-tasking, that is, caring for children while also
interacting with parents, or supervising students, or doing a task such as activity preparation (see Table
3.8, Chapter 3).

* Nearly half of al teaching staff (46.0%) reported that they were responsible for supervising ECCE
students who are on practicum placement.

» More than half of the centre directors (57.4%) had direct responsibility for the care and education of a
group of children.
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On average, directors reported spending 18.0% of their time interacting with parents — for example, in
face-to-face conversations and telephone calls.

Nearly half of the directors (46.9%) reported being involved in a community committee related to services
for children and/or families. The directors reported spending, on average, 3.8 hours a month in collaborative
work with other community agencies.

Staff Characteristics

98.3% of the teaching staff (assistant teachers, teachers, and supervisors) and 96.4% of the directorsin
our sample were women.

42.4% of teaching staff were between 25 and 34 years of age, only 0.8% were younger than age 20, 6.6%
were age 50 or older.

42.6% of directors were between 35 and 44 years of age, only 1.7% were between 20 and 24 years of age,
13.9% were age 50 or older.

29.8% of teaching staff and 38.9% of directors had a child or children 12 years of age or younger living
with them.

77.6% of teaching staff and 86.3% of directors had lived in their present community for more than five years.
Nationally, nearly athird of teaching staff who responded to the survey (31.8%) had worked in the child
care field for over 10 years. The second largest proportion, 27.8%, had worked in the field for between

5 and 10 years. Only 5.7% of teaching staff reported having worked in child care for less than one year.

64.0% of child care directors had been in the field for 11 or more years. Only 6.6% had been working in
child care for less than four years.

Of the teaching staff who had been in the field for over five years, 62.1% had worked in only one centre
while an additional 21.7% had worked in two centres.

Among directors who had been in the field for more than six years, 69.4% had worked in only one centre,
while an additional 20.6% had worked in two centres.

Staff Education

Taken altogether, 70.8% of all teaching staff in 1998 were holders of a one-, two- or three-year ECCE credential
or post-diploma credential, an increase over the 58.0% reported in the 1991 Caring for a Living survey.

An ECCE-related B.A. or higher degree was reported by 10.9% of teaching staff (assistant teachers,
teachers, and supervisors combined) in 1998, compared to 7.0% in 1991.
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A course lasting less than a year was reported as their highest level of ECCE training by 26.2% of
teaching staff in Alberta, 23.1% in the Y ukon, and 22 .6% in Saskatchewan.

» 11.4% of al teaching staff lacked any specific training related to early childhood care and education
(ECCE). Those jurisdictions that were substantially higher than the national average in this respect were
New Brunswick (36.0%), Manitoba (21.9%), and Saskatchewan (17.4%).

» Approximately one in seven teaching staff (14.3%) reported their highest overall educational level asa
high-school diploma or less. Those jurisdictions that were substantially higher than the national average
in this respect were New Brunswick (30.8%), Manitoba (28.8%), Alberta (28.5%), and Saskatchewan
(28.0%).

» Overall, 74.3% of directors reported having atwo-year or higher ECCE credential. Nearly a quarter of
all directors (19.9%) reported an ECCE-related B.A. or higher degree. However, nearly half of Québec
directors (47.8%) and over athird of New Brunswick directors (39.2%) lacked any ECCE training.

» Only 27.7% of directors had any training or education in business administration or the management of
achild care centre. Yet 68.0% of directors indicated that specific course work in administration should
be a prerequisite for the position.

* Inthe non-profit sector, 10.0% of teaching staff lacked any ECCE education, 14.5% had an ECCE
course lasting one year or less, and 58.8% reported a two- or three-year ECCE credential. Among staff
working in commercial centres, 16.1% lacked any ECCE education, 26.5% reported a course lasting a
year or less, and 42.7% had a two- or-three year ECCE credential. Province and auspice are co-related,
with provinces that have a high proportion of commercial centres tending to have low regulatory
standards for staff education in ECCE.

» Among directors, 16.9% in the non-profit sector and 20.1% in the commercial sector lacked any ECCE
education.

Participation in Professional Development

» On aCanada-wide basis, 76.2% of teaching staff had participated in some form of professional
development in the previous 12 months. The extent of participation varied from 49.9% of teaching staff
in New Brunswick to 92.4% in Prince Edward Island. Most often the professional development
activities were “one shot” workshops or conferences; only 6.3% of teaching staff reported having been
involved in a credit course that would lead to a higher credential.

 The proportion of teaching staff reporting that they had not participated in professional development
during the previous year rose from 13.0% in 1991 to 23.8% in 1998. The most frequently cited barriers
to professional development were: the cost of participation (47.7% of responses), lack of information
about professional development opportunities (41.1%), and inability to obtain release time (30.5%).

» 88.5% of directors had participated in some professional development activity in the previous 12
months and 10.1% reported taking credit courses that would lead to a more advanced credential.
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Working Conditions and Benefits

* In our sample, 90.6% of teaching staff (assistant teachers, teachers, and supervisors) reported that they
worked full-time, that is, 30 or more hours per week.

* On aCanada-wide basis, 13.4% of centres reported having some unionized staff.

 Nationally, the mean number of scheduled hours of work reported by full-time teaching staff was 37.6
hours per week. For directors it was 38.1 hours per week.

» Many teachers and directors in specific jurisdictions basically “donate” aday of job-related unpaid work
per week. For example, the mean number of unpaid hours of work per week reported by full-time
teachers was 7.3 hours in Prince Edward Island and 6.5 hoursin Nova Scotia. On a Canada-wide basis,
directors reported an average of 9.8 hours of unpaid centre-related work per week.

* 1n 1998, approximately one in seven teaching staff (14.4%) was employed on a time-limited contract.
According to directors, the use of time-limited contracts for teaching staff had increased in the past three
yearsin 20.4% of centres, while decreasing in only 1.3%. The most frequently cited reason for this
increased use was to cover maternity and other leaves of absence (cited by 50.1% of directors).

* A high percentage of teaching staff reported having been sent home from work within the previous 12
months on one or more occasions because of low child attendance. Nationally, this had happened to
19.2% of assistant teachers, 15.3% of teachers and 16.1% of supervisors. Notes attached to some
guestionnaires indicated that the person had not been paid, or was paid for only part of the day, when
sent home.

» Two-thirds of teachers (66.0%) had a paid coffee break, but only 37.0% had a paid lunch break.

» Approximately half of teaching staff reported that they had paid preparation time (39.0% of assistant
teachers and 54.0% of teachers).

» Nearly two-thirds of teaching staff reported having access to aroom set aside for staff use only (62.0%
of assistant teachers and 60.0% of teachers).

» The mgjority of teaching staff are women in their child-bearing years. Approximately two-thirds of
centres provide their staff with unpaid job-protected maternity/parental leave (59.0% of assistant
teachers and 64.0% of teachers). Centres reported providing a top-up of E.I. maternity/parental leave for
6.0% of assistant teachers and 16.0% of teachers.

» To some extent, low wages can be augmented by benefits that provide some measure of longer-term
security. Among full-time teachers, 74.0% have paid sick days with a national average of 7.6 days per
year, 58.0% work in a centre that provides extended health care, 39.0% had short-term disability
insurance, and 48.0% had long-term disability insurance. Only 25.0% of full-time teachers had jobs
where contributions were made by the centre to a retirement fund or pension plan.
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Wages

All findings related to wages should be interpreted within the context of the external environment. For
example, child care salary levels tend to be lowest in provinces where the average provincial salary level is
low across all occupations. Some provinces provide certain types of financial assistance to non-profit
centres but not to commercial centres. This practice has a direct impact on centre revenue, budgets, and
expenditures.

Nationally, the annual salary for afull-time teacher in a child care centre was $22,717. Note: this salary
level pertains to teachers, defined on the questionnaire as a person who has primary responsibility for a
group of children and may also have supervisory responsibility for assistant teachers. In comparison, on a
Canada-wide basis, parking lot attendants had an annual salary of $21,038. in 1996 (the latest year for
which information is available).

Asillustrated by Table 6.3, Chapter 6, the purchasing power of an assistant teacher’s salary decreased
between 1991 and 1998 in Manitoba (—12.6%), New Brunswick (—2.1%), and Québec (-8.7%), and
remained virtually static in Newfoundland/L abrador. The purchasing power of ateacher’s salary aso
decreased in this seven-year period in Manitoba (—9.3%) and Prince Edward Island (—3.1%) and remained
virtually static in Newfoundland/L abrador, Nova Scotia, and Québec. Real gainsin purchasing power
were made by assistant teachers and teachersin British Columbia (+14.4% and +15.1% respectively) and
Saskatchewan (+ 9.7% and + 20.5% respectively). British Columbia and Saskatchewan implemented
wage enhancement grants between 1991 and 1998.

Salary levels were below the poverty line in 1998 for assistant teachersin New Brunswick,
Newfoundland/Labrador, and Nova Scotia, and for teachersin New Brunswick and Newfoundland/
Labrador.

Nearly one-fifth of full-time teaching staff (17.8%) reported that they engage in other paid work. The
majority of these people, 81.1%, said they did this other paid work in order to supplement their income.
Staff engaging in other paid work did so for an average of 6.7 hours per week on ayear-round basis.
Full-time teaching staff (assistant teachers, teachers, and supervisors combined) in unionized centres
earned an average of $3.32 an hour more than their colleagues in non-unionized programs (the mean

hourly wages were $14.24 and $10.92 respectively).

The mean hourly wage for full-time teaching staff was $12.21 an hour in non-profit programs and $8.64
an hour in commercial centres.

Feelings about Their Work

» 95.0% of teaching staff reported feeling that they make a positive difference in children’s lives. Most
teaching staff also stated that their job made good use of their skills (84.4%), was stimulating and
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challenging (84.0%), and gave them a sense of accomplishment (82.8%). However, a substantial
proportion of teaching staff indicated feeling often that there was insufficient time to do what must be
done (54.8%), and/or that by the end of the work day they were physically exhausted (47.9%), and/or
emotionally drained (28.4%).

* 94.0% of directors reported feeling that their job made an important difference in the lives of children.
Most directors also said that it made good use of their skills and abilities (91.7%), was stimulating and
challenging (89.9%), and gave them a sense of accomplishment (86.8%). About nine tenths of
directors felt they had reasonable control over important decisions that affect the program or staff
(91.7%). However, a substantial proportion of directors indicated feeling often that there was
insufficient time to do everything that must be done (76.6%), and/or that by the end of the work day
they were physically exhausted (47.6%) and/or emotionally drained (36.6%).

Child Care as a Career

* 94.6% of teaching staff and 93.7% of directors identified the “ nature of the work” as among the three
most positive aspects of child care as a career. Responses grouped into this category included love
from children, avaried and stimulating job, and a people-oriented job.

* Poor pay and promotion opportunities were identified as among the most negative aspects of the job
by 75.5% of teaching staff and 73.5% of directors. Lack of respect was the second most frequently
cited negative aspect of child care as a career. 19.9% of staff and 27.6% of directors felt that their
work was respected by professionalsin other fields but only 8.2% of staff and 9.7% of directors felt
that it was respected by the public at large.

* In both the 1991 and the 1998 surveys staff were asked “1f you were choosing a career now, would
you choose child care?’ In 1991, 62.4% of teaching staff said “yes.” In 1998, the proportion saying
“yes’ dropped to 44.4%. The proportion of teaching staff saying “no” nearly doubled from 16.2% in
1991 to 35.1% in 1998. Only 47.3% of directorsin 1998 said they would choose a career in child care
again while 26.5% said they would not choose it (the 1991 survey did not report director responses
separately from teaching staff responses).

» Over afifth of teaching staff (22.2%) said they did not expect to be in the field in three years' time.
The most commonly cited reason for expecting to leave child care was “low wages.”

» When asked what might make the child care field a more attractive working environment, over 85.0%
of teaching staff and directors chose “providing a better salary” and almost as many chose “ promoting
more respect for people working in child care.” Other frequently cited suggestions included providing
more support services to children with special needs, providing paid preparation time, and improving
benefits (see Table 7.4, Chapter 7).
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Staff Turnover and Vacancy Rates

» On aCanada-wide basis, 21.7% of teaching staff had left their jobs in the previous 12 months (28.2%
of assistant teachers, 21.9% of teachers, and 15.5% of supervisors). Of the teaching staff who left,
38.1% quit voluntarily, 13.3% were fired for poor performance, 11.5% were laid off for reasons such
as decreased enrollment or their time-limited contract expired, and 11.0% took aleave of absence
(usually maternity or parental leave). The remaining 26.1% left for unstated reasons.

 Nationally, aimost two-thirds of centres (64.7%) had at |east one teacher and/or assistant teacher leave
the centre in the 12 months prior to data collection.

» Teaching staff turnover rates were substantially above the Canada-wide rate of 21.7% in Alberta
(44.8%) and Saskatchewan (32.2%).

* On aCanada-wide basis, 38.1% of directors identified one or more staff who left to take another
position as having accepted a job outside the child care field. Staff having |eft to take a position outside
the field was reported by the highest proportion of directors in Newfoundland/L abrador (73.2%),
Saskatchewan (54.2%), and New Brunswick (53.9%).

* Infive provinces, the highest proportion of teaching staff leaving the child care field was at the
supervisor level. In three of these provinces (Newfoundland/L abrador, Nova Scotia, and
Saskatchewan), all the supervisors who left to accept another job took one outside the child care field.
In New Brunswick the proportion was 75.0% of supervisors who left and in Québec it was 50.0%.

« Staff vacancy rates Canada-wide were 4.6% for assistant teachers, 3.0% for teachers, and 4.3% for
supervisors. At the time of data collection, 14.9% of centres had at |east one teaching staff vacancy.

» There was considerable variation across the provinces in both staff turnover and staff vacancy rates
(see Table 8.1 and Section 8.6a, Chapter 8).

Centre Characteristics

» The sampleincluded 531 (62.6%) non-profit centres, 293 (34.6%) commercial centres and 24 (2.8%)
centres operated by municipalities. Eligibility to participate in the study was restricted to centres that
provide full-time services (at least six consecutive hours aday) for children in the age range of 0 to 6
(and may also serve older children).

» 41.4% of centres provided full- and/or part-time care for children age 0 to 17 months. The provision of
infant care varied across provinces with a higher than the national average number of centres serving
infants in Alberta (71.2%) and Québec (57.5%), and substantially fewer doing so in British Columbia
(20.8%).
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87.1% of centres provided full- and/or part-time care for toddlers, 97.4% provided full- and/or part-time
care for children between 3.0 years and 4.11 years, and 84.0% operated full- and/or part-time care for 5-
year-old and school-age children.

Almost athird of centres (32.3%) provided care across the whole age range from infants to children age
5.0 years and older.

80.4% of centres provided both full- and part-time care.

93.5% of centres had at least one child whose fee was subsidized by the government. Programs in which
three-quarters or more of the children were subsidized were most prevalent in Saskatchewan (57.2% of
centres), Manitoba (39.0%) and Ontario (31.0%).

12.3% of centres, onein eight, provided at least one service for children at risk or for a special
population (early intervention, services for teen parents, ESL/FSL programming, or specialized
consultation for children with specia needs).

40.1% of centres included at least one child whose first language was neither English nor French. In
18.9% of centres, one-tenth or more of the children spoke another language at home. Centres with more
than 10.0% of the children speaking a language other than English or French at home were most
frequently reported by directors in Ontario (28.0%), British Columbia (17.8%), Manitoba (14.8%), and
Québec (14.5%).

70.1% of centresincluded at least one child who had a physical and/or intellectual disability diagnosed
by a professional, or was medically fragile and/or who had significant behavioural or emotional
difficulties. AlImost onein eight centres (12.2%) included five or more children with special needs. The
proportion of centres with three or more children who had special needs was highest in Manitoba
(45.2%), Ontario (45.9%), and Saskatchewan (49.5%).

The most frequently identified reason for having been unable to accept a child/children with special
needs who had applied to the program was “insufficient funds to provide for the required additional
staffing” (55.1% of directors). The second most frequently cited reason was “the building would have
required structural modifications’ (33.2%).

74.8% of centre directors reported having had ECCE students on placement or practicum within the
previous 12 months.

20.0% of centres reported that they involved parents or other volunteers on aregular basis to work
directly with the children. This was reported by arange of centres from 7.4% of centresin
Newfoundland/L abrador to 24.7% in Québec. The median number of hours per month of such assistance
in centres reporting it was 14.0 hours.

13.4% of centres reported having unionized staff. Having unionized staff was most frequently reported
by centresin Québec (19.2%), Ontario (18.0%), Saskatchewan (15.5%), and Manitoba (10.3%). Three-
quarters of municipally operated centres reported having unionized staff, compared to 16.9% of non-
profit centres and 1.0% of commercial centres.
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Centre Resources

While there were substantial differences among centres, both across jurisdictions and between non-

profit and commercial auspice, on average centres obtained 49.2% of their cash revenue from parent fees,
30.5% from government fee subsidization, and 17.5% from government grants such as operating or wage
enhancement grants. Taken together, these categories accounted for 97.2% of the average centre’ s revenue.

Centres in some provinces had a much heavier reliance on parents who pay the full fee than had centres
in general — for example, Newfoundland/Labrador (where full-fee parents accounted for 82.1% of the
average centre' s revenue), Nova Scotia (72.7%) and New Brunswick (68.7%). Parent fees accounted for
less than 40.0% of revenue for the average centre in Manitoba (33.9% of revenue) and Saskatchewan
(38.3%).

Fee subsidization provided over athird of the average centre’s revenue in Manitoba (40.3%), British
Columbia (38.5%), Alberta (36.2%), Saskatchewan (35.0%), and Ontario (34.1%). At the other end of the
spectrum, fee subsidies accounted for less than 20.0% of centre revenue in Québec (18.9%) and
Newfoundland/L abrador (14.4%).

Nationally, recurring operating/equipment grants accounted for 9.6% of centres revenue. Such grants
were higher than the national average in Saskatchewan (14.4%), Manitoba (19.9%), and Québec (25.9%).
In 1998, they were not available in New Brunswick or in Newfoundland/L abrador and accounted for less
than 2.0% of centre revenue in British Columbia (0.9%), Nova Scotia (0.8%), and Prince Edward Island
(1.2%).

Salary enhancement grants were received by 43.5% of centres on a national basis. However, such grants
accounted for only 5.9% of the average centre’s revenue except in Saskatchewan (6.4%), British Columbia
(7.3%), and Ontario (12.7%). Such grants accounted for no or less than 1.0% of centre revenue in Alberta,
Manitoba, New Brunswick, Newfoundland/L abrador, and Québec and less than 5.0% in Nova Scotia
(4.2%) and Prince Edward Island (2.7%).

Receipt of specific government grants to assist in the integration of children with special needs was only
reported by centres in British Columbia, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, and Québec. These grants did not
exceed 0.4% of centre revenues in any jurisdiction.

Nationally, 51.3% of centres reported that they received some type of in-kind donation. The largest
proportions of centres reporting receipt of in-kind donations were in Manitoba (63.9% of centres) and
Saskatchewan (60.0%). In-kind donations were reported by less than a third of centres in Newfoundland/
Labrador and Prince Edward Island.

23.9% of centres reported subsidized rent or rent-free space, 21.0% reported donated toys or equipment,
17.2% reported free or subsidized utilities, and 14.2% reported free or subsidized janitorial/maintenance
services.

14.1% of centres received both subsidized or fee space and utilities. The majority of these centres were

in Saskatchewan (38.2%) and Manitoba (20.4%). The smallest proportions of centres reporting this
combination of in-kind donations were in Alberta (6.5%) and New Brunswick (8.0%).
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» Onanationa basis, 38.3% of revenue in commercial centres came from government sources in contrast
to 52.1% in the non-profit sector; 27.4% of commercial centres and 65.5% of non-profit centres
reported receiving some sort of in-kind donation. Only 3.4% of commercial centres reported subsidized
or free rent, compared to 35.4% of non-profit programs.

Parent Fees

 On anational basis, the median monthly fee charged for full-time care in 1998 was $531.00 for infants,
$477.00 for toddlers and $455.00 for preschoolers. There was considerable variation across jurisdictions
(see Table 10.6, Chapter 10).

» Between 1991 and 1998, substantial fee increases above the national average increase occurred in
Albertafor infants (an average increase of 60.2%), toddlers (an increase of 42.7%), and preschoolers
(an increase of 39.9%). The increase in fees for infants was also substantially above the national average
of 12.5% in Manitoba (an increase of 36.1%) and Québec (31.4%). In other jurisdictions, the fee
increases between 1991 and 1998 were below or close to the national averages for each of the three

age groups.

Centre Expenditures

» While there were substantial differences among centres, on average centres used 75.3% of their budget
for wages, 8.9% for benefits, 10.0% for rent or mortgage, and 5.6% for utilities. Once these fixed costs
were covered, 3.0% or less of the average centre’'s budget remained for food, supplies, toys and
equipment, in-service training for staff, repairs or unexpected emergencies, and consultation services.
See Table 10.10, Chapter 10.

» The greatest proportion of the budget was spent on wages in Manitoba (82.4%) and Saskatchewan
(80.4%). Centresin New Brunswick and Newfoundland/Labrador allocated the lowest proportion of
their budget for this expenditure (66.3% and 66.6% respectively).

e The smallest proportion of centres providing staff benefits were in Newfoundland/Labrador and New
Brunswick (39.2% and 39.5% of centres respectively). Centres in these two provinces also allocated the
lowest proportion of their budgets for staff benefits (3.5% and 2.5%).

» The highest average proportion of budget was allocated for rent or mortgage by centresin New
Brunswick (19.8%) and Newfoundland/L abrador (17.2%).

» On aCanada-wide basis, non-profit and commercial centres allocated different proportions of their
budget to different expenditures — wages (80.0% and 66.4% respectively), benefits (10.4% and 5.6%
respectively), rent/mortgage (6.0% and 18.1% respectively) and utilities (3.6% and 9.7% respectively).
Commercial centres were much less likely to receive in-kind donations, especially free or subsidized
space or utilities, than centres in the non-profit sector.
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Changes in Centres over the Previous Three
Years

Directors were asked to identify whether certain changes had occurred in their centre over the three-year
period from approximately mid-1995 to mid-1998 and, if so, what had prompted the change.

» Nationally, the majority of centres (69.0%) reported no significant change in revenues from provincial/
territorial grants between mid-1995 and mid-1998. The exceptions were a considerable proportion of
centres that experienced an increase in Saskatchewan (41.4%) and Québec (25.0%) or adecreasein
New Brunswick (35.5%) and Alberta (64.7%). The increase in Québec may reflect the beginning of the
implementation of the government’s $5.00 a day fee for parents which involved the government topping
up the cost for each eligible child through a grant to the centre.

» Fee subsidies as a source of revenue remained generally unchanged for most centres (71.0%). The
exceptions were a considerabl e proportion of centresin Alberta and Saskatchewan which reported an
increase in the percentage of revenue from fee subsidization (52.2% and 28.5% respectively). Decreases
in fee subsidies were most evident in Québec (reported by 21.9% of centres), which may reflect the
implementation of the government’ s $5.00 a day fee for parents, and in Ontario (18.2%).

* Parent fees remained unchanged between mid-1995 and mid-1998 in 59.3% of centres. In 29.7% of
centres parent fees had increased while 11.0% of centres reported a decrease in parent fees. A decrease
in parent fees as a proportion of revenue was most notable in Québec (17.0% of centres), which may
reflect the implementation of the province's $5.00 a day fee for parents. Decreased fees were also
reported by 12.4% of centresin Newfoundland/L abrador.

» 20.2% of centres reported a change between mid-1995 and mid-1998 in the age of the children served.
Nearly three-quarters of the changes involved adding to the centre's capacity, most often by adding care
for infants and toddlers or adding a school-age program. However, dropping infant and/or toddler care
was most common among the one-quarter of centres that stopped providing care for a specific age.
When centres that added and those that dropped infant/toddler care are considered together, the net
change was an increase of about 2.4% of centres starting to provide infant/toddler care across the
whole country. Financial reasons were cited by 46.7% of directors as the main reason for discontinuing
infant care.

e 27.4% of directors reported an increased use of part-time teaching staff between mid-1995 and mid-
1998. The most frequently cited reason for this change (provided by 43.0% of directors) was program
enrollment. Unfortunately, directors did not specify whether they were referring to enrollment increases
or decreases, or to alarger proportion of children enrolled on a part-time basis. Financial considerations
was the main reason for the greater use of part-time staff in 12.3% of centres.

» 20.4% of directors nation-wide reported an increase over the three-year period in the use of teaching
staff on time-limited contracts. The most frequently cited reason for the increased use of time-limited
contracts was to cover maternity or other types of leave (cited by 50.1% of directors), followed by
changes in enrollment (19.8%). Financial considerations was the main reason for the change in 10.4% of
centres.
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» 26.6% of centres reported adding or increasing benefits in the three-year period, 18.5% reported a cut or
adecrease, and 12.1% reported the introduction of restrictions in the benefits provided — for example,
benefits that were previously provided to all staff now only provided to full-time staff. Onein 10 centres
increased some benefits while decreasing or restricting others.

» 9.5% of directors reported enriching their program between mid-1995 and mid-1998, while 17.4%
reported having cut back on field trips or some other aspect of programming. Among directors reporting
cutbacks, 75.1% cited financial pressure as the reason for the cut. Program cutbacks were reported by
amost onein five centresin eight provinces, ranging from 18.9% in Prince Edward Island to 24.4% in
New Brunswick. Québec and Saskatchewan were the only provinces where program cutbacks were
rarely reported.

» Almost one-sixth of centre directors (16.3%) reported that they now required or requested parents to
provide things that had previously been provided by the centre. Most commonly these items were
diapers and infant formul ae.

The Most Pressing Issues Facing Centres

Directors were asked to identify the three most pressing problems faced by their centre in the previous 12
months.

« Directors’ most pressing issues fell into three main categories: financial issues, child enrollment issues,
and staffing issues (see Table 12.1, Chapter 12).

» Over athird of directors (38.0%) expressed concern about the centre’s financial viability.

 The child enrollment issue focused on vacant spaces. Nationally, 46.3% of centres were completely full,
up from 37.5% of centresin 1991. The average child vacancy rate among all centres was 8.4%.
Provinces with large proportions of centres that had a vacancy rate over 20.0% of capacity were Alberta
(41.5% of centres), Nova Scotia (32.0%), New Brunswick (31.2%), and Prince Edward Island (23.2%).
When the reasons cited by directors for vacant spaces were pooled, the most common categories were:
cost to the parent (identified by 48.7% of directors), more part-time children, more parents caring for
their children at home (cited by 48.0% of directors), and increased market competition (identified by
25.7% of directors).

» 27.1% of centre directors experienced some turnover among their teaching staff in the previous 12
months. While 36.2% of centres had no staff leave, about the same proportion of centres lost more than
aquarter of their staff and 13.8% of centres had staff turnover rates of 50% or more. High staff turnover
rates occurred in Alberta (44.8%), Saskatchewan (32.2%), New Brunswick (26.1%), Newfoundland/
Labrador, and British Columbia (both 23.7%).

» 85.0% of directors cited finding qualified substitute teaching staff as a problem. The highest proportions

of directors identifying this as a major problem were in Manitoba (81.3%), Saskatchewan (79.7%),
Alberta (72.5%), and Prince Edward Island (62.6%). See Table 12.7, Chapter 12.
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 Affording qualified permanent teaching staff had been a problem for 58.0% of directors. The highest
proportion of directors identifying this as a major problem were in Alberta (67.1%), Manitoba (59.9%),
New Brunswick (51.6%), and Nova Scotia (41.9%).

» 51.0% of directors cited finding qualified permanent staff as having been a problem in the previous year.
Thiswas identified as amajor problem most frequently by directorsin Alberta (61.7%) and Manitoba
(46.3%).

Asdiscussed in Chapter 13, Key Findings and Their Implications, centre staff have a strong commitment
to the well-being of the children for whom they provide care and education, and to their families. This
provides an excellent foundation for building a high-quality child care system. However, to a greater or
lesser extent, conditions in every jurisdiction across the country fail to support the provision of high-
quality care. Thereis an urgent need to address:

1. The current method of funding child care.

2. Thecurrent low salary levels and poor benefits provided to child care staff.

3. Provincial/territorial regulations pertaining to staff education levels and the current limited
accessibility and affordability of pre- and in-service ECCE education.

4. Staff and director perception of lack of respect from the public.

5. Thelack of acoordinated policy approach to ensure that high-quality child care is available to all
children in Canada, regardless of where they live or their family income.

Notes

1 In total, 863 Centre Questionnaires were returned; however, in 15, none or only a very few of the questions were answered,
making the questionnaire unusable. To maintain consistency across data sets, we are only reporting information from the 848
directors whose Centre Questionnaires were also used.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS XXVII



XXViii

you bet




o
I=
a2
m

you bet

Chapter 1

Introduction

“It is clear that the early years from conception to age six have the most
important influence of any time in the life cycle on brain development and
subsequent learning, behaviour and health. The effects of early experience,
particularly during the first three years, on the wiring and sculpting of the

brain’s billions of neurons, last a lifetime.”
— Margaret Norrie McCain and J. Fraser Mustard 1999, p. 7.

1.1 Background

Child care programs serve a variety of purposes that augment and support the family in raising its
children. One purpose is the provision of an enriching experience that fosters children’s physical
development and the development of their social, language, and cognitive skills. Another purposeis the
enabling of parents to participate in the paid workforce and thereby to provide their children with food and
shelter. According to census data, in 1996 there were 800,590 families in Canada where the youngest child
was under age five and both parents, or the lone parent, were in the paid workforce.!

The evidence from the neurosciences, from developmental psychology, and from paediatrics is powerful
— the early years of development, particularly from conception to age six, form the basis for the
competencies and coping skills that will be required throughout life.?2 The evidence is also clear that
“learning in the early years must be based on quality, developmentally-attuned interactions with primary
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caregivers and opportunities for play-based problem-solving with other children that stimulates brain
development.”® In 1994/95, an estimated 188,000 children under age six were enrolled in child care
centres across Canada.* Given the above redlities, it isimportant that we have information about the
people who work in child care centres, and the extent to which their working conditions support them in
the provision of care and education for children. It is aso important to have information about the centres
— their services, their resources, and the challenges they face.

Some information on centre staff was provided in the 1998 Child Care Sector Study report, Our Child
Care Workforce: From Recognition to Remuneration.® The sector study compiled and synthesized earlier
published studies but was not intended to, nor did it, collect original data. It relied instead on earlier work,
such as the 1991 Canada-wide wages and working conditions survey reported in Caring for a Living.® The
need for more current data became very evident during the course of the sector study. In the Fall of 1997,
the Child Care Visions program of Human Resources Development Canada provided funds for a
replication of the 1991 study. It also provided money for research that would examine the associations
between child care quality and care provider characteristics, remuneration, and working conditions in both
centre-based and family-based child care settings. These studies became known collectively as the You Bet
I Care! project.

Of the three studies involved in You Bet I Care!, the first, Study 1 — the subject of thisreport —isa
replication of the 1991 Caring for a Living study, augmented by the collection of additional information.
Study 1 sought data on wages, working conditions and centre practices from staff and centresin all 10
provinces in Canada, the Northwest Territories, and the Yukon. Such information is important for
understanding the extent to which conditions in Canadian child care centres support the provision of
quality child care. Studies 2 and 3 — the reports for which are forthcoming — involved collecting similar
information and conducting on-site observations in centres and in family child care homes respectively in
six provinces and the Yukon.

1.2 What is Required for Quality Child Care?

Providing good quality care for a group of unrelated young children requires patience, energy,
commitment and knowledge of children’s developmental levels and needs. A wide range of skills and
competencies is also necessary. Thisincludes, but is not limited to, being able to ensure children’s safety,
planning and providing daily learning experiences that are appropriate for the children’s developmental
level, and assisting children to understand and handle their emotions constructively.’

Child care that supports children’s well-being and development is associated with the presence of certain
conditions. Research has repeatedly demonstrated that warm, responsive, and developmentally stimulating
relationships between children and the adults caring for them — the key to quality child care — are more
likely when the adults;

» areworking in a physical environment that is safe and appropriate for children;®

« have post-secondary education related to child devel opment and/or the provision of child care. This
level and type of education is associated with centre teaching staff who are supportive and responsive,®
and provide children with stimulating activities appropriate to their developmental level;%°
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» feel valued and supported. For example, opportunities to provide input into centre decision-making
and some degree of autonomy over their daily work reduces teaching staff burnout;** and

« are satisfied with their work conditions. An association has been found between job dissatisfaction
and harsh, restrictive behaviour towards children,’? as well as failure to provide activities that will
support and encourage child development.®® Job dissatisfaction is associated with a number of factors,
including low salary level,** poor communication between centre director and staff,’ and failure to
meet staff needs, such as paid preparation time or storage space for personal belongings.®

Relationship continuity is also important for quality child care. Research has found that higher levels of
adult warmth and responsiveness towards children occur in relationships that are consistent over time.”
High staff turnover rates are associated with children who have poorer scores on standard measures of
language development and lower developmental levels of play.®

1.3 The Goals of Study 1

The goals of Study 1 of the You Bet I Care! project were:

« to collect information on wages, working conditions, practices and staff perceptions of child careasa
career from centresin all 10 provinces, the Northwest Territories and the Y ukon;°

* to compare the information collected to that obtained by the Caring for a Living survey in 1991,

* to explore and comment on changes, if any, that have occurred in wages, working conditions, centre
practices, and staff perceptions between 1991 and 1998;

* to explore the impact of variationsin provincial and territorial regulations and funding; and

* to explore the influence of auspice.

1.4 The Purpose of This Report

The present report uses data collected in 1998 as part of Study 1 of the You Bet I Care! project. The report
describes the people who work in child care centres, their wages and working conditions, their feelings
about child care as a career, turnover rates, and staff recommendations for making child care centres

more satisfying work environments. The report also provides information about the children enrolled in
centres, the services that centres provide, their resources and expenditures, and the challenges that
centres currently face.

1.5 Definitions

Study 1 used the same definitions and similar sampling criteria as those used in the 1991 Caring for a
Living study. Thus, a centre was deemed eligible to participate if it offered care for at least six consecutive
hours a day for children between birth and age six. On-reserve centres providing for children in this age
range were excluded, as were all centres that had been in operation for less than 12 months. Centres
operated by Aboriginal organizations off-reserve were included.
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In Canada, centres operate under one of three auspice types, as follows:

* non-profit: centres operated by parents, a voluntary board of directors, or a non-profit organization
such as a church or the YMCA,;

» commercial: centres that are private businesses operated by an individual, a partnership or a
corporation; and

* municipal: centres operated by municipal governments. Ontario and Alberta are the only two
jurisdictions that have municipal centres.

Centres from all three auspice types were included in this study.

All directorsin eligible centres were admissible as participants in the survey. Eligible staff were
permanent staff, whether full- or part-time, who were working with children under age six in eligible
centres. Casual and substitute teachers, volunteers, and students were excluded. Since different
terminology is used in different jurisdictions, respondents to the questionnaires were asked to use the
following definitions when identifying their current position:

 Assistant Teacher: a person who works with children under the direction of another teacher;

* Teacher: a person who has primary responsibility for a group of children; this person may also have
supervisory responsibility for assistant teachers;

* Supervisor: a person who has primary responsibility for a group of children and also has supervisory
responsibility for teachers;

» Head Supervisor: the senior person at a given site in an organization where there are several centres
under a single administrator or director;

» Teacher-Director: a person with both teaching and administration duties; and

* Administrative-Director: a person who has administrative duties only.

The categories are mutually exclusive.

1.6 Issues in Presenting the Survey Findings

This report presents information for Canada as a whole and, when appropriate, by province and territory
or by respondent’ s position (using the definitions given above). It also provides comparisons between the
1998 data collected for Study 1 of You Bet I Care! and that obtained in the 1991 Caring for a Living
survey. In addition, it includes some Canada-wide comparisons of data from non-profit and commercial
centres.

1.6a Reporting Data from the Two Territories
Responses were received from all 10 provinces, the Northwest Territories and the Yukon. The provincial
samples included a sufficient proportion of respondents to represent the general population of centres and
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teaching staff in each of these jurisdictions. However, only five centres in the Northwest Territories, out
of apossible 31, returned their questionnaires. This return rate of 16.1% provides too small a sample to
represent all centresin that territory. Therefore, while information from the Northwest Territoriesis
included in Canada-wide statistics, it is not reported on an individual territorial basis.

In the Yukon, for reasons described in the next chapter, questionnaires were sent to only six centres as
part of Study 1. Only one centre returned its questionnaires, again resulting in a sample too small to
represent the territory. However, the Yukon participated in Study 2, which used the same data-collection
guestionnaires as Study 1; in this way, we obtained Study 1 questionnaire data from 13 Yukon centres.
Given that only 20 centresin the Yukon met the criteria for inclusion in the You Bet I Care! study, this
sample of 13 can be considered sufficiently large for data reporting. We are thus able to present some
Yukon datain jurisdictional comparisons in this report. Since Study 2 data are unweighted, however,
unlike those from Study 1, they are inappropriate for inclusion in Canada-wide statistics.

1.6b Comparisons Across Auspice

Centres operated by municipal governments, as well as non-profit and commercial centres, responded
to the questionnaires. However, all the municipal centres that responded were from Ontario and,
furthermore, they represented only a small percentage of the national sample — 3.1% of the centres and
3.9% of the teaching staff. Given the small and unrepresentative nature of these centres in the national
picture, it is not appropriate to present them in a national three-way auspice comparison. Auspice
comparisons in the body of this report are therefore restricted to comparisons between non-profit and
commercial centres, although data from municipal centres are included in national statistics. A brief
three-way auspice comparison for Ontario only is presented in Appendix D.

1.7 The Broader Context in which Centres Operate

The self-administered data-collection questionnaires for Study 1 were mailed out in May 1998. Most
respondents returned their completed questionnaires in June and July. Data entry was closed at the end
of August. We recognized that response rates and individual responses would be influenced by the
broader context in which centres operate. In the fall of 1998, therefore, we conducted an across-Canada
scan of this broader context. (A summary of the information obtained through the scan is contained in
Appendix E.)

The scan indicated that, at the time of data collection, centresin Alberta, British Columbia, Ontario, and
Québec were dealing with actual or announced system-wide restructuring that was causing widespread
uncertainty and concern. Centres in some jurisdictions were trying to cope with decreased government
funding and/or a shortage of qualified staff as aresult of people leaving for better-paying jobs outside
the field. Generally speaking, the broader contexts in which centres were operating appeared to be
generating stress rather than providing support. (Chapter 11 describes some of the changes that centres
have faced in the past three years, and how directors have coped with these.) The fact that so many
directors and staff took the time to respond to the questionnaires is a testament to the dedication of
people working in the child care field.
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Chapter 2
Methodology

Gillian Doherty, Hillel Goelman, Donna S. Lero, Annette LaGrange, and Jocelyne Tougas

2.1 Introduction

This chapter provides information about the sample frame and sampling, the development and content of
the data collection questionnaires, the method used for data collection, the return rates, sample weighting,
and data analyses for Study 1 of the You Bet I Care! project.

2.2 The Sampling Frame

Provincial/territorial child care authorities provided the most current list of their child care centres. The
information had been compiled between September and December 1997. These lists included the name,
address, and telephone number for each centre, its auspice (non-profit, commercial or municipal), the age
of the children served, whether the centre provided a full-day program (at least six consecutive hours), and
itstotal licenced capacity. All but two jurisdictions provided the name of the licence holder and/or
director. This enabled us to identify some centres with multiple sites but a single operator or director.

The sampling frame was developed by first deleting all centres on the provincial/territorial lists that did
not serve children between birth and age six, and those centres that did not operate for at least six
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consecutive hours. Then, in jurisdictions where it was possible to identify multiple-site centres, all but one
site was removed from the list; this was done on the assumption that different sites under the same
director, or operated by the same organization, would have the same salary scales, benefits, and personnel
policies. The third amendment to the lists involved removing the 15 centres that had been used to pre-test
the data-collection instruments. A fourth adjustment was necessary to reserve some centres for Study 2;
this meant ensuring that they did not receive questionnairesin Study 1. Fifty centresin each of six
provinces, and 14 centres in the Yukon, were thus excluded from the Study 1 sampling frame. The
provinces in question were: Alberta, British Columbia, New Brunswick, Ontario, Québec and
Saskatchewan. Twenty-five commercial and 25 non-profit centres were reserved in each province (except
Saskatchewan, where there were only two commercial centres, neither of which was reserved). In the
Yukon, al the centres in Whitehorse were reserved for Study 2. After these adjustments, 4,699 centres
remained for potential inclusion in the study.

Table 2.1

Number of Centres in the Final Sampling Frame, by Jurisdiction and Auspice
Jurisdiction Total centres Non-profit Commercial Municipal
British Columbia 625 318 307 0
Alberta 473 130 342 1
Saskatchewan 74 72 2 0
Manitoba 265 241 24 0
Ontario 1,698 1,110 427 161
Québec 1,085 662 423 0
New Brunswick 123 36 87 0
Nova Scotia 177 78 99 0
Prince Edward Island 53 13 40 0
Newfoundland/Labrador 88 19 69 0
Yukon 6 6 0 0
Northwest Territories 32 30 2 0
TOTALS 4,699 2,715 1,822 162

2.3 Sample Selection
The selection of centres to be asked to participate was governed by the desire to:
« develop aprofile of centres across Canada (a national picture);

« determine whether there were differences between provinces and territories that might be related to
variations in provincial/territorial regulations and funding; and

« explore the influence of auspice.
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These three different objectives presented a sample selection challenge. Selecting the same percentage

of centres from every province and territory, that is the same percentage of the total number in each
jurisdiction, would have been the most appropriate design for examining the national picture. On the other
hand, the likelihood of identifying differences between jurisdictions would have been maximized by
selecting an equal number of centresin each province and territory, regardless of the differencesin the
number of centres across jurisdictions. It was also necessary to take into account the actual return rates
inthe 1991 Caring for a Living study.! At that time, the return rate for commercial centres (43%) was
considerably lower than for non-profit centres (60%). This indicated a need to over-sample commercial
centres to increase the likelihood of receiving a sufficient number of responses from them for the data
analyses.

Available funding permitted the mailing out of about 1,860 questionnaire packages (these are discussed
below). We decided to compromise between maximizing our ability to examine the national picture, and
maximizing our ability to compare across provinces and territories. Our goal, therefore, became to send
packagesto all centresin the sampling frame in those jurisdictions with fewer than 100 such centres,

and to athird or slightly more of the sample-frame centres in the other jurisdictions. Over-sampling of
commercial centres was done by using a national sampling fraction of 0.396 for commercial centres, in
comparison with a national sampling fraction of 0.230 for non-profit centres (the actual sampling fractions
varied across jurisdictions from 1.000 to 0.255).

Table 2.2

Desired Centre Sample, by Jurisdiction and Auspice

Jurisdiction Total centres Non-profit Commercial Municipal
British Columbia 200 83 117 0
Alberta 173 39 134 0
Saskatchewan 74 72 2 0
Manitoba 125 109 16 0
Ontario 529 296 192 41
Québec 337 169 168 0
New Brunswick 119 32 87 0
Nova Scotia 125 44 81 0
Prince Edward Island 53 13 40 0
Newfoundland/Labrador 88 19 69 0
Yukon 6 6 0 0
Northwest Territories 32 30 2 0
TOTALS 1,861 912 908 41
Note: All centres in Newfoundland/Labrador, the Northwest Territories, Prince Edward Island, Saskatchewan, and the Yukon were included in the desired
centre sample.
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2.4 Development and Content of the Survey Instruments

Asthe major goals of this study were to replicate the 1991 Caring for a Living study and to identify the
changes, if any, between 1991 and 1998, the survey instruments had to collect the same information as
collected in 1991. Questions were added to explore issues such as changes in centre policies and practices
within the past three years, and the centre's ability to serve children with special needs.

In 1991, there was a standard telephone screening interview with the centre director, a Director’s
Questionnaire which asked for general information about the centre and its practices, and a Staff
Questionnaire; the latter questionnaire sought personal information, and was completed by both directors
and teachers. In 1998, we used a similar telephone screening interview. Questions pertaining to the
centre' s policies and practices were combined into a Centre Questionnaire. We developed two versions of
what in 1991 had been the Staff Questionnaire, one for directors and the other for teachers. This enabled
us to ask some parallel questionsin adlightly different way for these two positions, and to add some
specific questions for directors. The 1998 questionnaires are presented in this volume as Appendices A
(Staff), B (Director), and C (Centre).

The 1998 Centre Questionnaire covered arange of topicsin eight major sections: (1) the children enrolled;
(2) the centre’ s financial organization; (3) the centre’'s staff complement; (4) changes in centre policies
and practices over the past three years; (5) the highest and lowest wages paid to staff in various positions;
(6) the benefits available to staff; (7) turnover patterns and current staff vacancies; and (8) the most
pressing problems experienced in the year preceding data collection.

The 1998 Staff Questionnaire covered arange of topicsin nine major sections: (1) child care experience;
(2) wages, benefits and working conditions; (3) formal education; (4) participation in professional
development activities in the previous 12 months; (5) involvement in other paid work; (6) feelings about
the centre; (7) feelings about the child care field; (8) personal demographic information; and (9) views
about what would make child care a more satisfying work environment.

The 1988 Director Questionnaire had the same major sections as the Staff Questionnaire, except for

the section related to wages, benefits, and working conditions. In addition, the Director Questionnaire
included some specific exploration of the respondent’s perception of opportunities for lateral movesto a
new job with equal statusin the child care field. Both open- and closed-ended questions were used in all
three questionnaires. Closed-ended questions included the options “don’t know” or “not applicable,”
where appropriate.

After the creation of English and French versions, the draft Centre, Director, and Staff Questionnaires
were circulated for pre-testing in Alberta, British Columbia, Manitoba, Ontario, New Brunswick, and
Québec. Directors and staff from atotal of 15 centres, three of which were francophone, were involved.
Prior to the mailing of the draft material, each centre director was telephoned by an anglophone or
francophone Principal Investigator, who explained the purpose of the pre-test and the need to be as
specific as possible when responding with written comments. Follow-up telephone calls were conducted
with 11 centre directors to explore further their and/or their teachers' written comments. In addition,
written comments supplemented by telephone discussion were obtained from four people who had been
involved in the 1991 study and/or in the original discussions on its replication.2 Many of the suggestions
made by the people involved in the pre-test were incorporated into the final versions of the questionnaires.
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2.5 Data Collection

2.5a Pre-Contact Letter’

We began data collection after our proposed experimental procedures and data collection instruments had
received approval from the Behavioural Research Ethics Board of the University of British Columbia, and
after this approval had been accepted by the other two sponsoring universities. The first step was to send all
centres in the sampling frame a letter providing a general outline of the study. This was done in April 1998.

2.5b Telephone Screening

Asexplained above, alist of centres was developed from the sampling frame for each of the three auspice
types. Simple random sampling was used to select potential participants from each auspice list. Each centre’'s
director was contacted by telephone to confirm that the centre met the selection criteria. If it did, the director
was asked to participate in the study. For centres that agreed to participate, the telephone interview also
enabled verification of the centre’'s mailing address, the number of permanent teachers, the preferred
language for the questionnaires (English or French) and the person to whom the questionnaires should be
sent. Equally important, the interview provided an opportunity to assure the director that all information
would be treated confidentially, and to answer questions that the director might have about the study.

Table 2.3

Actual Centre Sample, by Jurisdiction and Auspice
Jurisdiction Total centres Non-profit Commercial Municipal
British Columbia 194 88 106 0
Alberta 171 42 129 0
Saskatchewan 73 71 2 0
Manitoba 122 109 13 0
Ontario 488 334 114 40
Québec 332 173 159 0
New Brunswick 118 34 84 0
Nova Scotia 122 45 77 0
Prince Edward Island 53 13 40 0
Newfoundland/Labrador 88 19 69 0
Yukon 6 6 0 0
Northwest Territories 31 29 2 0
TOTALS 1,798 963 795 40
Note: Two discoveries were made during data cleaning that impacted on the sample size. First, we found a discrepancy in 467 cases between auspice as
provided by the provinces and territories, and auspice as identified on the completed Centre Questionnaire. A telephone call was made to each director
to check and discuss auspice. This resulted in the designated auspice being changed for 61 centres. The actual auspice, as verified when there was a
discrepancy, is reported in Table 2.3 to facilitate comparison with the table detailing centre returns (Table 2.4). The auspice as given by the provinces and
territories is used in Tables 2.1 and 2.2. The second discovery was that seven centres that had returned questionnaires did not operate for six consecutive
hours a day, therefore not meeting the basic selection criteria. They were dropped from the sample, and this decreased the actual sample number from
1,805 to 1,798 centres.
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If acentre did not meet the inclusion criteria, or the director declined to participate, a replacement of the
same auspice was selected from the same jurisdiction. An attempt was made to use a centre of asimilar
size to that being replaced, though this was not always possible. If a replacement centre within the same
jurisdiction and auspice could not be found, the site became “unreplaceable,” thereby reducing the sample
by one. At the end of the telephone screening, atotal of 1,805 centres had agreed to participate. Thiswas
fewer than the desired number of 1,861, but with only minor reductions in the number of centres desired
within each province and territory. As explained in the notes to Table 2.3, a further reduction resulted in a
final sample size of 1,798.

During the telephone interview, a total of 870 directors from centres that met the criteria declined to
participate. Of these, 504 (57.8%) were from commercial centres, 350 (40.2%) were from non-profit
centres, and 16 (2.0%) were from centres operated by municipalities.

2.5¢ Questionnaire Mail-Out

The questionnaire packages were sent out during the final two weeks of May 1998. Each package
contained aletter of explanation for the director, a Centre Questionnaire, a Director Questionnaire, and a
sufficient number of Staff Questionnaires for all permanent teachers, whether full-time or part-time. The
Staff Questionnaire specified that it was only to be completed by teachers working with children under age
six. The packages contained self-addressed, stamped return envelopes for every individual questionnaire.
Each questionnaire listed atoll-free telephone number, and a francophone or anglophone Principal
Investigator as a contact person. As a small gesture of appreciation, a flavoured tea-bag was attached to
each Staff Questionnaire with a note, “Have a nice cup of teaon us.”

2.6 Attempts to Maximize the Return Rate

Several things were done to increase the likelihood of a high response rate. First, we tried to ensure that a
centre director would have heard about the study at least twice before being approached by tel ephone and
asked to participate. As previously noted, each director was sent an individual letter in April 1998.
Between November 1997 and April 1998, the provincial/territorial child care director or equivalent and
the executive director of each main provincial/territorial child care organization was informed about the
study and asked to circulate the information. A summary of the purposes and proposed methodology was
printed in the March 1998 issue of Interaction, the bilingual journal of the Canadian Child Care
Federation. Between January and the end of March 1998, write-ups were inserted in provincial child care
association newslettersin seven provinces, and pamphlets about the study were distributed at a child care
conference in an eighth province.

Second, measures were taken to ensure confidentiality for respondents. Participants were not asked to
provide their name on the questionnaire. The instructions directed the respondent to return the
questionnaire directly to Applied Research Evaluation Services, University of British Columbia, in the
self-addressed, stamped envelope provided.

To acknowledge the value of respondents’ time and to stimulate interest in the project, we established a

lottery, and information about it was sent to directors and teachers along with the questionnaires. The
lottery provided three opportunities for a centre, and three for a director, to win $100; and three
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opportunities for a teacher to win $50. To maintain confidentiality, respondents were instructed to enter by
submitting their name and address on a separate sheet that would be removed from the questionnaire when it
was received. Directors were also informed that each participating centre would receive a short summary of
the grouped key findings and a certificate of participation.

All centres that were sent a questionnaire package were sent a reminder follow-up letter three weeks later.
Two weeks after this letter, a telephone call was made to each centre that had not yet responded. Four weeks
after this, a second telephone call was made to each centre where at least one questionnaire had been returned,
but where either the Director and/or the Centre Questionnaire was still missing. The reminder letters and
telephone calls were in French or English to match the questionnaire language requested by the centre.

2.7 Return Rates

Data input was closed at the end of August 1998. As noted earlier, our sample was 1,798 centres, from which
we received 863 Centre Questionnaires. Of these, 848 were usable (in the other 15 all, or the majority, of the
guestions were not answered). Two hundred and eighty-four centres only returned Staff Questionnaires, and
651 centres failed to return any questionnaire. In total, we obtained 4,154 Staff Questionnaires and 861
Director Questionnaires. To maintain consistency across data sets, we are reporting only the data from the 848
Director Questionnaires that match the 848 centres from which we received usable Centre Questionnaires.

Table 2.4

Centre Questionnaire Returns, by Jurisdiction and Auspice

Jurisdiction Total centre | Non-profit | Commercial | Municipal | Percentof | Returnrate
returns total returns

British Columbia 115 63 52 0 13.6% 59.3%
Alberta 93 37 56 0 11.0 54.4
Saskatchewan 40 39 1 0 4.7 54.8
Manitoba 76 74 2 0 9.0 62.3
Ontario 247 169 54 24 29.1 50.6
Québec 131 89 42 0 154 39.5
New Brunswick 42 16 26 0 5.0 35.6
Nova Scotia 60 24 36 0 7.1 49.2
Prince Edward Island 18 6 12 0 2.1 34.0
Newfoundland/Labrador 20 8 12 0 2.4 22.7
Yukon 1 1 0 0 0.1 16.7
Northwest Territories 5 5 0 0 0.6 16.1
TOTALS 848 531 293 24
Canada-wide percentages 62.6% 34.6% 2.8% 100.0%
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2.7a The Centre Questionnaire

The Canada-wide return rate for usable Centre Questionnaires was 47.2%, compared to the return rate of
52.0% in the 1991 Caring for a Living survey.* However, the actual number of usable questionnaires, 848,
isan increase of 346 over the 502 obtained in the previous survey. At the provincial/territorial level, the
return rate ranged from alow of 16.1% in the Northwest Territories to a high of 62.3% in Manitoba. Fifty-
five percent of non-profit centres returned their Centre Questionnaire, compared to 60.0% for municipal
and 36.9% for commercial centres.

Of the 848 Centre Questionnaires, 134 (15.8%) were from francophone centres, 111 of which were located
in Québec, 17 in New Brunswick, four in Ontario, and one each in Nova Scotia and Alberta.

2.7b The Director Questionnaire

The Canada-wide return rate for the Director Questionnaire was 47.9%. It is not possible to compare this
with the national return rate in 1991. In that study, directors and teaching staff completed the same Staff
Questionnaire, and the response rate is not reported by position. More directors responded in 1998 (861)
than in 1991 (502),° an increase of 239. At the provincia and territorial level, the return rate ranged from
alow of 16.7% in the Y ukon to a high of 63.1% in Manitoba. Seventy percent of the directors of
municipally operated centres returned their Director Questionnaire, compared to 55.8% for non-profit, and
37.2% for commercial centre directors.

Table 2.5

Director Questionnaire Returns, by Jurisdiction and Auspice

Jurisdiction Total centre | Non-profit | Commercial | Municipal | Percentof | Returnrate
returns total returns

British Columbia 116 65 51 0 13.5% 59.8%
Alberta 94 36 58 0 10.9 55.0
Saskatchewan 41 40 1 0 4.8 56.2
Manitoba 77 75 2 0 8.9 63.1
Ontario 252 171 53 28 29.3 51.6
Québec 131 88 43 0 15.2 39.5
New Brunswick 43 17 26 0 5.0 36.4
Nova Scotia 63 25 38 0 7.3 51.6
Prince Edward Island 19 6 13 0 2.2 35.8
Newfoundland/Labrador 18 7 11 0 21 20.5
Yukon 1 1 0 0 0.1 16.7
Northwest Territories 6 6 0 0 0.7 19.4
TOTALS 861 537 296 28
Canada-wide percentages 62.4% 34.4% 3.2% 100.0%
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As noted above, although we received 861 completed Director Questionnaires, we are reporting only the
data from the 848 Director Questionnaires that match the 848 centres from which we received usable
Centre Questionnaires.

2.7¢ The Staff Questionnaire

We received atotal of 4,154 usable Staff Questionnaires, compared to the 2,383 returned by directors and
teaching staff in the 1991 survey.® Of these, 649 (15.6%) were French.

It is not possible to determine the return rate for the Staff Questionnaire for the following reasons. First,
the number of Staff Questionnaires distributed was based on director responses during the telephone
screening call to a question asking for the total number of permanent teaching staff working at the centre.
If the centre operated a school-aged program in addition to its services for children under age six, these
staff would have been included in the director’ s response even though they were not eligible to participate
in the study. Second, we relied on the instructions on the Staff Questionnaire explaining that it was only to
be completed by people working directly with children under age six, and on a question asking the age
range of the children for whom the respondent was responsible, to screen out teachers working with
children outside the target age group. Third, we had no way to verify the number of teaching staff ina
centre who were actually given a Staff Questionnaire by their director.

Table 2.6

Staff Questionnaire Returns, by Jurisdiction and Auspice

Jurisdiction Total staff | Non-profit | Commercial | Municipal Percent of
returns returns

British Columbia 401 295 106 0 9.6%
Alberta 498 206 292 0 12.0
Saskatchewan 204 202 2 0 4.9
Manitoba 432 418 14 0 10.4
Ontario 1,492 995 322 175 35.9
Québec 650 498 152 0 15.7
New Brunswick 126 77 49 0 3.0
Nova Scotia 202 145 57 0 4.9
Prince Edward Island 55 19 36 0 1.3
Newfoundland/Labrador 67 26 41 0 1.6
Yukon 3 3 0 0 0.1
Northwest Territories 24 24 0 0 0.6
TOTALS 4,154 2,908 1,071 175
Canada-wide percentages 70.0% 25.8% 4.2% 100.0
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2.8 Data Coding and Cleaning

For the most part, the three questionnaires required the respondent to fill in a circle beside the appropriate
response(s). Coders checked for extraneous marks and for circles that were not adequately filled in, and
took corrective action as required. Open-ended questions were coded according to the same codes used in
1991. The researchers developed new codes for the new questions. The codes for the open-ended
guestions were transposed into “for office use only” circles on the questionnaires, for later computer
scanning. Inter-coder consistency was periodically checked by having two coders code the same
guestionnaire.

The majority of the responses were scanned into data files. The remaining responses were entered
manually. The actual questionnaires were manually checked for cases of logical inconsistencies and
unusual responses. When such were found, the data were checked against the range and/or average for that
question in the jurisdiction concerned, and/or the actual questionnaire was examined to determine if
answers to other questions could be used to ensure consistency across related questions.

2.9 Missing Data

Questions were sometimes left blank. On occasion, it was possible to estimate or impute a value to such a
question, based on replies to another question in the same questionnaire. This was done, for example, in
analyses of the number of teaching staff where reports of the number of male and femal e teaching staff
could substitute for a missing response to the question about total number of staff. However, in most cases,
non-responses were simply coded as missing. The results reported in this document reflect valid

responses.

2.10 Sample Weighting

Sample weights had to be computed for respondents to each of the three questionnaires in order to make
inferences about the characteristics of the total population of centres, directors, and teaching staff by
auspice, by provincefterritory, and Canada-wide. Directors and centres had the same base weight since
there was a one-to-one correspondence of centres to directors. This base weight was calculated to enable
each centre/director to reflect characteristics of the relevant group (auspice, province/territory) to which
they belonged. If, for example, there were 1,000 non-profit centres in a given province, and 200 were
selected for the sample, each selected centre would represent five of the 1,000 centres. The base weight
was then adjusted to account for non-responses.

Weighting of Staff Questionnaires required starting with the base weight for their centre. Additional
adjustments were made to account for the number of staff in each centre, and patterns of response within
that centre. Thus, the weight assigned to an individual Staff Questionnaire takes into account centre
auspice and jurisdiction, and the proportion of staff in the centre who responded, relative to the total
number of staff reported by the director in the screening telephone call. The final weight assigned to each
staff member in aresponding centre was the same.
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Table 2.7

Number of Centres, Directors, and Teaching Staff

Considered to be Represented by the Respondents

Questionnaire Non-profit Commercial Municipal Total
Centre 2,925 1,567 144 4,636
Director 2,973 1,577 156 4,706
Staff 25,869 10,683 1,469 38,021

The result of the assignment of weights was to consider each questionnaire as representing a number of
centres, directors, or teaching staff. The final weighted sampletotalsin all analyses are presented in Table
2.7. Except for some specific situations where unweighted Yukon data are provided on aterritorial basis,
all findings in this report refer to weighted data.

2.11 The Unique Situation of Municipal Centres

Centres are operated by municipalities only in Alberta and Ontario. The municipal centres from which we
obtained data were solely from Ontario. In addition to being solely from one province, these centres
represent only 3.6% of the total obtained sample. Given their small and unrepresentative nature in the
national picture, it is not appropriate to present data from them in a national three-way auspice
comparison. All auspice comparisons in the text, therefore, are between non-profit and commercial centres
only. A brief three-way auspice comparison for Ontario only is presented in Appendix D.

2.12 Data Analyses

Data analyses were performed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 8.

2.13 Response Bias

Every survey project is subject to potential response bias as a result of non-response and selective
participation. In this study, every effort was made to assure potential respondents of the importance of the
research, the fact that it was being done by reputable and experienced researchers, and that responses
would be kept entirely confidential. Nevertheless, a number of potential biases exist in this sample.

First of all, teaching staff could only participate if their centre director had agreed to participate, and had
then actually given them the Staff Questionnaire. As we had expected from the experience of the 1991
study, the participation rate was lower for commercial centres, and this introduces a bias towards teachers
working in non-profit centres. Second, since the questionnaires were self-administered, there is a bias
towards participants with fluency in English or French.
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2.14 Representativeness of the Sample Respondent
Centres

Three questions on the telephone screening interview with the directors provided a basis for comparing
those centres that participated in the study with those that were approached but did not participate. Chi-
square analysis and t-tests were used to determine if any significant differences existed on any of these
three variables. Asillustrated by Table 2.8, no significant differences were found. Since auspice
information had been provided on the provincia and territorial government lists, we did not ask for it
again in the interview. We subsequently discovered some anomalies in the government auspice
identifications (see note to Table 2.3), so we could not use this variable to examine the representativeness
of our sample.

Table 2.8

Representativeness of the Sample Respondent Centres

Variable Respondents Non- Chi-square Significance
respondents or t-test (two-sided)

Centre cares for children aged:

under 18 months 41.1% 41.3% .009 .924
18 months-3 years 92.4% 91.8% .209 .648
3-6 years 97.3% 98.4% 2.589 .108
over 6 years 58.1% 57.0% .254 .614
Years centre has operated 14.4 13.5 .090
Mean number of paid 7.72 7.70 .950

teaching staff

2.15 Sub-Samples and Confidence Intervals

The sample was designed so that the researchers could be confident about data reported at the Canada-
wide and provincial/territorial levels, and by auspice (hon-profit and commercial). However, in some
cases the sub-sample size is very small. In other cases the sample from a particular auspice typein agiven
jurisdiction is small. There is always the possibility with small samples that the findings will be distorted
by one or two atypical subjects, and thisimposes areal limitation on generalizing from small numbers.
Data from very small samples will therefore be treated as “ not reportable.”

Province/territory, or jurisdiction, and auspice are related variables in our sample, especialy in
jurisdictions where one auspice type predominates. On aweighted basis, a substantial number of the
centres in our sample are non-profit in Manitoba, Ontario, Québec, and Saskatchewan (ranging from
62.8% of centresin Québec to 98.3% in Saskatchewan). The opposite pattern is observed in Alberta, New
Brunswick, Newfoundland/Labrador, and Prince Edward |sland, where 68.9% to 80.2% of the centres are
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in the commercial sector. The 24 municipal centres accounted for 3.1% of the total weighted sample, and
all arelocated in Ontario. Because of small numbers and the co-relationship between variables, finer
distinctions, such as differences in auspice by province, are not reliable except in certain situations. Asa
result — except for one instance in Chapter 10 — we are only reporting auspice data at the national level.

2.16 Differences in Samples, 1991 and 1998’

Centre information was obtained from 502 directors (51.8% of those sent questionnaires) in 1991, and
from 848 directors (areturn rate of 47.2%) in 1998. While the You Bet I Care! study was areplication and
expansion of the 1991 Caring for a Living survey, it was not alongitudinal study of the same sample.
Comparison of the 1991 and 1998 samples indicates differences in the response rate at the provincial/
territorial level, the distribution of returns across provinces, the proportion of centres by auspice, and the
proportion of unionized staff. There were also differences between the two years in the sources of
information.

2.16a Differences in Response Rate across Jurisdictions, 1991 and 1998

In 1998, the response rate from Alberta centres was 15.2% higher than it had been in 1991. However, the
response rates in 1998 were 15% lower than in 1991 for Saskatchewan, Newfoundland/L abrador, the
Northwest Territories, and the Yukon; 12% lower for New Brunswick; and nearly 10% lower for Québec.
Response rates for the other provinces were similar in both years.

2.16b Differences in the Distribution of Return Rates, 1991 and 1998

Asillustrated by Table 2.9, the distribution of returns relative to the total returns was significantly
different in 1998 than it had been in 1991 in five provinces. In the other jurisdictions, the proportion of
returns relative to total returns was similar in each of the two years.

2.16¢ Differences in the Proportion of Centres by Auspice, 1991 and 1998
In 1998, municipal centres accounted for 2.8% of respondents, non-profit centres for 62.6% and
commercial centres for 34.6%, compared to 1.8%, 66.3% and 31.9%, respectively, in 1991.

Table 2.9

Significant Changes in Return Distributions, 1991 and 1998
Jurisdiction 1991 1998
Saskatchewan 12.0% 4.7%
Manitoba 15.4 9.0
Ontario 12.4 29.1
Québec 8.2 15.4
New Brunswick 9.6 5.0
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2.16d Differences in the Proportion of Unionized Staff, 1991 and 1998
In 1998, 15.6% of staff reported that they belonged to a union, compared to 20.0% in 1991.

2.16e Differences in the Sources of Information, 1991 and 1998

There were also some differences between 1991 and 1998 in the sources of information. For example, in
1998 we relied on the Centre Questionnaire for information about working conditions, such as paid coffee
breaks and paid lunch breaks. In 1991 this information was collected by the Staff Questionnaire. However,
the type of information sought was comparable.

Notes

1 CCDCF/CDCAA 1992.

2 Karen Chandler, Jamie Kass, Martha Friendly and Laurel Rothman.

3 The mailing of the pre-contact letter and the telephone screening were carried out by the Applied Research Evaluation
Services, University of British Columbia, under the direction of Dr. Michael Marshall and Dr. Robert Taylor.

4  CCDCF/CDCAA 1992, p. 13.

5 CCDCF/CDCAA 1992, p. 13.

6  CCDCF/CDCAA 1992, p. 13.

7  Information on the 1991 sample from Caring for a Living (CCDCF/CDCAA 1992, p. 13).
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Chapter 3

Centre Teaching Staff

Who They Are, What They Do,
How They Feel about Their Work

Hillel Goelman, Gillian Doherty, Jocelyne Tougas, Annette LaGrange, and Donna S. Lero

3.1 Introduction

This chapter is based on the Staff Questionnaire circulated to centresin May 1998; the questionnaire is
reproduced as Appendix A. The chapter looks at the personal and experiential backgrounds of teaching
staff (excluding directors), what they do, and how they feel about their work. Information on their levels
of education and professional development activitiesis provided in the next chapter. Chapter 5 provides
information on centre directors — their demographic characteristics, educational and experiential
background, and their feelings about their job. Chapter 6 examines working conditions, wages, and
benefits for both centre directors and teaching staff, while Chapter 7 discusses child care as a career
from the perspective of both these groups. Chapter 8 provides specific information about teaching staff
turnover, the reasons why staff |eft their centre, and the types of new job they accepted.

CHAPTER THREE 21



you Ilet ARE

3.2 The Respondents

A total of 4,154 usable questionnaires were returned. Using standard statistical procedures, this sample
represents an estimated 38,021 teaching staff. Since different terminology is used in different jurisdictions,
respondents to the Staff Questionnaire were asked to use common definitions — as set out in Chapter 1,
Section 1.5 — when identifying their current position. On the basis of those definitions, 14.8% of the
respondents identified themselves as assistant teachers, 72.9% as teachers, and 12.4% as supervisors.t

Across Canada as a whole, 90.6% of the respondents reported that they work full-time — that is, 30 or
more hours a week. However, there was considerable provincial/territorial variation. The largest
proportions of full-time staff werein Prince Edward Island (97.8%), Ontario (92.5%), Alberta (92.4%),
and Nova Scotia (90.5%). Nearly a fifth of respondents from British Columbia (19.6%) reported that they
worked part-time, as did 17.8% of staff from New Brunswick, and 13.3% from Newfoundland/L abrador.
The Staff Questionnaire specifically stated that it was intended for staff members who work directly with
children under age six. Therefore, it is unlikely that the prevalence of part-time work in some jurisdictions
simply reflected the provision of part-day care for children attending kindergarten or elementary school.
Nationally, part-time status was reported by a higher proportion of assistant teachers (23.6%) than teachers
(7.5%) or supervisors (2.9%). There was little difference in the prevalence of part-time work between
respondents from commercial centres (9.3%) and respondents from non-profit centres (9.6%).

3.3 Different Provinces Had Different Staff Profiles

Variations in factors such as the average length of time that teaching staff had been in the field, and the
average time they had worked at their current centre, have important implications for quality. As

Table 3.1

Teaching Staff Profile, by Jurisdiction, 1998
Jurisdiction Staff under | Staff over|Staff in field | Staff in field |Staff in current Staff in Staff, previous
age 25 age 45 less than over centre less |current centre | job outside

1 year 10 years than 1 year over 5 years field
British Columbia 23.1% 13.6% 6.6% 28.8% 24.0% 25.5% 10.1%
Alberta 30.1 20.8 11.4 24.0 31.2 21.7 15.5
Saskatchewan 28.8 11.6 11.0 275 231 34.8 16.5
Manitoba 19.1 17.7 5.0 324 16.1 42.4 135
Ontario 16.4 13.9 3.2 36.1 15.6 431 8.4
Québec 16.1 13.6 5.5 33.2 13.6 53.7 13.1
New Brunswick 29.1 10.4 11.3 13.2 25.2 30.5 17.2
Nova Scotia 24.0 11.2 6.9 26.4 20.1 34.2 12.2
Prince Edward Island 26.6 4.0 125 8.9 20.4 28.8 4.8
Nfld/Labrador 30.3 9.2 12.4 15.8 26.5 17.6 4.6
CANADA 19.5% 14.6% 5.7% 31.9% 18.4% 40.6% 11.1%
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illustrated in Table 3.1, different provinces had different staff profiles. The profilein Alberta, New
Brunswick, and Newfoundland/L abrador was one of high proportions of young staff, of people whose job
prior to joining their centre wasin afield outside child care, and of people who have been in their current
centre for under ayear. In contrast, the profile in Manitoba, Ontario, and Québec is one of low proportions
of staff under age 25 and high proportions of staff who have been in their centre for over five years.

Thejurisdictional differences in staff profile shown in Table 3.1 may reflect the influence of one or a
combination of provincial regulations, wage levels (which are influenced by the availability and amount
of recurring government operating grants, and by centre auspice), and the availability of other jobs. For
example, there are no training requirements for staff in New Brunswick, and those in Alberta and
Newfoundland/L abrador are minimal (see Appendix F). At the time of data collection, government
operating grants were not available in New Brunswick and Newfoundland/L abrador, and their value had
been streadily decreasing in Alberta. Wages were also low in all three provinces (see Chapter 6). In
contrast, Ontario and Québec had relatively high staff training requirements and wages.

3.4 Demographic Profile

The majority — 98.3% — of respondents to the Staff Questionnaire were female. According to responses
to the Centre Questionnaire, 79.9% of centres did not have any male teachers. Of those centres with male
staff, only 2.6% had more than one male teacher.

Asillustrated in Table 3.2, teaching staff in 1998 were slightly older than those in the 1991 sample.2 In
1998, 44.5% of teaching staff were under age 30, compared to 58.1% in 1991. Newfoundland/L abrador
and Prince Edward Island, with 65.6% and 62.2% respectively, had the highest proportion of staff under
age 30. Québec (39.4%) and Ontario (44.7%) had the lowest proportions of staff in this age range.
Commercial centres had alarger proportion of staff under age 30 than non-profit centres (55.7% and
41.0% respectively). There was also a dlight increase in the proportion of teachers over age 45 from 9.1%
in 1991, to 14.6% in 1998. The proportions of teachersin this age range were similar in non-profit and
commercial centres.

Between 1998 and 1991, the proportion of staff who had lived in their community for more than five years
increased from 70.8% to 77.6%. On a Canada-wide basis, a slightly higher proportion of teaching staff in
1998, 62.1%, were married or living with a partner, compared to 57.1 % in 1991. Fewer assistant teachers
were married or living with a partner (57.8%) than were teachers (61.5%) or supervisors (69.6%).

Children 12 years of age or younger were present in the homes of 29.8% of staff in 1998, in comparison
with 24.9% in 1991. Of those staff with children under age 12 in 1998, 51.2% had their children in a paid
child care arrangement. Nearly 13% of staff with children in child care (12.7%) were receiving a child
care fee subsidy. Receipt of fee subsidy was highest in Prince Edward Island (25.5%), Alberta (25.3%),
and Manitoba (25.0%).

Responses to the Staff Questionnaire indicated that many teachers are either the sole earner or their salary
contributes substantially to the family budget. Over a quarter of staff (28.5%) reported that 80% to 100%
of the total cost of maintaining their household was covered by their salary; and, for another 27.4% of
staff, their salaries covered 50% to 79% of their household costs.
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Table 3.2

Demographic Profile of Child Care Centre Teaching Staff, Canada, 1991 and 1998

Characteristic 1991[a] 1998
Female 98.0% 98.3%
Age:

Under 20 3.7% 0.8
20-24 28.3 18.8
25-29 26.1 24.9
30-34 14.4 17.5
35-39 11.2 13.1
40-44 7.1 10.4
45-49 5.0 8.0
50 or over 4.1 6.6

Length of time living in present community:

Less than 1 year 4.7% 4.2%
1-2 years 9.9 7.3
3-5 years 14.7 10.8
over 5 years 70.8 77.6
Married or living with a partner 57.1% 62.1%
Child or children aged 12 or younger living in respondent’s home 24.9% 29.8%

Notes: Data in the table do not include directors; for information on this group, see Chapter 5. The Caring for a Living study did not have a separate
questionnaire for directors; it reported its demographic data on the basis of staff and directors combined. [a] 1991 data from Caring for a Living (CCDCF/
CDCAA 1992), pp. 19-21.

3.5 Work History

3.5a Length of Time in the Child Care Field

In 1998, nearly athird of teaching staff in Canada (31.8%) had worked in the child care field for over 10
years. The second largest proportion, 28.0%, had worked in the field for between 5 and 10 years, while
22.5% had been in child care for 3 years or less. Only 5.7% had been in the field for less than a year.

Table 3.3 shows considerable provincia variation. Provinces with a substantially lower proportion of staff
who had been in the field for 10 years or more, compared to the national average, were Prince Edward
Island (8.9%), New Brunswick (13.2%), Newfoundland/Labrador (15.8%), and Alberta (24.0%). These
four provinces also had the highest proportions of staff who had been in the field for less than one year —
Prince Edward Island (12.5%), Newfoundland/L abrador (12.4%), New Brunswick (11.3%), and Alberta
(11.4%).
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Length of Time in the Child Care Field, Teaching Staff, Canada, 1998

40%
30% 27.8
20% 19.7
16.8 17.8
12.2
10%
5.7
Less than One to Over three Over five Over ten Over 15
one year three years years, up years, up years, up years
to five years to ten years to 15 years

Table 3.3

Length of Time in the Child Care Field, Teaching Staff, by Jurisdiction, 1998

Jurisdiction[a] Less than | 1-3 years Over Over Over Over
1 year 3 years, up | 5 years, up |10 years, up | 15 years
to 5 years | to 10 years | to 15 years

British Columbia 6.6% 20.8% 15.2% 28.6% 20.3% 8.5%
Albertal 11.4 214 19.9 23.2 16.0 8.0
Saskatchewan 11.0 27.7 131 20.6 14.9 12.6
Manitoba 5.0 14.2 140 34.3 21.8 10.6
Ontario 3.2 15.5 17.7 275 20.4 15.7
Québec 55 13.5 19.3 28.6 22.2 11.0
New Brunswick 11.3 30.4 20.1 25.0 10.8 2.4
Nova Scotia 6.9 19.9 16.3 305 133 131
Prince Edward Island 125 125 26.8 39.3 8.9 0
Newfoundland/Labrador 124 27.4 131 313 9.0 6.8
CANADA 5.7% 16.8% 17.8% 27.8% 19.7% 12.2%

Notes: Totals may not add to 100.0% due to rounding.
[a] Data for the Northwest Territories and the Yukon are not reportable due to small sample sizes.
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Asillustrated in Table 3.4, a higher proportion of assistant teachers than teachers or supervisors had been
in the field for less than a year. Conversely, a higher proportion of people who had been in the field for
over 10 years are supervisors.

Table 3.4

Length of Time in the Child Care Field, Teaching Staff, by Position, 1998

Current position Less than | 1-3 years Over Over Over Over
1 year 3 years, up | 5 years, up |10 years,up | 15 years
to 5years | to 10 years | to 15 years

Assistant teacher 11.3% 23.5% 17.9% 26.1% 12.8% 8.4%
Teacher 55 16.8 18.4 28.3 19.7 11.3
Supervisor 0.4 9.6 12.8 28.2 27.6 214
ALL TEACHING STAFF 5.7% 16.8% 17.8% 27.8% 19.7% 12.2%

On a Canada-wide basis, as shown in Table 3.5, teaching staff in non-profit centres tended to have been in
the field longer than those employed in the commercial sector. Thirty-six percent of staff in non-profit
centres had been in the field for over 10 years, in contrast to 18.2% of those working in commercial
centres. Similarly, 18.7% of teaching staff in non-profit centres had only been in the field for three years
or less, compared to athird of staff in commercial programs (34.1%).

Table 3.5

Length of Time in the Child Care Field, Teaching Staff, by Auspice, 1998

Auspice Less than | 1-3 years Over Over Over Over
1 year 3 years, up | 5 years, up |10 years,up | 15 years
to 5years | to 10 years | to 15 years

Non-profit 4.1% 14.6% 16.0% 29.4% 22.1% 13.9%

Commercial 10.3% 23.8% 23.4% 24.2% 12.7% 5.5%

Notes: Data from municipal centres are not included in this table.
Totals may not add to 100.0% due to rounding.

3.5b Number of Centres Worked at in the Past Five Years

Teaching staff were asked how many centres they had worked in during the past five years, excluding
practicum settings but including the centre where they currently worked. Of the staff who had been in the
field for over five years, 62.1% had only worked in one centre, 21.7% had worked in two, and 8.8% had
worked in three. Nearly 64% of teachers had only worked in one centre, in comparison with 55.8% of
assistant teachers and 58.3% of supervisors.
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3.5¢ What Staff Were Doing Prior to Joining their Current Centre

Canada-wide, 37.8% of teaching staff had worked at another centre immediately prior to starting work at
their current centre. Another 6.8% had been providing child care in their own home. A larger proportion
of teachers and supervisors reported that they had come from another centre (39.1% and 44.7%
respectively), than did assistant teachers (25.8%). New Brunswick had the highest proportion of staff
who had been providing family child care (12.9%), followed by Saskatchewan (11.1%) and Nova Scotia
(10.7%).

Nearly a quarter of staff (24.9%) had been attending college or university, 11.2% had been working in
another field not related to children, and 7.2% were working in another field related to children. The
remainder had been involved in avariety of other work situations or were not in the paid workforce.

Having come directly to their centre from working in a field not related to children was reported by a
larger proportion of assistant teachers (17.1%) than teachers (10.7%) or supervisors (7.1%). The
proportion of staff coming from an unrelated field was highest in New Brunswick (17.2%), Saskatchewan
(16.5%), and Alberta (15.5%). Coming to the centre from another field unrelated to children is significant
because it implies both probable lack of early childhood care and education (ECCE) training, and lack of
experience with children.

3.5d Length of Time Working at their Current Centre

Asillustrated in Table 3.6, 18.4% of the sample Canada-wide had worked in their current centre for
under one year. However, there was considerable variation across provinces, auspice categories, and

staff positions.

Table 3.6

Length of Time Worked in Current Centre, Teaching Staff, by Jurisdiction, 1998

Jurisdiction[a] Under 1-3 years 3-5years 5-10 Overs
1year years 10 years

British Columbia 24.0% 33.4% 17.1% 21.5% 4.0%
Alberta 31.2 31.0 16.2 16.5 5.2
Saskatchewan 23.1 27.3 14.9 24.4 104
Manitoba 16.1 28.8 12.7 29.1 13.3
Ontario 15.6 23.4 17.8 31.1 12.0
Québec 13.6 18.0 14.7 32.7 21.0
New Brunswick 25.2 27.1 17.2 24.1 6.4
Nova Scotia 20.1 25.7 20.0 18.4 15.8
Prince Edward Island 20.4 36.3 14.6 28.8 0
Newfoundland/Labrador 26.5 36.8 19.1 11.5 6.1
CANADA 18.4% 24.6% 16.4% 28.0% 12.6%
Notes: Totals may not add to 100.0% due to rounding.
[a] Data for the Northwest Territories and the Yukon are not reportable due to small sample sizes.
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The percentage of staff who had worked for under one year in their current centre was higher than the
national average in Alberta (31.2%), Newfoundland/L abrador (26.5%), New Brunswick (25.2%), and
British Columbia (24.0%). A lower percentage than the national average had worked in their centre for
only one year in Québec (13.6%), Ontario (15.6%), and Manitoba (16.1%).

At the other end of the continuum, higher proportions of staff in Québec (21.0%) and Nova Scotia
(15.8%) had worked in their current centre for over 10 years, compared to the national average of
12.6%. Fewer staff had worked for 10 years or more in their centre in Prince Edward Island (none),
British Columbia (4.0%), Alberta (5.2%), Newfoundland/L abrador (6.1%), and New Brunswick
(6.4%).

The average length of time teaching staff had worked in their current centre also varied by
respondents’ positions and whether they worked in a non-profit or acommercial centre. Nearly a
third of assistant teachers (29.7%) had worked in their current centre for less than a year, compared to
17.7% of teachers and 9.0% of supervisors. The average length of time working at their current centre
was three years and five months for assistant teachers, five years and one month for teachers, and six
years for supervisors. A higher proportion of staff in the commercial sector than in the non-profit
sector reported that they had been in their current centre for under one year, or between one and three
years (see Table 3.7). Having worked at the same centre for five to ten years was reported by a higher
percentage of staff in non-profit centres.

Table 3.7

Length of Time Worked in Current Centre, Teaching Staff, by Auspice, 1998

Auspice Under 1 year| 1-3 years 3-5years | 5-10 years | Over 10 years
Non-profit 14.7% 22.3% 16.0% 32.4% 14.7%
Commercial 27.3% 31.3% 17.7% 17.9% 5.8%

Note: Data from municipal centres are not included in this table.

3.5¢ Length of Time in Their Current Position

Canada-wide, 53.6% of staff had worked in their current position at their current centre for under three
years; 27.2% of staff had worked in their current position for under one year. The highest proportions
of staff who had been in their current position for less than a year were in Alberta (40.2%),
Newfoundland/L abrador (37.5%), New Brunswick (32.7%), and Saskatchewan (32.8%). The lowest
proportions were in Ontario (23.0%) and Manitoba (23.4%).

Only 9.2% of staff had been in their current position for over 10 years. This situation was most
common in Québec (16.4%) and Nova Scotia (10.8%). No staff in Newfoundland/L abrador or Prince
Edward Island had been in their current position at their current centre for over 10 years. In
Newfoundland/Labrador, only 9.1% had been so for five years.
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Proportionately more teachers and supervisors than assistant teachers were in the three higher length-
of-time categories. Higher proportions of assistant teachers were in the under one year (34.8%) and
one-to-three years (29.8%) categories.

3.5f Advancement within Their Current Centre

On a Canada-wide basis, 24.1% of all teaching staff had advanced to a position higher than their
starting position in their current centre, while 1.2% were now in a more junior position. A greater
proportion of supervisors (67.3%) had advanced to a higher position than had teachers (21.6%).

Staff most often reported that they had advanced in their current centre in British Columbia (38.6%),
Prince Edward Island (36.9%), and Manitoba (36.1%). Québec had the smallest percentage of staff who
had advanced in their centre (14.1%) and the highest percentage who had remained in the same
position (85.5%). This may reflect the high prevalence of team teaching in Québec, as opposed to the
more hierarchical mode used in most jurisdictions (that is, ateacher supervising an assistant teacher
who works in the same room). A slightly higher proportion of staff in commercial centres than in non-
profit centres reported that they had advanced from their starting position (26.6% and 23.4%

respectively).

3.6 Roles and Responsibilities of ECCE Staff

Most staff reported that they worked exclusively with one group of children, as opposed to splitting
their time among different groups. This was the case for 81.2% of assistant teachers, 91.2% of teachers,
and 79.0% of supervisors. The largest proportion of staff in all three positions in our sample (59.9%)
worked with children ages 3 to 5.

Many teaching staff worked in programs that target specific groups of children, and/or integrated
children who have special needs. One in four staff (24.4%) worked in one of the following: a
kindergarten program, a program for children with special needs, a Head Start or early intervention
program, an English/French as a second language (ESL/FSL) program, or a program specifically for
the children of teenaged mothers. With the exception of kindergarten, programs that target specific
groups of children have a socia service function in addition to the provision of care and education. For
example, programs serving teen mothers usually provide parenting-skill education, in addition to
looking after the children so that the mothers can complete their secondary school education.

Asindicated in Chapter 9, 70.1% of the centres reported including at least one child who has special
needs, and almost one in eight centres (12.2%) reported having five or more children with special
needs.® Therefore, a substantial number of teachers are providing care and education for children who
have a disability, a health problem or a severe emotional/behavioural problem. The provision of
appropriate care for children with special needs requires the knowledge and ability to adapt programs
and equipment in away that enables each child to participate to the fullest extent possible. The teacher
may also have to learn specific healthcare skills and how to work as a partner with other professionals
in implementing a specia intervention plan for the child.
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Table 3.8

Time Spent on Other Tasks While also Caring for Children,
Full-Time Staff, by Position, 1998
Percent of time in a typical week
Task Assistant Teacher Supervisor All staff
teacher as a group

Activity planning and preparation 22.4% 26.5% 22.0% 25.4%
Interaction with parents 185 19.8 215 19.8
Meal/snack preparation and clean-up 24.1 17.6 14.2 18.0
Maintenance (cleaning, repairing) 17.6 141 134 144
Supervising practicum students 5.2 11.0 9.9 101
Staff supervision 5.8 4.9 17.0 6.6
Meetings with people other than parents 4.4 4.7 7.6 5.1
Administration 2.6 3.2 11.3 4.2
Other 5.7 5.8 53 5.7

Overall, 46.0% of respondents reported that they supervised ECCE students on practicum placements.
However, the likelihood of being responsible for supervising students depended on the individual’s
position. Only 18.5% of assistant teachers reported this responsibility, compared to 49.4% of teachers and
58.7% of supervisors. There were also differences across auspice. The proportion of staff who reported
supervising practicum students was 51.5% in non-profit centres and 28.3% in commercial centres. Staff
who supervised students did so for roughly the same number of hours aweek in non-profit centres (18.6
hours) asin commercial (16.4 hours) centres.

We were interested in exploring how teaching staff spend their days, and the extent to which their work
involves multi-tasking (doing a second task while also caring for children). So staff were given alist of
activities and were asked, “1n addition to caring for children, approximately what percentage of your time
is spent in each of the following activities in atypical week?” Asshown in Table 3.8, staff at al levels
reported engaging in considerable multi-tasking. However, there was some difference in the nature of the
second task, depending on the individual’s position. Typically, assistant teachers spent moretimein
second tasks such as meal/snack preparation and general maintenance than did teachers or supervisors.
Conversely, supervisors reported spending more time in supervisory and administrative tasks than did
assistant teachers or teachers. It should be noted that Table 3.8 reflects tasks done while also caring for/
supervising children, and therefore does not indicate the total proportion of the work day spent on these
activities.

The amount of time involved in multi-tasking over the course of atypical week was similar whether staff
worked in commercial or non-profit centres. However, there were some differences in the proportion of
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time spent in certain types of task while also caring for children. Staff in non-profit centres tended to
spend more time supervising practicum students (8.6%) than did staff in commercial centres (3.9%).
Conversely, staff in non-profit centres reported spending less time (17.3%) than their colleaguesin
commercial programs (20.0%) on meal/snack preparation and cleanup, and |ess time on maintenance
(12.1% and 16.4% respectively).

3.7 Feelings About Their Work

Staff were given alist of nine descriptions of how teachers might feel about their work and were asked
to indicate on afive-point scale the extent to which the description characterized their feelings most of
the time. The possible choices were “never or not at al,” “rarely or to aminor degree,” “occasionally,”
“agood part of thetime,” and “usually/feel strongly.” In Tables 3.9 and 3.10, we use the percentages
from the two choices reflecting the strongest feeling, “a good part of the time” and “usually/feel
strongly,” to indicate the extent to which teaching staff expressed positive or negative feelings about
their work.

Almost all staff (94.7%) indicated that they believed they made a positive difference in the lives of the
children. To a considerable degree, they felt their work to be stimulating and challenging, and to make
good use of their skills and abilities. Most reported that their work gave them a sense of
accomplishment.

The high level of positive feeling about their work expressed by teaching staff isin sharp contrast to the
level of dissatisfaction with child care as a career noted in Chapter 7, and to the high proportion of
people leaving the field (see Chapter 8). As discussed in Chapters 7 and 8, low wages and poor
prospects for career advancement appear to be major reasons for people leaving the field, in spite of
enjoying the work.

Table 3.9

Teaching Staff Feeling Positively About Their Work, 1998

Description “A good part | “Usually/feel Total generally

of the time” strongly” feeling positively
(1) (2) (3)

I make a positive difference in the children’s lives 44.1% 50.6% 94.7%

| feel my job makes good use of my skills and abilities 47.9 36.5 84.4

The work | do is stimulating and challenging 51.8 32.2 84.0

My work gives me a sense of accomplishment 45.7 37.1 82.8

| have reasonable control over most things that affect

my satisfaction with my job 55.3 13.3 68.6

Note: Column 3 is the sum of columns 1 and 2.
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Table 3.10

Teaching Staff Feeling Negatively About Their Work, 1998

Description “A good part | “Usually/feel Total generally
of the time” strongly” feeling positively
(1) (2) (3)
There is too little time to do all that needs to be done 28.2% 26.6% 54.8%
| feel physically exhausted at the end of the work day 30.1 17.8 47.9
| feel emotionally drained at the end of the day 17.2 11.2 28.4
| feel frustrated by this job 8.0 4.5 12.5

Note: Column 3 is the sum of columns 1 and 2.

AsTable 3.10 illustrates, teaching staff also expressed negative feelings about their work. More than half
felt pressured by insufficient time to get everything done that should be done. Nearly as many reported
feeling physically exhausted at the end of the work day. A fifth reported often feeling emotionally
drained by the time they left work. However, only asmall proportion reported feeling frustrated by the

job.

The degree of stress suggested in Table 3.10 is of concern. Stress interferes with the quality of
interaction between teacher and child; it has also been implicated as a major factor in high turnover rates
in avariety of human service occupations, including child care.*

Staff were asked if they expected to be working in their current centre in a year’s time. Seventy-nine

percent responded “yes.

. The expectation, however, varied by position. Twenty-nine percent of assistant

teachers did not expect to be there, compared to 19.6% of teachers and 20.4% of supervisors. The most
frequently cited reasons for not expecting to be at their current centre in ayear’s time were “want a
career change” (16.9%) and “low wages’ (16.8%). “Want a career change” may either reflect burnout
or, as discussed in Chapter 7, afedling that it is necessary to leave the field in order to get a higher

wage.

3.8 Sources of Support

Researchers studying child care centre staff have observed that staff meetings appear to serve a variety
of important functions. They enable staff to socialize informally, to give each other support, to confer
about problems, and to exert some influence on decision-making in the centre.® We asked teaching staff
how often their centre held scheduled meetings of all the staff. The vast majority (95.3%) reported that
their centre has regularly scheduled staff meetings. For 50.1% of the respondents these are monthly,
34.4% reported meetings less than once a month, while 6.7% attend twice-monthly meetings. Just under
half of all staff (45.2%) reported that the meetings occurred during unpaid overtime. As noted by one
director on the Centre Questionnaire, “Lack of support makes its impossible to have parent meetings,

staff meetings, or training during paid work time.”
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Support and opportunities to network with other child care staff can also come through membershipin a
child care organization. This source of support appears to be under-utilized: on a Canada-wide basis, only
33.3% of staff reported belonging to a child care organization. A fifth of staff (20.7%) belonged to one
organization, and 12.6% belonged to two or more. Most frequently, teaching staff belonged to a provincia
or territorial organization (21.4% of all staff). Other memberships identified by staff included the
Canadian Child Care Federation (9.1% of al teaching staff), the (U.S.) National Association for the
Education of Y oung Children (2.5%) and the Child Care Advocacy Association of Canada (1.3%). A
higher proportion of supervisors reported belonging to at least one organization (41.4%), than did teachers
(34.4%) or assistant teachers (21.8%).

3.9 Summary

A number of themes have emerged in this chapter. One is the differing staff profiles across jurisdictions,
and between the non-profit and for-profit sectors. A second theme involves the complexity of the job. All
staff engage in considerable multi-tasking. Many staff provide care and education for children whose
mother tongue is neither English nor French, or who are considered at risk, or who have a special need. A
substantial number of staff supervise ECCE students. A third theme is the degree of positive feeling about
the daily work expressed by teaching staff, accompanied, however, by indications of fairly widespread
stress.

Notes

1 In the Centre Questionnaire, directors reported a slightly different proportion of assistant teachers (22.3%) and teachers
(65.7%) in their centres, although the reported percentage of supervisors (12.0%) was basically the same. The slight variation
in degree (but not direction) for assistant teachers and teachers in the two questionnaires suggests that the sample
responding to the Staff Questionnaire may have had a lower proportion of assistant teachers than occurs in the teaching staff
population as a whole.

Demographic statistics for 1991 from Caring for a Living (CCDCF/CDCAA 1992), pp. 19-21.

3 The Centre Survey provided the following specific definition: Special needs refers to children with a physical or intellectual
disability identified by a professional such as a physician or speech therapist. Include children diagnosed as medically fragile
as well as children with significant emotional difficulties.

4 Manlove and Guzell 1997, p. 148.

5 Maslach and Pines 1977, pp. 108-109.

CHAPTER THREE 33



34

CHAPTER THREE

you bet




o
I=
a2
m

you bet

Chapter 4
Centre Teaching Staff

Education and Professional Development

Hillel Goelman, Gillian Doherty, Annette LaGrange, Donna S. Lero, and Jocelyne Tougas

“Research shows that the most important ingredient of high-quality early

education and care is the relationship between the teacher and the child.”
— Carollee Howes, Ellen Smith, and Ellen Galinsky 1995, p. 50

4.1 Introduction

A robust body of research shows that: (a) quality child care programs support children’s well-being and
development;! and (b) levels of staff training and education are linked to the quality of child care
programs (see Section 4.2). We also know that both the opportunities to study ECCE and the regulatory
requirements pertaining to staff training vary across the provinces and territories.? How is this diversity
reflected in the educational backgrounds of centre teaching staff? This chapter examines the educational
backgrounds and professional development activities of some of the estimated 42,000 centre staff
members® who provide care and education for approximately 300,000 children across Canada.*
Information on the educational backgrounds of directorsis provided in Chapter 5. Section 1.5 in Chapter 1
provides definitions for the three teaching staff positions (assistant teachers, teachers, and supervisors),
and Section 3.2 in Chapter 3 gives information about the proportions of teaching staff in each position
who responded to our survey.
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4.2 The Importance of Staff Educational Levels

The research literature in both Canada® and the United States® consistently reports a relationship between
the type and level of staff education and program quality in centre-based care. Adults who have post-
secondary education tend to be more responsive with children and to provide them with stimulating
activities that are appropriate to their developmental level. Research also demonstrates that these desirable
teacher behaviours occur more frequently when the individual’ s post-secondary education includes course
work related to child development and early childhood education.” People with this type and level of
educational background know how to plan appropriate educational and caring environments for young
children. They use the kinds of questioning, listening, and reflecting strategies that facilitate children’'s
expressive and receptive language development. They understand children’s social, emotional, and
cognitive development, and are able to recognize and exploit “teachable moments.”

That specialized ECCE training is important for child care quality is not surprising. Several Canadian
child care task forces have noted that a substantial body of knowledge and skillsis required to provide
good care and education for an unrelated group of children.? This