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Abstract
The Canada-wide Early Learning and Child Care Plan promises to help low-income par-
ents, especially women, participate in the economy. But even under this plan, care will be
too expensive for many families. Several provinces offer targeted subsidies to reduce fees—
unfortunately, these benefits are often hard to access and their popularity with voters is
unclear. Using a pre-registered survey experiment (N=821), this research note investigates
support for a hypothetical child care supplement to help low-income families. Overall, we
find strong support for such an initiative, but little enthusiasm to pay for it through new
income taxes. We then manipulate the ease of accessing this benefit. We find little evi-
dence that burdensome child care benefits are more popular than easily accessible benefits.
If anything, burdensome benefits reduce support. We then briefly consider how partisan-
ship influences support. We conclude with timely recommendations for government and
discuss the need for accessible child care benefits.

Résumé
Le plan d’apprentissage et de garde des jeunes enfants pancanadien promet d’aider les par-
ents à faible revenu, en particulier les femmes, à participer à l’économie. Mais même dans le
cadre de ce plan, les services de garde seront trop chers pour de nombreuses familles.
Plusieurs provinces offrent des subventions ciblées pour réduire les frais—malheureusement,
ces prestations sont souvent difficiles d’accès et leur popularité auprès des électeurs n’est pas
évidente. À l’aide d’une enquête expérimentale préenregistrée (N=821), cette note de recher-
che étudie le soutien à un hypothétique supplément pour la garde d’enfants afin d’aider les
familles à faible revenu. Dans l’ensemble, nous constatons un fort soutien à une telle initia-
tive, mais peu d’enthousiasme à l’idée de la financer par de nouveaux impôts sur le revenu.
Nous manipulons ensuite la facilité d’accès à cette prestation. Nous ne trouvons peu
d’éléments indiquant que les prestations de garde d’enfants lourdes sont plus populaires
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que les prestations facilement accessibles. Au contraire, les prestations lourdes réduisent le
soutien. Nous examinons ensuite brièvement l’influence de la partisanerie sur le soutien.
Nous concluons par des recommandations opportunes à l’intention du gouvernement et
discutons de la nécessité de mettre en place des prestations de garde d’enfants accessibles.

Keywords: administrative burden; child care; deservingness; vignette experiment; willingness to pay

Mots-clés: charge administrative; garde d’enfants; mérite; expérimentation par vignettes; volonté de payer

Introduction
Debates over social programs are often about perceptions of deservingness: Who is
worthy of public resources and why? When assessing deservingness, voters often
rely on heuristics—especially race, gender, and citizenship (Watkins-Hayes and
Kovalsky, 2017). Recently, evidence from the United States points to another heu-
ristic: administrative burden (Keiser and Miller, 2020). This refers to the learning,
psychological, and compliance costs that citizens experience when they access a
public service or program (Herd and Moynihan, 2019). The logic is straightfor-
ward: People who overcome significant burdens to access social spending are
seen as more deserving than those who access equivalent benefits more easily.
This insight sets up a basic tension for the design of social programs, such as
Canada’s new Early Learning and Child Care Plan. On the one hand, governments
looking to expand access to child care might simplify the application process for
existing low-income supplements, such as Ontario’s child-care fee subsidy or
British Columbia’s Affordable Child Care Benefit. On the other, governments look-
ing to shore up support for affordable child care spending may be inclined to fur-
ther restrict access through complex eligibility and reporting requirements.

In this research note, we present results from a pre-registered survey experiment
(N=821) embedded in Canada’s 2022 Democracy Checkup (Harell et al., 2022a).
We present a hypothetical scenario to measure support for a low-income supple-
mentary cash benefit paid directly to child care providers. Using a vignette exper-
iment, we manipulate administrative burden (high vs low vs control) and measure
the impact on public support for the supplement. We also assess voters’ overall will-
ingness to support and pay for such a program.

There are two main findings. First, support for a low-income child care supple-
ment is strong, but there is little enthusiasm to pay for it through new income taxes.
Second, we find weak evidence that administrative burdens affect public support for
an affordable child care supplement. People in the high-burden condition were
slightly less supportive of the benefit, relative to the control group. People in the
low-burden condition were also slightly less supportive, but the effect goes away
after adjusting for pre-treatment covariates. We find no evidence of any treatment
effects on willingness to fund the supplement through income tax. In sum, we find
no evidence that burdensome child care benefits are more popular than easily
accessible benefits. If anything, burdensome benefits reduce support. These insights
nuance previous findings from the United States (for example, Keiser and Miller,
2020), which suggest that administrative burdens can increase support for social
spending. Building off these insights, we make timely recommendations for govern-
ments in Canada, arguing for easily accessible child care benefit programs.
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Deservingness, Administrative Burden, and Support for Social Programs
Decades of research suggest voters, including Canadians, rely on heuristics when
thinking about who deserves public resources (Watkins-Hayes and Kovalsky,
2017). For example, Harell et al. (2014) embedded a survey experiment in the
2011 Canadian Election Study to show that voters’ support for social welfare pro-
grams is lower when recipients are Indigenous compared to white. Doberstein and
Smith (2019) conducted a survey experiment on support for homelessness spend-
ing in Canada. They found systematic variations in perceived deservingness: Voters
see homeless individuals who had previously experienced victimization as more
deserving of public assistance than those who did not. Recently, Harell et al.
(2022b) drew on social psychology to show the power of in/out group dynam-
ics—voters see beneficiaries who are more “committed” to Canada as more deserv-
ing of redistribution, and vice versa. These findings dovetail with a large body of
research: Voters are less supportive of social welfare spending when beneficiaries
are depicted as either lazy or unable to meet stereotypical ideals (Watkins-Hayes
and Kovalsky, 2017). In short, the attributes of beneficiaries may serve as a heuristic
for assessing whether beneficiaries deserve support.

Recent evidence from the United States suggests voters may also use the design
of social programs as a heuristic of deservingness—specifically, administrative bur-
den (for example, Burden et al., 2012; Herd and Moynihan, 2019; Moynihan et al.,
2015). Common burdens include complex eligibility rules, heavy paperwork, and
stigmatizing benefits. In two recent survey experiments, Keiser and Miller (2020)
and Nicholson-Crotty et al. (2021) experimentally manipulated the burdens of
common social programs like Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
and the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP). They show that
higher levels of administrative burden can increase support for these programs
and their beneficiaries. These results are primarily driven by perceptions of deserv-
ingness and by partisan identity, with Republicans being more likely to support
burdensome social programs. These findings align with work by Ellis and Faricy
(2020) and Faricy and Ellis (2014, 2021). These authors used survey experiments
to show that Americans who access social welfare spending through indirect trans-
fers (for example, refundable tax credits) are seen as more deserving than people
who access equivalent benefits through direct cash transfers (for example, monthly
cheques).

Building off this literature, we identify at least two gaps in the literature. First, we
do not know how generalizable this “burden heuristic” is—that is, whether it works
outside the United States and whether it works similarly in other social programs
with a different composition of beneficiaries and perceived program integrity.
Keiser and Miller (2020) focused on TANF, which is well-known in the United
States, both for its welfare-to-work requirements and the racial composition of
many of its beneficiaries. From this perspective, burdens could increase deserving-
ness (and public support) not solely due to eligibility and screening, but also due to
the imposition of burdens that disproportionately affect Black and Hispanic appli-
cants. Keiser and Miller (2020) mention this in their discussion section (p. 145),
prompting questions about when burdens might help build public support for
social programs and when they might undermine equitable redistribution.
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Second, and relatedly, we do not fully understand how burdens shape support
for social spending. As Keiser and Miller (2020) show, burdens may increase
deservingness perceptions and support for welfare, as people view the necessary
effort as a cue for peoples’ need. Yet, this finding could be specific to “classic” lib-
eral welfare regimes like the United States, where universal social programs are rare
(Béland and Wadden, 2017; Esping-Anderson, 1990). In such settings, means test-
ing and selective eligibility rules may lead voters to think of administrative burden
as a way to differentiate deserving from undeserving individuals. Yet in other liberal
welfare regimes, such as Canada, universal programs exist alongside targeted or
means-tested programs (Béland et al., 2020; Rice and Prince, 2023). In such
settings, people may come to see universality as a normal way to design public
services. We thus hypothesize that voters might expect government would only
impose burdens on those who are undeserving—in this sense, administrative
burden could actually decrease deservingness perceptions of recipients and reduce
support for social programs.

Vignette Experiment
Case Study

Our study considers administrative burden and support for a hypothetical low-
income supplement to Canada’s new national child care program. In considering
our case study, we briefly discuss perceptions of the “deserving” poor. We then
consider child care subsidies in relation to other social welfare policies.

Deservingness is socially constructed and contextual. In general, low-income
individuals become part of the “deserving poor” when they are in need and unable
to improve their financial situation. Jensen and Petersen (2017) show that public
support for healthcare is higher than support for unemployment programs, largely
because voters see sick people as more deserving than those who are jobless. Ellis
and Faricy (2020) argue that programs like the Earned Income Tax Credit are pop-
ular precisely because they benefit working families who file taxes. These families
are seen as more deserving than families who do not work or do not file taxes.
Sociodemographic identities matter too. Depending on their circumstance, non-
white individuals are often seen as less deserving, as are able-bodied men
(Watkins-Hayes and Kovalsky, 2017). From an intersectional perspective, identities
may overlap to mutually reinforce deservingness perceptions—such as women of a
minority ethnic group who are seen as even less deserving than men from the same
group, relative to members of an ethnic majority (Assouline and Gilad, 2022). In
Canada, Harell et al. (2022b) argue that national identity exerts a strong force on
deservingness perceptions, over and above the effect of poverty. In a large survey,
they show that Francophones, Indigenous people, and newcomers are often seen
as less deserving than members of the English-language majority.

These patterns can help us understand how potential beneficiaries of child care
subsidies may be perceived, and how these perceptions compare to other social wel-
fare policies. For example, income assistance programs like TANF and SNAP in the
United States provide basic necessities like food and shelter for low-income families
with young children. Healthcare programs like Medicare and the Children’s Health
Insurance Program help minors experiencing illness or injury. Similarly, child care
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subsidies help vulnerable children by increasing their access to caregiving supports.
From the perspective of deservingness, we might therefore expect voters to think of
the families who benefit from these subsidies as highly deserving.

However, subsidized child care is also a labour market program. It is designed,
and often communicated, as a way to improve parents’ economic opportunities—
especially for mothers. This gendered economic dimension makes child care unlike
other social welfare policies in ways that could matter for deservingness. Hansen
(2019) found deservingness is highly conditional on prior beliefs. People with indi-
vidualistic attitudes may be skeptical of welfare programs, especially when benefi-
ciaries have some measure of control over their circumstance. This skepticism
may be especially strong for child care, which has not typically been thought of
as a government responsibility (Mettler and SoRelle, 2018: 108). In the Canadian
context, Pasolli (2015) highlights the gendered nature of this belief: People have his-
torically been uncomfortable with the idea of working mothers. Thus, voters may
see the decision to enroll one’s child in subsidized child care as a personal choice—
one that constitutes a deviation from a woman’s traditional gender role—and thus
undeserving of public support.

Child care is also worth studying given ongoing global efforts to enhance access
to caregiving supports. In Australia, the federal government instituted universal free
early education during the early months of the COVID-19 pandemic. In the United
Kingdom, the pandemic prompted a large reduction in property taxes for public
child care providers. In Canada, the federal government has gone even further,
announcing a new national program to bring down child care costs—on average
to just $10 a day. But even with Canada’s new affordable plan, child care will be
too expensive for many low-income families. Fortunately, several provinces offer
targeted subsidies for low-income families (Pasolli, 2015). Unfortunately, these sub-
sidies can be burdensome and difficult to access. As Canada overhauls its approach
to child care, there is an urgent need to understand the popularity of these benefits
and the role of administrative burden in shaping public opinion.

Hypotheses

We use a pre-registered vignette experiment to explore the relationship between
administrative burden and support for such a supplement. In contrast to Keiser
and Miller (2020), we explore whether administrative burdens might convey a nega-
tive signal of deservingness and reduce support and willingness to pay (WTP) for a
low-income child care supplement. This is our primary hypothesis: people in the
high-burden condition will exhibit weaker support and smaller WTP, relative to peo-
ple in the control and low-burden conditions. In the subsequent analyses, we also test
for treatment effect heterogeneity by political party, as well as the impact of admin-
istrative burdens on deservingness perceptions. See the Online Appendix for our
pre-registration materials, including our other two hypotheses and analysis plan.

Data

We collected data through an online national survey, administered as part of the
C-Dem 2022 Democracy Checkup (Harell et al., 2022a).
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Our total sample size was 821.1 We designed a three-arm vignette experiment.
Participants were randomly assigned to one of the three conditions (see online
Appendices 1 and 2 for the summary statistics of sample characteristics across
treatment conditions and the results of a balance test). In the control condition
(N=276), we presented participants with information about a hypothetical child
care supplement. In the “low-burden” condition, we presented the same informa-
tion and described a user-friendly enrollment procedure, consisting of automatic
enrollment (N=277). In the “high-burden” condition, we again presented the
same information and described a complicated enrollment procedure loosely
based on British Columbia’s Affordable Child care Supplement (N=268). See
Table 1 for the wording of our interventions.

Outcome Measures

Our primary outcomes are support for the hypothetical program (Likert scale,
where 1 = “Strongly oppose” and 5 = “Strongly support”) and a two-part WTP
question asking to fund the program through a potential tax increase (whether peo-
ple are willing to pay a tax increase to support this program, and if yes, what the
maximum annual amount is from the range of $0 to $200 or more). We include
both of these measures to capture what has elsewhere been conceptualized as
unconstrained and constrained measures of policy preferences (see, for example,
Bremer and Bürgisser, 2023). Our variable captures unconstrained preferences
for child care subsidies—that is, the extent to which voters prioritize such a policy
notwithstanding the implications for taxation or other demands for public atten-
tion. By contrast, our WTP variable captures constrained preferences—that is,
the extent to which voters prioritize the policy in light of potential tax increases.
Our empirical models include socioeconomic and demographic pre-treatment var-
iables from the 2022 Democracy Checkup. We also explore the effect of burdens on
five deservingness questions based on the well-known CARIN framework
(Van Oorschot, 2000, 2006).

Methods

We use linear regression to estimate the treatment effect of administrative burden
on attitudes toward the hypothetical child care supplement.2 Our empirical models
are:

Supporti = a+ b1Ti +[i (1)

WTPi = a+ b1Ti +[i (2)

where Supporti∈ (1, 5) measures support for each individual i on a 1-5 scale,
WTPi∈ (0, 200) measures each individual’s WTP a tax increase in dollars on a
$0–$200 or more sliding scale, Ti is a categorical variable measuring each individual’s
treatment assignment (high-burden vs. low-burden vs. control), and ∈i is the error
term. Unless otherwise indicated, we use HC1 (“Stata”) robust standard errors.
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We also provide an Online Appendix with supplementary information and
analyses, including summary statistics, a balance test, full regression results, a
robustness check using an ordered logit model, and results from a manipulation
check.

Results
Administrative Burden and Public Support for Child Care Supplement

In Figure 1 (top), we consider support for the program (the full regression results
and tables are available in Online Appendix 3, Table A4). Overall, support for the

Table 1. Treatments

Control Low Burden High Burden

As you may know, the federal government recently announced a national childcare plan. This plan will
create 250,000 new childcare spaces and make childcare more affordable–on average, just $10 a day.
But even with this new plan, childcare will be too expensive for many families. Without access to
childcare, low-income parents, especially women, cannot fully participate in the economy.
One plan for reform would allow low-income families to apply for a cash benefit to help them offset
childcare costs.
This new, supplementary affordable childcare benefit would provide monthly assistance to families who
earn less than a pre-specified amount, in the form of a cash benefit paid directly to childcare providers.

[new page]
How to apply for the affordable
childcare benefit:

• Each family is automatically
enrolled through their childcare
provider

• A Child Care Benefit Specialist
reaches out to eligible families

[new page]
How to apply for the affordable childcare
benefit:

• Each family submits the completed application to
the government, which may ask preliminary
questions.

• Documents may be required to prove eligibility,
including driver’s licence, birth certificate, lease,
school records, pay stubs, tax returns, bank
records, and citizenship documents.

• Individuals must show proof of needing child
care, such as looking for work, enrollment in
education or employment program, a medical
condition, social worker referral, or preschool
attendance.

• A Child Care Benefit Specialist screens applicants
and decides whether the applicant is eligible. The
Child Care Benefit Specialist may conduct an
eligibility interview, prepare an initial assessment,
and request:

○ Eligibility verification, which may require
additional documentation

○ Supporting documents from the childcare
provider, including supplier number (also
known as a vendor ID)

○ Monthly claims submissions starting the 15th of
the month prior (i.e., claims for March can be
submitted starting February 15). Adjustments
to a previous month’s claim must be reported
on a separate claim form.
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supplement is high. In the control group, 57 percent of respondents “strongly” or
“somewhat” support the supplement, while just 20 percent of respondents are in
opposition (“strongly” or “somewhat” oppose). This represents a mean score of
3.53 on a 1–5 scale. The figure plots mean support among people in the control.
Consistent with our pre-specified hypothesis, linear regression shows that people
who received the high-burden intervention showed a lower level of support to
the program than those in the “control” condition. The magnitude of the effect
is approximately -0.21 (se = 0.10, P-value = 0.04), or a 6 percent reduction in sup-
port compared to the control group. We find a similar effect for the low-burden
condition, which is contrary to our prior expectations. The magnitude of the effect
is approximately -0.23 (se = 0.10, P-value = 0.02), or a 7 percent reduction in

Figure 1. Treatment Effects of Administrative Burden on Support and WTP for Hypothetical Low-Income
Child Care Supplement.
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support compared to the control group. However, and contrary to our primary
hypothesis, we find no difference in support between the high- and low-burden
conditions (b= 0.02, se = 0.10, P-value = 0.84).

Next, we consider WTP for a tax increase to fund the program. Overall, there is
little enthusiasm for tax increases to fund the child care supplement. This variable
is strongly right-skewed, with 65 percent of people in the control group saying they
would pay $0 in taxes. In the bottom panel of Figure 1, we show this represents a
mean WTP of $23.94 (se = 2.63). Contrary to our expectations, linear regression
shows no evidence of treatment effects. In the high-burden condition, WTP is
slightly lower than control (b= -0.98, se = 3.92) but this difference is not statistically
significant (P-value = 0.80). In the low-burden condition, WTP is slightly lower
than control (b= -0.44, se = 3.80) but again this difference is not statistically signifi-
cant (P-value = 0.91). We find no difference in WTP between the high- and
low-burden conditions (b= -0.55, se = 4.00, P-value = 0.89).

Descriptive statistics suggest some minor imbalance on variables that theory sug-
gests could shape perceptions on child care, such as gender and employment status
(see Tables A1 and A2 in the Online Appendix). Thus, we extend both models
using pre-treatment covariates: party identification (that is, the political party
each individual i voted for in the 2021 federal election); ideology (Left/Right);
household income; marriage status; age; gender identity; employment status, and
region. Re-estimation results with pre-treatment covariates are available in
Online Appendix 3 (Table A4). Looking at support, we find the low-burden treat-
ment effect is no longer significant (b = -0.16, se = 0.10, P-value = 0.08) while the
high-burden intervention is still significant (b = -0.20, se = 0.10, P-value = 0.04).3

Looking at WTP, we find no substantive change in our findings. Note, however,
that this robustness check is sensitive to the selection of covariates, and was not
specified in our pre-registration plan.

In short, we find little to no evidence of our main hypothesis. If administrative
burdens influence support for a low-income child care supplement, the effect is
minor—about a 6 percent decrease relative to control. This effect is concentrated
among people in the high-burden condition, as we find no evidence of a treatment
effect among people in the low-burden group when we include pre-treatment
covariates. This result, taken together with the lack of evidence of any effect on
WTP, leads us to conclude that there is no substantial effect of administrative
burden on public attitudes toward a low-income child care supplement.

Partisanship Differences

Next, we consider the impact of partisanship on public support and WTP for this
hypothetical low-income child care supplement. Rather than pool all three exper-
imental groups, we focus on people in the control group. This eliminates any
potential confounding effects from the experiment, however, it comes at the cost
of significantly reducing the sample size, to just 276 respondents. We add a
word of caution when interpreting these exploratory findings: The sample sizes
are at times very small, resulting in underpowered analysis. In Figure 2, we plot
mean support for the hypothetical affordable child care supplement by vote choice
in the 2021 federal election. Child care was a key election issue. The Liberal Party
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and the New Democratic Party each proposed national programs with universal ele-
ments, including cost reductions to $10-a-day. In contrast, the Conservative Party
proposed a refundable tax credit. Consistent with these competing proposals, we
find a clear partisan divide. Support for the hypothetical supplement was higher
among Liberal (mean=3.69, SE=0.13) and NDP voters (mean=3.71, SE=0.16), rel-
ative to people who voted for the Conservative Party in the 2021 election
(mean=3.02, SE=0.17). We estimate pairwise comparisons using Tukey’s Honest
Significant Differences test. We find statistically significant differences between
Conservatives and Liberals (difference in means = -0.67, 95% CI = [-1.27, -0.07],
P-value=0.02) and Conservatives and NDP voters (difference in means = -0.69,
95% CI = [-1.36, -0.03], P-value=0.03).

In Figure 3, we plot mean WTP by vote choice. Again, we find a clear partisan
divide. WTP for the hypothetical supplement was higher among Liberal voters
(mean=29.4, SE=5.34) and NDP voters (mean=31.3, SE=5.75), relative to people
who voted for the Conservative Party in the 2021 election (mean=13.2, SE=4.36).
However, using Tukey’s Honest Significant Differences test, we find none of
these differences are statistically significant.

In our Online Appendix, we also explore the heterogeneity of treatment effect by
political party and gender. We also compare perceptions of deservingness across
our treatment groups.

Conclusion
Child care supports early childhood development and helps families, especially
women, participate in the economy. Recent evidence suggests the design of social

Figure 2. Support for a hypothetical child care supplement by 2021 vote choice (control group).
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programs can influence citizens’ beliefs about social spending. In this research note,
we leverage these insights to shed light on an urgent question in Canada: How
should governments design child care benefits? We conducted an experimental sur-
vey to inform development of a low-income supplement to Canada’s new national
child care program. In terms of theory, we complement the large literature on
deservingness and the burgeoning literature on administrative burden. Our results
indicate that the “burden heuristic” identified in the United States may differ across
different contexts of social programs, such as differing beneficiaries and public con-
fidence in program integrity. Future research is warranted to unpack the relation-
ship between administrative burden and public support, especially the potential for
deservingness perceptions to mediate this relationship.

In terms of policy, we offer three evidence-informed recommendations for gov-
ernments looking to expand access to child care. First, our survey results suggest
that governments can afford to be even bolder when designing child care programs.
Most Canadians (56 percent) would support greater spending on affordable child
care supplements, while a smaller minority (20 percent) would oppose it. Yet
despite broad popularity, the average voter is only willing to pay roughly $25
more a year in taxes to fund child care subsidies. We find a stark difference between
unconstrained support for child care benefits and support when tax increases are
introduced. Second, we find that voters could potentially support initiatives that
help low-income families more easily access child care benefits. Some provinces
already offer some type of supplement, including British Columbia, Ontario, and
Quebec. But the administrative burden is high. In British Columbia, for example,
families must file as many as six forms, including consent forms, income declara-
tion forms, work search forms, and forms to apply for special needs supplements.

Figure 3. WTP for a hypothetical child care supplement by 2021 vote choice (control group).
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Our study finds no evidence these burdens build public support for child care ben-
efits—if anything, they reduce support. Third, our results show strong differences in
support for child care by partisanship. Liberal and NDP voters are more supportive
and more willing to pay for child care programs than Conservative voters. This may
make sense given partisan disagreement over social policy more generally (Merkley,
2022), as well as the prominent debate over child care spending during the 2021
federal election. We note that a similar divide also exists in the United States,
where child care has not featured prominently in national debates. While three-
quarters of the US public supports child care subsidies for low-income families,
such policies are much more popular among Democrats (86 percent in support)
compared to Republicans (68 percent in support) (YouGov, 2023). Given the par-
tisan difference in support for child care subsidies, the well-established influence of
partisan cues, and Canada’s increasingly polarized political climate (Armstrong
et al., 2022; Johnston, 2023; Kevins and Soroka, 2018), we highlight the risk of gov-
ernments and parties negatively framing beneficiaries. The main concern is stigma:
Ensuring low-income parents feel no shame accessing benefits to help themselves
and their children.

Supplementary Material. The supplementary material for this article can be found at https://doi.org/10.
1017/S0008423924000350
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Notes
1 More information about the C-Dem 2022 Democracy Checkup is available at https://c-dem.ca/. More
information about our module is available at https://osf.io/hp86y/?view_only=42a7c6ffc789472aad
407d17b41ee44d.
2 In Online Appendix 4, we include ordered logit models as robustness checks.
3 This finding is also consistent with the results of our manipulation check. People in the high-burden
group estimated that it would take low-income families approximately 8.5 hours to apply for the hypothet-
ical supplement benefits—about 2 hours more than people in the control group. People in the low-burden
treatment estimated it would take 0.3 hours (20 minutes) less than those in the control group, however, this
difference is not statistically significant. It is possible that with a stronger treatment, we would observe
stronger treatment effects. However, we believe a more plausible interpretation is that most people already
assumed the application process would be low-burden; that is, automatic enrollment. In this case, we would
naturally expect to observe no difference between the control and low-burden groups. See Online Appendix
5 for more information on the manipulation check.
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