COMMENTS

Process

< We are concerned that this consultation is beimglgoted in an
undemocratic manner, and especially that it isuekal the vast majority
of parents.

This is because the consultation:

. is being conducted in the summer when parents@raacessible
through the school system, and/or are away

.- was launched without a public info campaign — salposters where
parents especially could see them; or notificat@parents via
schools; or mailed notices in, for example, utibil}s; or a general
mail out to the public (compare this silence topheélicity around
the government’s “green” initiatives)

- was initially launched without even a press release
- has a short time frame for input into such a mpgaicy discussion

. contains a list of groups invited to participateiethhas only one
parents’ group. Not even PAC groups are listedeasgoincluded.

List available ahbttp://iwww.kidsfirstcanada.org/List of Groups Imdt for Consultation.pdf

< We suggest a “citizens’ assembly” and referendumm @m®re appropriate
method of creating early childhood/family policyuGorganization, Kids
First Parent Association of Canada, asked by emé&iébruary to be
involved in the process and that parents be ingbingroportional
numbers. However, in the email reply these requeste not responded
to, and we were not even included in the groupgady“Stakeholders”
in child-related policy are:

o first and foremost parents, and
o secondly the voting public.
< The “stakeholders” invited are organizations:

o These bodies do not vote.

Page 1 of 15



o They cannot be held accountable for the effecthid/family
policy they promote.

o Parents are thenly people held personally legally, financially, and
morally responsible for their children. As such ave uniquely
accountable/liable for the child/family policies week. We are the
ones (after the children themselves) most affelotesuich policy.

< The list of groups invited to participate does piaportionally reflect the
diversity of views and expertise in this area.

Conflict of Interest

The groups invited to participate are in possiloeflict of interest or
appearance of such as their groups, leaders/repagises and/or members
would materially benefit from all-day Kindergartdmough jobs, research
contracts/grants, finances, union members feeartditially increased
labour pool, the low-wage subsidy effect of sulzmdiearly
schooling/daycare, etc.

Costs/Feasibility

We are concerned that this consultation is aboegts® and “feasibility” but
there is no information about dollar costs in thasultation paper. Refusing
to disclose this necessary information is mislegdirhese costs are very
significant, and there are examples available. ldezdwo examples of what
such programs cost:

1. $11,500 CDN — per year/childage 2-5Quebecspending on daycare
operation costs onkycapital, training, bureaucracy, pension funds are

not included.
Low Fee Regulated Childcare PolicyIRPEE, p. 22 foothote
http://132.203.59.36/CIRPEE/cahierscirpee/2005fI4RPEEQ05-08.pdf

2. $26,972CDN - per year/childage 1-5:Sweden’sspending on

daycare/preschool.
Association of Swedish Regional and Municipal Goveents’ publication
"Vad kostar verksamheten i din kommun? Bokslut 2Q0YEng. approx:
"What are the costs of services in you municip@linnual Report 2007"),
http://brs.skl.se/brsbibl/kata_documents/doc3926ddflp 150
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The consultation paper mentions “no cost to farsiilend “free” programs.
This is erroneous and misleading. We all pay feséhprograms through
various kinds of taxes, and they are not free.

High Costs and Low Quality

Despite these high costs (see above), the quallipth the Quebec and
Swedish systems has been reported to be inadaqubatmajority of
facilities in studies by these governments. EvenQECD notes a “problem
of quality” and “deteriorating quality” for Swedeavhile holding Sweden as
the “model” for the rest of the OECD states.

-- Pre-School in Transition: A national evaluationtbé Swedish pre-schqol
2004 see link ahttp://www.kidsfirstcanada.org/blog-voll.htm

-- Quality CountdRPP Vol 11 #5 Dec 2005
http://www.irpp.org/choices/archive/vol11no5.pdf

-- OECD Country Note Early Childhood Education &ate Policy in Sweden
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/52/31/2534972 p&0D

Research

< We note with concern that the paper refers to ‘aes€ but does not
mention any specific papers, authors or findindgss Treates a serious
lack of transparency in the process.

< The list of research used (provided to us on rdagieseighted heavily
to papers that haveot been published in peer-reviewed journals. The
inclusion of the publications of the daycare lolsigygroups and
individuals such as the Childcare Resource anddrelséJnit, the OECD
Babies and Bosses series, Drs. Cleveland and ksighiLynelle
Anderson, etc, and the absence of many signifijgcapérs published in
peer-reviewed journals further confirms the extrdmae of this
consultation.

< The consultation paper does not mention that psueamd the “home
environment” have been consistently found to bentbst influential
factors in children’s lives. Even a relevant StatssCanada paper
finding benefits of some home environment traitd aarly learning

experiences is absent. See
“Readiness to Learn at School Among Five-year-diddten in Canada”
http://www.statcan.ca/english/research/89-599-M#EFIIMIE2006004. pdf
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< Also excluded is a relevant HELP paper, which fitidsgt “participating
in early childhood care and education programs andervices at the
age of 2 and 3 had little direct association withtaldren's home and
school outcomes in Kindergarten.”

“The association of early childhood care and edoigat children's

experiences in Kindergartén
http://www.earlylearning.ubc.ca/documents/ECCE_Kohépps_ Hert
zman_Article_March 2006.pdf

Definitions Not Provided

The consultation paper states th&tiost children’s early learning takes
place through relationships and play and, whilesgnean be informal, there
Is also strong evidence that quality early childdgoograms have positive
impacts on children’s future success in the sckgstem.”

This and other statements are meaningless due tadk of definitions of
key terms:

- “informal”

. “early childhood programs”

. “quality”

. “future success in the school system”

Statements of this nature that are couched in tavdale vaguely

promising undefined benefits from undefined progahnound in the
literature promoting early schooling/daycare. Sitimeauthors of such
empty statements have essentially said nothing,diieid all accountability
for negative outcomes resulting from policy being jn place based on their
statements.

“Early childhood programs”: this can include prenatal classes, going to
the library with our child, Sunday school (includadhe EDI
guestionnaire), financial assistance to parentsnswng classes, music
lessons, etc.

“Future success in the school system’does that mean slightly higher

scores on some academic tests in kindergarten/priscaool? — if so, these
have not been shown to last long. What does it fean
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“Formal”: can mean anything that is organized by an orgaaizaather
than by parents, extended family, and friends. Tpasks and rec”
programs, parent-child drop-ins, La Leche Leagelggious and ethnic and
cultural organizations, home-learners groups, peivausic teachers, soccer
clubs, tutors, nature lovers, language classesaday, babysitters, etc. all
provide “formal” programs.

“Enroliment” in preschool/kindergarten/daycare in various OE®@D
other regions should be clearly distinguished fftu time equivalent
attendance.” For example, the high level of enreiiirin French preschool
Is often mentioned with no information about howmaours per
day/week/year children actually are in the presthoo

A Solution in Search of a Problem

“Play-based” programs are stressed, but it is leatran the consultation
paper why play ought to take place in a “formalidergarten setting as
opposed to any other. The concepts of “play” amdrtfal program” may be
mutually exclusive. Schools run the risk of underimg their ownraison
d’étre if they are perceived as being about “babysittiregher than
education.

Play in the “formal program” is likely to be compnesed by the physical
limits and limits due to group size and health @ns (bacteria, allergies).
For institutions — but not for families — free pliaynatural settings is very
difficult to supervise; the outdoor spaces are itaély small and highly
structured. Liability concerns trump free play axgloration.

- Observing and attaching to adults is perhaps aertaupt as free play in
children’s development. However the paper makesiantion of this.
The proposed child-centred setting almost elimsaggortunities for
these developmental tasks which abound in pareatallearning.

. Children at ages 3-5 are able to benefit from stdect instruction” in,
for example, dance, music, cooking, stories, ahdfahere is no direct
instruction and only play, the system may avoid pogsibility of
evaluation. Thus “curriculum” inevitably becomesassary and then
tends to become inappropriately academically oeeiats feasible
evaluations focus on that type of skill.
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. Since “informal” programs have been shown to besbeial according
to the paper, and since “formal” programs abourtlout all-day
kindergarten for ages 3-5, it is clear that thened problem that needs to
be addressed by this proposal.

. All-day kindergarten for 3-5 year olds would disassly undermine the
existing multitude of “formal” and “informal” optiws by bleeding the
resources of dollars and publicity to that fromrmgtleng else.

The statementpur children should have access to early learning
programs, implies that children do not have access to thEse.
consultation paper then goes on to falsely conclhdechildren therefore
“need” government-run, early, all-day classroomezignce.

Accountability

< The paper refers to OECD, other Canadian provireres European
examples of early schooling. However, we do na livthese places,
having chosen to come to or remain here in BC.pdliey makers in
these regions have no accountability to the BCtetate.

The OECD is not even an elected body.

< The cultural/social/educational/linguistic/hist@icontext is very
different in these different places; policy cansiotply be imported,
especially when it is not demonstrated to be produthe promised
benefits even in its place of origin.

For example, improved “social cohesion” and “sotalusion” is
frequently promised to result from early schooldaycare policies.
However, this has not been shown to happen -edutd be proven —in
places with extensive early schooling/daycare.ramEe, widely cited for
its extensive daycare/preschool programming, theaering rioting,
race/class upheavals, and the deaths of thousasdaiors alone in
apartments in one heat wave would argue againsbiweqd social
cohesion there.

Transparency

< The “integration” agenda is apparent throughoutthesultation paper
but is not clearly referred to or described. Thia radical departure
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aimed at greater state intervention in the famggiast the so-called
“ideology of the family” and towards the “professalization of care.”
These goals need to be clearly stated so as telisat] openly.

According to the OECD “integration” is about tramsn to “a new order.
This includes deep changes in societies in gera@ralin the family's
structure in particular...a review of the familyag relationship
regarding the responsibility for the care and edima of children

See
"An Integrated Approach to Early Childhood Education
and Care: A Preliminary Study
http://www.childcarecanada.org/pubs/op16/o0p16paf

We reject this agenda and believe that most pasgmtghe public of BC
will also reject it when they are informed of it.

*.
0.0

Though the OECD is referred to as if it were agoeheutral statistical
body, it in fact has definite policy objectives fdrild/family policy:
institutional group care, globalization, a largkeible” work force. It
endeavours to have its policies taken up in merstages through “name
and shame” tactics of “peer pressure and peerw&waecording to its
own and other writers. See

--"PEER REVIEW: A TOOL FOR CO-OPERATION AND CHANGE An
Analysis of an OECD Working Methddby Fabrizio Pagani. OECD General
Secretariat for Legal Affairs.
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/33/16/1955285.pdf

- -"The OECD and the reconciliation agenda: Competingdrints by Rianne
Mahon, published by the Childcare Resource & Rebeldnit University of
Toronto, Occasional Paper # 20 p 13

Uniformity of educational/child/family policy for BCD members is
apparently an underlying goal of so-called “peerew and peer
pressure.” Peer pressure is considered by some addrm of
“bullying.” Such a value must be stated openly dadated openly. It is
unlikely that it is shared by many in BC.

This goal undermines democracy in BC as our ciizae not
voting/participating “citizens” of the OECD. Hereevinave very high
levels of diversity in family/learning/culture. Adinally, there we have
a high level of tolerance and appreciation for thiersity.
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< There are many other examples of other approacheg iregions
discussed, yet these go unmentioned. Even regibithwave early
schooling often have other policies that are natttoeed — for example,
the “family taxation” policy of France; the incomedistribution/welfare
polices in Sweden; and significant family allowasiae France, Finland,
Germany, etc. Sweden’s move to funding families whavide their own
child care is not mentioned.

The paper states:

“A recent review of early learning in 20 countriesrigwide,
conducted by the Organization for Economic Co-openaand
Development (OECD), found growing levels of interesncreasing
universal access to quality early learning for dnén aged three to
six and the importance of qualifications in theffspaoviding the
service.

Other significant developments include:

o

a trend towards combining early childhood programth
programs for primary school age children;

a growing belief that care and education are ngicsate
concepts, and that quality programs for young aieitdprovide
both;

an emerging consensus that early learning prograhmuld be
led by educators with appropriate post-secondaayning; and

a trend towards full coverage by the educationesystor
children aged three to six. Many countries are wagkowards
offering two years of free (publicly funded) eddgrning
before Grade I

However all these trends are OECD policy initiagiv€o report them as if
they were not OECD policy but somehow democratttiadependent is
misleading. The OECD is clear that it seeks to masty schooling/daycare
through “name and shame” tactics of “peer revied @ressure” by
selectively publicizing such “trends.”
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The OECD review of Canada was utterly lacking ifeotivity as it relied
excessively on the work of leading daycare loblsyistre (Martha Friendly,
etc.) — a fact which both parties attempted to cope See

“The OECD and Canada's Daycare Lobby: Ties Denied”
http://www.kidsfirstcanada.org/martha-denies.htm

John Bennett who conducted the non-objective “smeV@omotes the
“integration” agenda. See

“Toward a new pedagogical meeting place? Bringimty ehildhood into the education
systenti -- Briefing paper for a Nuffield Educational SeminPeter Moss & John
Bennett, Nuffield Foundation, 26 Sep 06
www.nuffieldfoundation.org/fileLibrary/doc/briefinmaper.draft3.augustl7.doc

Even though Bennett is a leading promoter inteomatiy of this agenda, he
admits there is not evidence to support it ands@t@blems with Sweden:
“Despite the potential significance of bringing ECE into the education
system, there is little up-to-date research evideeabout the process or
the consequences.”

In short the “integration” agenda amounts to a massocial experiment
using our young children and parents as lab rats.

Furthermore, the OECD'’s evaluation on this issu€anada was shown to
be false by its very-often cited but grossly-undéneated evaluation of our
expenditure on ECEC. The OECD counted only kindeegaexpenditures
and nothing else, according to HRSDC official, Shawpper, in his report
to the Senate on the issue. This false findingicoas to be reported by
others. For example, the organization, First @rlbted it in their
submission to this consultation. See transcript:

http://www.parl.gc.ca/39/1/parlbus/commbus/senaiaice/soci-e/24evb-
e.htm?Language=E&Parl=39&Ses=1&comm_id=47

Quality
We know that high quality is rare, even in Sweden.

The RAND Corporation (which pushes early schoopnggchool) reports
that inadequate quality is pervasive in Califorttiaeports allowable
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maximum ratios of 1 staff for 10 children — accépgao RAND — which are

grossly inadequate to create high quality. See
“Room for Improvement in the Use of High-QualityeBchool Programs for
California's Children”
http://www.rand.org/pubs/research_briefs/RB935&uidhtml

Ratios of 1:8 and 1:9 for this age group resultedalf the childrerinot
receiving developmentally appropriate activities and “not receiving
adequate caregiving’in peer-reviewed research cited by Gillian Doherty

--Howes, C, Phillips, D.A., & Whitebook, M. (1992 hresholds of
quality: Implications for the social developmentcbildren in center-
based care’ChildDevelopment63, 449-460 (page 455).

-- “The Great Child Care Debate:The Long-Term Bfeaf Non-Parental Child
Care” P 4'Mttp://www.childcarecanada.org/pubs/op7/op7.pdf

The paper mentions the importance of “high qualityt does not define
this. Currently, many daycare/early schooling labtsfadvocates advance
definitions of quality that reject attachment theand “empirical evidence”
from developmental science. For example Helen Bannotk, which is cited
in the Quality by Design /CRRU website. These nefinttions lack
validation and rigour and contradict extensive aesle findings: they should
not be applied. Ratios and group size are key items

< We note with concern the inclusion of papers/matérom those who:
* Reject “empirical evidence” from developmental acie

* Reject Attachment Theory;

» Reject or downplay the importance of child-to-statios and
group size and adult-child relationships in defgnfquality;”

* Do not specify what “appropriate” ratios/group sizge in their
view.

< Likewise we note the absence of material from tivase accept the
validity of empirical evidence from developmenteaiesice and
attachment theory.

The HELP Organization
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We note with concern that all the “experts” in dnilevelopment listed in
the invitation list are from the Human Early LeawgpiPartnership
(HELP) and that this fact is not stated.

We note with concern that HELP staff (with a veewflike-minded
associates) are the only academics doing the wigjpadvising,
evaluating, and data collecting on young childrethe Provincial Child
Care Council, “Strong Start”, ECLA, “Bold Vision&tc. This one-
sidedness makes for harmful, undemocratic, biasidyp

We note with concern that HELP has stated veryrigi@ehat policy it
seeks to implement: all-day schooling and wrap4adodaycare. See

Hillel Goelman Vancouver Sun Sept 2007
http://www.earlylearning.ubc.ca/documents/2007/H@®%&n%20Sun%20PreK
%20Proposal%20Sep%2007%20final .pdf

Clyde Hertzman, HELP Director, has stated (QB€&as,July 2008) that
lower school enrolment should not result in lowedgets: budgets
should be maintained and space filled with youripddren.

We note that HELP’s own unpublicized research destrates that the
policy they seek to impose has, at best, no benafitl also produces
harmful behavioural effects and low quality. See

“HELP Findings that Contradict HELP's PromotionEarly Schooling/Daycare”
http://www.kidsfirstcanada.org/help-contradictidrim

We note with concern that HELP already announceaivérsal child
care coming” in announcing this throne speech itdaarly prejudicing
the consultation.

We note with grave concern that HELP’s leaderslap dttempted to
discredit academics who challenge their policy ciojes. Specifically,
Clyde Hertzman and Hillel Goelman have publiclyaekied the work of
Drs. Milligan, Baker and Gruber for their peer-mwed findings of
negative outcomes for Quebec since $5/day daybardéiertzman
publicly called these academics “zombies” condgctstatistical
malpractice.” Such shockingly unprofessional, st&ands, and
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“bullying” conduct should result in disciplinary taan, not more
government contracts.

Similarly, Drs. Hillel Goelman and Paul Kershaw aattempted to
discredit the internationally renowned expert iis trea and consultant
to the PM of Britain, Dr. Jay Belsky, and have mmpesented the
NICHD findings to the Minister in emails, which vmave obtained.
Specifically they claim that negative behaviouroames for children in
group care were lessened with high quality. ButNléHD study found
that high quality did not make a difference to nagabehavioural
outcomes. Goelman falsely portrayed Belsky as a tesearcher.

The Rhetoric of “Choice”

It is difficult to understand how parents will hawv®re “choice” if this
policy were implemented. Could parents choosedeive a sum equivalent
to our child kindergarten allotment with which taypfor care/learning
goods and services of our choosing for our childréhat may allow for
greater choice.

Building a monolithic “system” of the sort proposeevitably drains
resources from the existing highly complex and digesystem. In fact the
consultation paper provides no recognition of éxssting system at all.

The model of very-limited choice offered is somedstalled “structured
choice” and is used in working with toddlers anchia#ly challenged
individuals: it is insulting and unnecessary tolg®uch tactics to parents
and the public at large.

The rhetoric of choice distracts from the issueaduiality for the choices we
actually prefer to make.

In BC we are told kindergarten is not “compulsofy.e. it is already a
choice, though not many are aware of this fact.\vidth the legalization of
home-learning ALL schooling from kindergarten tade 12 is not
“compulsory” beyond registration of the child. Howee, parents who do not
use all-day schooling for their 3 to 5 year oldsr+fhatever reason — would
still be forced to pay for it though taxes in aduhtto their own
care/learning costs.
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Many parents would not use the proposed programméory reasons: their
religious and consciously held beliefs about cleitds care/learning, their
child’s physical or emotional health, language anldural concerns,
schedule concerns, etc.

This is discriminatory against all these parent$ @mldrenin violation of
our Constitutionally-guaranteed rights and freedoms

The government should avoid enacting even moreidis@tory policy that
will lead to lawsuits due to the unjustifiable distination and the harms
caused.

1. What are your thoughts on full school day kindergaten for 5-year-
olds?

Fund all parents so those parents who wish to ethis service can
afford to pay for it. This service could cost waller $10,000/child.
Parents and/or organizations and/or entrepreneultd set up these
programs if they want them enough; they alreadyeraw. Montessori
full-day programs).

However, parents and the public have the rightrttiofmed choice” in
these issues. Implying to parents that all day daigdrten will benefit
their children, when this is quite unlikely for nipgiolates this right.

Leading developmental psychologist, Dr. Gordon Mklfopposes full-
day kindergarten, especially for children with ¢bages, because it
strengthens peer-attachment. Peer attachment lagsdsbildren’s
development and learning when it is dominant ogettéparent
attachment. Children are “stuck” in pleasing pedns are not able to
help them “grow up.”

RAND Corporation research finds that children dtiddeon academic
tests when they start kindergarten later than ageaks or 60 months.
Finnish formal schooling begins at age 7, and Rihlaas the highest
literacy rankings. See

Charts pp110-112
http://www.rand.org/pubs/rgs_dissertations/2005/REGH/ .pdf
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2. What about parent choice for full-school-day pre-kndergarten
programs for 4-year olds?

As above, fund all parents equitably so they caatevpay for this or
something else if they make an informed choiceotsal

Inform parents that research demonstrates thajuhkty is likely to be
low and that their children are unlikely to benafmd very likely to suffer
negative physical health, stress, and behaviotfexts.

3. What about parent choice for full-school-day pre-kndergarten
programs for 3-year olds?

As above, fund all parents equitably so they caatevpay for this or
something else if they make an informed choiceotsa Inform parents
that research demonstrates that the quality i$yltkebe low and that
their children are unlikely to benefit and verydik to suffer negative
physical health, , and behaviour effects.

4. What do you think are the most important factors toconsider in
expanding early learning programs in British Columhba?

< First do no harm: Avoid policy-based discrimination in any form
against parents and children who prefer other fains
care/learning.

2

S

The best interests of children — as defined by {heients. The
“labour force” expansion goals of the OECD, HELRAND, and
the World Bank have no place in this area.

< Clearly reject child/family/education policy frorheé OECD,
RAND and the World Bank and the related “sharegaasibility”
and “integration” agendas as discussed in the O&€D1 paper
entitled “An Integrated Approach to Early Childhood Education
and Care: A Preliminary Stutly

http://www.childcarecanada.org/pubs/op16/op16.pdf
and in the RBC’s VP Charles Coffey’'s 2005 World Bapeech
http://www.rbc.com/newsroom/20050928coffey.html
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Invitation to Respond — Part Two

Please provide the following information about yg&if and/or your
organization. This will help ensure that the goveent hears from a wide
range of individuals and groups.

To help us understand your perspective on the ssgliease check the box
or boxes that best describe you.

- | am a parent with a child under five
- | am a parent with children over five
- | provide child care services
- I am an early childhood educator
.- | am a kindergarten teacher
.- | am a teacher in Grades 1 to 12
. | teach in a post secondary institution
.- | am a researcher
- | am a member of the business community
- | provide health or social services
. | am an interested member of the public

/ | am responding on behalf of an organization

If you checked the last box, please provide theenahyour organization:
Kids First Parent Association of Canada

You do not have to provide your name, but you magalif you wish:

Please submit your comments by August 15, 2008.

- By mail: Early Childhood Learning Agency, Ministof Education
Box 9158 Stn Prov Gowt, Victoria BC VBW 9H3

. Online:www.bced.gov.bc.ca/ecla/

- By e-mail:EDUC.earlylearning@gov.bc.ca

Note: The information gathered in response to this pap#rinform
recommendations to the government. This is onlyobiiee sources of
information that will be considered.

Page 15 of 15



