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INTRODUCTORY SUMMARY

The basic thrust of the paper is to recommend that poli-
cies and programs impiemented in future should attempt to
raise employment as much as possible in socially useful sec-
tors such as health care, housing, recreaticn etc. Realizing,
however, that automation and cybernation will reduce em-
ployment, a policy of work distribution should be implemen-
ted through shorter work weeks, reduced overtime etc. For
those non-employables and those unable to gain employment
for a variety of reasons a policy of more equal income dis-
tribution should be adopted. Such & policy would operate
through a guaranteed annual income and the tax system.
These last two groups of persons should live in dignity at
an adequate standard of living, with minimal encumberment
by regulations, investigations and public stigma.

PART 1 POVERTY AND THE WELFARE RECIPIENT

— a basic accounting of the extent of poverty in Canada
and Alberta: numbers involved; the impact of poverty; the
working poor not on welfare (60% of the poor).

— an accounting of those on welfare, Canadian and Alberta
figures; the categories of reasons for assistance; the portion
of these groups as perceniages of Alberta’s and Canada’s
population (very low).

— evidence to show that popular conceptions of the wel-
fare recipient are erroneous; the level of cheating is less
than 2%.

— suggestion that government and the public should focus
not on the erroneous conception of the welfare recipient as
}vork avoiders, but on the recipient as he is shown to be in
act.

PART 2 SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC POLICIES

— a discussion of role of minimum wage laws in perpetuat-
ing poverty, increasing welfare rolls and costs and providing
no incentive to the small proportion of recipients who are
capable of work.

— the role of the unemployment-inflation trade-off in in-
creasing unemployment and raising the size of welfare rolls
and welfare costs.

— role of medicare premiums as a disincentive to go off
welfare and as a heavy financial burden on the poor; recom-
mendation that premiums for hasie health and Blue Cross be
paid for from general government revenues and that this
coverage be expanded fo include dental care, glasses, medical
appliances, drugs, ete,

— a discussion of probable impact of technelogy and cyber-
nation as it will affect employment and our welfare system;

outlining of alternative responses, recommending adoption
of betler income distribution policies, work distribution poli-
cies and stimulation of employment in socially useful areas
such as medicare, housing recreation, ete,

PART 3 CANADIAN INCOME SECURITY PROGRAMS

— a discussion of the programs involved in and the differ-
ences between social insurance, demogrants, guaranteed in-
come programs (G.LS.) and social assistance; the advantages
and disadvantages of each; the costs of each program and
their benefit schedules.

PART 4 OQUR PRESENT WELFARE SYSTEM

— an extensive discussion of social assistance, primarily
in Alberta.

— organization of and Alberta’s participation in C.AP.

-— general impact of social assistance.

— level of henefits.

— loss of dignity and self-respect.

— the negative impact of investigation and policing the
system.,

— negative impact of discretion and arbifrariness.

~— a “right" in law, a “privilege” in practice.

— disincentives in the system.

— social services; recommendation for division of services
and assistance payments.

— costs of the system beyond actual monetary costs of
programs themselves,

~ & recommendation that Government consider not just
problems with details of the system but also major problems
of the system itseif.

PART 5 G.A.L

— discussion of G.AI proposals; problem of incentives;
advantages and disadvantages; costs of different G.A.L pro-
posals; self-declaration as opposed to individual detailed in-
vestigation; random sample checking for cheating; lower
administrative costs; our proposals for G.AL

PART 6 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

— recommend: G.AI with work incentive, higher minimum
wage, free health coverage, separation of payments from
services, urging federal government to adopt a nation-wide
G.AL Until this is done the province should immediately
institute g provincial G.AL to replace Social Assistance.



PART 1
POVERTY AND THE WELFARE RECIPIENT

CANADIAN POVERTY
Poverty and the welfare recipient have been popular
topics of debate in the last year, both in and out of the poli-
tical arena. In most of these debates (including the present
Unemployment Insurance debate) the majority of the popu-
lation seems to have been operating with a certain conception
of the characteristics of the poor and the welfare recipient.
This conception has been greatly influenced by our cultural
inheritance of the “work ethic” and the idealization of the
“rugged individual”. Under their infiuence we are encour-
aged to think that anyone who has the desire, the drive and
the opportunity can succeed in our society. This includes
geiting an education, finding a job, providing for oneself and
one's family and nof depending on publie support. We tend
to think that a person can make his own opportunities, in
spite of the obstacles in the way. It only requires determina-
tion.
Since most Canadians basically accept these two social

philosophies, it is not surprising that most see the poor

as shiftless, unambitious, lazy, and hold the belief that

poverty is largely self-inflicted. They assume that oppor-

tunities abound for everyone who wishes to take advan-

tage of them, and that therefore idleness is evil and those

who do not work do so by cheice. (1)

Lederer, in his investigation of poverty and welfare in
Canada and Alberta, points out that

certain “negative risk factors” associated with the inci-
dence of poverty (low education, low skills, poor health,
mental deficiency, old age, coloured skin and rural back-
ground) heve @ tendency to become synonymous with
certain’ “negative personality charactevistics” such as
apathy, hopelessness, rejection of the work ethic and
chronic dependency on others. Using this line of reason-
ing, it becomes edasy to jump from a descriptive accumu-
lation of negative personality characteristics to the con-
clusion that the poor are responsible for the existence of
their circumstances. (2)

Not only do we see the poor and those on welfare as
using up resources and benefits provided by those who are
not lazy, but we also ses them as contributing nothing of
use to society. “They do not pay their own way; they are
parasites.”

It comes as a shock to many of us to realize that our
firmly held beliefs about poverty are, to a great extent,
illusions and myths—that is, they are popularly held concep-
tions which on detailed investigation are found to be hased
on erroneous information and cannot be supported by the
bulk of known, documented investigation. Sometimes, we
still refuse to discard our beliefs in spite of the evidence
against them.

One major purpose of this paper is to make information
about poverty and welfare more widely known. It is appro-
priate to begin with information about the extent of poverty,
the types of people on welfare and the reasons why they
are on welfare and in poverty.

THE POVERTY LINE

The number of people who are found to be in poverty
depends upon what “poverty line” one feels is ‘reasonable”.
The Economic Council of Canada (E.C.C.) has generally de-
fined the poor as those who spend 70 per cent or more of
their income on the basic necessities of food, clothing and
shelter, (3) When applied to the population as a whole in
1961, it placed about 25 per cent of Canadians at or below
the poverty line. This type of level allowed families of four
only $20. per week for purchasing items other than food,
clothing and housing. Revised only with reference to changes
in the cost of living the E.C.C. poverty line resulted in a
drop in the percentage of poor from 25 per cent in 1961 to
about 18 per cent in 1989, While the poverty line was raised
by 26 per cent the standard of living rose 65 per cent. (4)

The Senate Poverty Committee felt that the E.C.C. levels
of poverty were not realistic in that they did not take
account of families with six or more members, they did not

make adjustments for relative income deprivation and did
not reflect rises in the general standard of living. Conse-
guently, the Senate Poverty Committee established its own
poverty lines which were somewhat different and which
found that for 1969, the overall poverty rate was approxi-
mately 25.1%; this meant that one Canadian in every four
was a member of a family unit whose income was below the
Committee’s poverty line. (5) The following table illustrates
the differences between the E.C.C. and the Senate Poverty
Committee poverty lines for different family size, (8}

TABLE I:1

Comparison of Senate Committee and Statistics Canada/
E.C.C. poverty lines by family unit size, 1969.

Statistics Canade/
B.C.C. Poverty Lines

Senate Committee

Pamily Unit Size Poverty Lines

1 $2,140), $1,804.
2 3,570, 3.157.
3 4,290, 3.788.
4 5,000, 4,420,
5 5.710. 5,051.
6 6,430. 5.051.
7 7.140. 5,051,
10 9,290. 5,051,

Source: Stalf Study, D.B.S. Income Distribution by Size in Canada, 1968
(Cat. No. 13-342), Table 7.

THE EXTENT OF POVERTY

Table L:2 gives us an idea of the scope of poverty in differ-
ent sized families based upon poverty levels shown in Table
I:1 (Senate Committee levels). (7)

TABLE I:2
Number of Number of
family units individuals
Senate bhelow hetow
Committec poverty line poverty line
Family poverty line (Fotal: (Total: Poverty
unit size income a.%0%,000) % 5,135,000) rate
(thous- {thous-
$ ands) ands) - Yo
1 2,140 629 629 38.7
2 3,570 408 816 28.4
3 4,290 161 483 16.8
4 5,000 157 628 15.6
6.2%% 6,570 416 2,579 285

+ Because these are estimates the figures have been rounded to the nearest
thousand units. ** The family size 6.2 was that recommended by Stalis-
ties Canada for use as the average size of all those families of five or
more persons. This simplification was imposed by the methed presently in
use by Statistics Canada for presenting income data.

Source: Staff Study; derived from D.B.S., Income Distribution in Canada,
1969 (Cat. Mo. 13-342), Table 2.

Table I:3 shows the monthly and annual maximum bud-
get standards for social assistance, for a family of four, by

province. (8) It demonstrates the great variance hetween
the levels of different provinces.

TABLE I3

Monthly and annual budget standards for items of basic wel-
fare need, by province, December 1970 (a) (family of four)

PROVINCE MONTHLY ANNUALLY
Newfoundiand (b) $230.00 $2,760.
Prince Edward Island (c) 244.00 2,028,
Nova Scotia (d) 263.00 3,156.
New Brunswick (e) 187.66 2,251,
Quebec (f) 218.00 2,616,
Ontario (g) 271.00 3,252,
Manitoba (h) 246.10 2,953,
Saskatchewan (i) 215.15 2,581.
Alberta (3) 335.00 4,020,
British Columbia (k) 211.00 2,532,

Source: Monthly Budgets for Items of Basic Need under Provincial Assist-
ance Programs (Revised December, 1970} Welfare Research Division, De-
partment National Healih and Welfare (December 1970}.
Note: Actual allowances granted may be subject to ceilings (see footnotes)
and do not necessarily correspond to the budget standards. Municipalities
that administer assistance may supplement provincial allowances.

Basic necds are defined as food, clothing, and shelter. Extra allow-
ances for special diets. extra fuel or rent that may he given under special
circumstances are not shown,



** Total numler of persons (including dependerts) for this period is
1,300,000, P
Source: Information supplied by the Department of National Health and
Welfare, 1971,

it we translate Table L7 into percentages of ail persons
on social assistance, we arrive at the following figures.

TABLE [:8
Canadians benefiting from social assistance, July, 1970,

Category Percent Number
Dependents 49.0% 638,000
Aged, not all over 65 years 4.6% 59,580
Permanently ill or disabled 20.9% 271,420
Female heads of families 13.3% 172,120
Temporarily disabled 4.1% 52,960
Some working poor 1.5% 19,860
Unemployed 6.6% 86,060
TOTAL 100.0% 1,300,000

Derived from data presented in Table I:7.

In order to appreciate the numbers of these people as a
percentage of the poor or as a percentage of the Canadian
population, the following figures are useful.

TABLE 1:9

Categories of poor persons, as & percentage of the poor, and
of the Canadian population. (July 1970)

As a % As a % of the

Category (Senate Poverly Committee of the Canadian
Poverty Levels Used) poor Population
Working poor (not on social
assistance) 60 15
Those receiving social assistance 40 10
(a) dependents 19.6 49
(b) Aged (not all over 65 years) 1.8 b
(c) permanently ill or disabled 84 2.1
(d) female heads of families 53 13
(e) temporarily disabled 1.6 4
(f) some working poor 6 2
(g) unemployed 26 i

Figures derived from Table I:7 and I:8. Percentages do not total exactly
due to rounding.

It is with this last set of figures (Table 1:9) that the pro-
per perspective is obtained concerning the proportions of the
Canadian population receiving what is officially called “pub-
lic assistance” or “social assistance” (unofficially referred to
as welfare).

It is totally unvealistic to suggest that dependents should
not receive social assistance, as they have no control over
their degree of economic independence or their ability to
support themselves. Very few Canadians would argue that
these permanently ill or disabled, female heads of families,
those temporarily disabled or the aged should not receive
the social assistance they require. Like dependents, they are
affected by circumstances beyond their control. As the
Fecteral White Paper, Income Securify for Canadians, sug-
gests:

Most will egree it is unreasonable to expect aged people
to earn thewr own living. In the same category are people
suffering from severe and prolonged disability and those
who are mentally retarded or mentally ill. Most of these
people are not in @ position to work and there is no
expectation that they should. Many of them have to rely
on tncome security programs as the sole or main source
of income.

. Mothers by themselves raising young children are not
m ¢ position to earn their own living unless there are
availeble day care services or other arrangements to
look after their children while they work, (16)

Two other categories of persons in poverty must also be
discussed. The majority of the poor (60 per cent) are not on
welfare. An additional 3 per cent of persons (excluding de-
pendents) receiving social assistance are also working but
require assistance. This group of working poor receiving
social assistance may work full-time or part-time. They re-
quire assistance hecause their earnings are inadequate to
support their families as wage rales make no allowance for
the size of family or because they can only work part of the

yvear or because their work is not covered by minimum wage
laws. (17) This group represents approximately 0.2 per cent
of the Canadian population (excluding dependents). (See
Table I.9)

WORK AND POVERTY

The working poor are
those who too often work to earn less money than they
would receive a3 welfare clients. It is shocking but true
that even were they to receive minimum wages, these
wages are, genevelly, below basic welfare levels. (18)
Dr, D. €. McQueen, a former director of the Economic
Council of Canada, draws our attention to the fact that
76 percent of poor families at the time of the 1961 census
had one or more earners in the family, and 66 percent
of poor families obtained most of their income from
wages, salaries, end self-employment. These fwo percent-
ages must be rammed home agein and agein fo the
Canadian public, They identify the phenomenon of the
worlking poor, who together with those others who are
in the labour force but unemployed and take jobs when
they can find them, turn out to be most of our poor
family heads. {19)
Statistics Canada reveals that little change has oceurred
since 1961,
63 percent of the low-income heads worked at least some
time during 1967, and fully 59 per cent of those who
worked during the year worked full-time, ie. 50-52
weeks, and at least normal working hours, The other 41
percent of those who worked, worked anywhere from one
to 498 weeks, and during the span in which they worked
may or ‘may not have worked normal working hours, or
worked 50-52 weeks and not the normal hours, (20)
Noting that more than 60 per cent of poor family heads
worked during 1967, and that the majority of them worked
all year and still were poor, the Senate Poverty Committee
suggests that all evidence indicates that they are poor *“not
because they do not want to work but in spite of working.
The Work EKthic seems to have played them false . . . Can
we afford to maintain a system where going on welfare is
more profitable than going to work?” (21) The Committee
goes on to reveal that opinion polls (1970} by the C.B.C. and
Maclean’s show that a majority of Canadians continue to
identify the poor as those who are receiving welfare and they
believe that the poor are poor because they do not want to
work. (22) The information presented here shows how in-
aceurate is this majority view, What we should be surprised
at is that much larger numbers of the working poor do not
quit work and go on welfare, The vast majority of the poor
(who are capable of working) do work and most of them
very hard with minimal rewards.

THE UNEMPLOYED

The remaining group to be discussed is those persons
who are capable of work but are not working, These people
comprise 13 per cent of social assistance cases, 6.6 per cent
of those persons receiving social assistance or 0.7 per cent of
the Canadian population (see Table I1:9). This group repre-
sents an extremely small proportion of the Canadian popula-
tion. Even still, to describe all of these few persons as shift-
less, irresponsible and inherently lazy ignores the realities of
our economy and state of technology. The Senate Poverty
Committee suggests that

at @ time when unemployment among the general popu-
lation is around & per cent, job opporiunities are almost
non-existent for the person with no skills, little education,
and general lack of ability to compete, Even during times
of relatively high employment, competition for evailable
jobs remains strong due to the exceptionally large num-
ber (200,000} of persons annually entering the Canadian
labour force. An increasingly automated, technological
society holds out little help for improvement in this
situation. (23)

Ian Adams and his associates conclude in The Real
Poverty Report that such people find it very difficult to hold
a job when times get tough--such as unskilled workers who
get shaken out of the bottom of the labour market as unem-
ployment rises. As unemployment rises, the number of people
dependent on welfare tends to rise. (24) The Canadian Wel-
fare Council studied over 300 rural families and over 200
urban family cases, all described as “poor” and found the
incidence of “shiftlessness” to be practically nil. (25)



WHO ARE THE POOR

Information contained in the recent Federal White Paper,
Incame Security for Canadians, describes some characteristics
of the poor. (10) Data for the whole Canadian population
indicates that certain groups of people are more likely to be
poor than others. These Include: aged persons, especially
those 65 years or over, disabled persons, mothers with depen-
dent children, and unemployed persons. Single persons (un-
attached to a family unit) are particularly prone to poverty
as Table I:5 shows., (11} It indicates that for such un-
attached persons, low income is meost common among those
aged 14-24 years and those aged 65 and over, with those aged
55-84 years also a large proportion of the poor. Similarly
unattached persons with low education and rural residents
are more likely to be poor.

TABLE I:5

Distribution of low income and all unattached males and fem-
ales by selected characteristics, 1967,

:, 108, 15, &%
as g =] H B [ Ao w H 5z @
Selected %gg E %Sg §§§ : %25
Characteristics e - %5 =25 < =% s
(thous- (thous

ands) % ands) %
Canada _ ... 221 731 302 361 766 473
Newfoundland ._..... @& 12 492 8 11 686
Prince Edward Is. ... % ® ¥ * * #
Nova Scofia ... 12 27 438 15 27 552
New Brunswick - ... 6 17 35.°7 10 20 526
Quebec ... 53 177 301 108 208 o521
Ontario ... . 59 250 237 116 280 415
Manitoba ... _ 14 39 854 19 41 464
Saskatchewan 15 42 369 18 38 478

Alberta ... ... 18 62 292 24 54 452
British Columbia ... 35 102 343 43 87 493

Area of residence:

Metropolitan ... 110 484 227 217 538 404
Other eities .. 14 40 294 52 81 639
Small urban areas .. 33 78 421 51 86 589
Rural areas ... 64 121 527 45 66 68.6
Age group:

14-24 years ... 42 185 269 85 177 481
25-34 years ... ~ 13 128 10.3 11 72 16.0
35-44 years _ 14 91 148 8 47 179
45-54 years ... 19 94 202 25 78 316
5b-64 years __ . 34 97 353 59 136 43.6
6569 years ... 25 53 47.0 51 83 616
70 years and over .. 74 113 659 12¢ 177 701
Schooling:

None or some elem. 98 185 52.9 99 1290 76.7
Complete elem. or

some high school _.. 83 296 280 159 313 507
Complete high school

or some university.. 35 186 187 102 283 36.1
University degrees . 5 64 8.4 5 45  10.7
* Sample too small on which to base a reliable estimate.

Source: D.B.S., Statistics on Low Income in Canada, 1967 (Cat, No. 13-
536), Tables 12 and 13.

POVERTY AND TAXATION

The Senate Poverty Commiitee offers some interesting
information about how the poor are taxed.

The popular notion that our tax system takes from the
rich to give to the poor is @ myth. . . . Research done by
the Royal Commission on Tazation (1966) demonstrates
that, since the 1940’s, our tox structure has surprisingly
little effect on the profile of income distribution. . . .
Governments Tely on o regressive tax structure ds 4
source of public revenue. {Regressive tares are those
which take away a higher proportion of income from the
low-income grouns than from the high-income groups) . . .
[Table I:6] shows that 56.5 per cent of the income of
those earning less than $2,000, [hefore transfer payments]
goes to poying taves. If social-security contributions are
included, this becomes .60 per cent of their income, By
comparison, those with incomes over $10,000. puy only
37 to 38 per cent in taxes. The property tax, import duties.

sales tox, and excises gre all completely regressive be-
cause they are direct taxves on consumption—and the poor
are hardest hit by them. Personal income fex discrimi.
nates against large families. When tay revenues dare used
to finance govermment programs, the poor usually end up
peying o greater proportion of thew income than the
rich do for highways, transportation, education, etc., but
in return, benefit less. (12)

Table L:6, below, demonstrates the proportionately heavy
burden the poor pay in taxes compared to more well-off
groups. (13)  For units with income below $4,000. the scale
of taxation is regressive, in the extreme for those with in-
come below $2,000. For those above $4,000., the scale is
slightly progressive.

TABLE L:6
Effective total tax incidence for the total tax structure, 1961*

Family money income class

ke =| [-R-:] =% o =8 g g
5% 2% £ 22 2% 28 32
Tax Source 'Sﬁ 3“ %“ ;* 3" 5—“ ;ﬁ
%
Federal taxes, total 273 16,9 180 17.3 193 20.7 23.8
Individual income tax 11 19 33 45 7.2 848 104
Corporation income tax 65 34 28 23 24 27 6.1
Sales tax 80 42 42 3.7 40 41 2.7
Selective excises 43 26 26 23 25 24 15
Import duties 47 23 22 19 20 20 13
Estate duties n.a. n.a na na na na L4
Social security contrib. 27 25 29 28 12 7 5
Provincial and local taxes,
total 32.7 16.0 142 13.1 135 135 146
Individual income tax 1l 3 5 7 11 14 16
Corporation income tax 20 11 &9 7 47 8 19
Sales and excises 82 45 46 43 47 45 3.0
Succession duties n.a na na na na na 15
Hospital insurance prem. 26 9 .7 5 4 3 1
Property tax 163 68 54 48 43 40 38
Other faxes 27 16 14 13 14 15 22
Social Security contirib, 8 7 &8 8 9 9 5
60.0 32.9 32.2 30.5 32,8 342 384

TOTAL taxes, all levels

* Using the ‘‘broad income’ base,

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

Source: W. Irwin Gillespie, ““The Incidence of Taxes and Publle Expendi-
tures in the Canadian Economy,” Table 2.3. Study No. 2 for the Royal
Commission on Taxation (1986).

THE WELFARE RECIPIENT

What then is the relationship between those who are
poor and those who are “on welfare”? The Senate Poverty
Committee discovered that 60 per cent of the Canadian poor
are not on welfare but are working poor. (14) Of the re-
maining 40 per cent of the poor who do receive social assist-
ance (as of July 1970), 40 per cent of these were listed as
dependents. Table I:7 shows reasons for social assistance for
the 51 per cent who were not dependents. (15) This table
shows that in B4 per cent of the cases of Canadian adults
who depend on the welfare system, these people have no
alternative means of support. They receive social assistance
because they are not able to earn their living. These include
the elderly, the sick, the disabled, and women in charge of
families which require their presence at home,

TABLE I:7
Canadian persons {(exeluding dependents) receiving social
assistance, July, 1970

Category Percent ‘Number
Aged (not all over 6b years) 9 59,580
Permanently disabled or ill 41 271,420
Female heads of families 26 172,120
Temporarily disabled 8 52,960
Some working poor 3 19,860
Unemployed® 13 86,060
TOTAL** 100 662,000

+ Unemployment rate, July 1970: 6.6 per cent (Source: Table 1, Canadian
Statistical Review, May 1971).



*¢ Total number of persons (inciuding dependents) for this period is
1,300,000, P

Source: Information supplied by the Department of National Health and
Weifare, 1971,

If we translate Table L7 into percentages of all persons
on social assistance, we arrive at the following figures,

TABLE 1:8
Canadians benefiting from social assistance, July, 1970.

Category Percent Number
Dependents 49.0% 638,000
Aged, not all over 65 years 4.5% 59,580
Permanently ill or disabled 20.9% 271,420
Female heads of families 13.3% 172,120
Temporarily disabled 4.1% 52,960
Some working poor 1.5% 19,860
Unemployed 6.6% 86,060
TOTAL 100,0% 1,300,000

Derived from data presented in Table I:7.

In order to appreciate the numbers of these people as a
percentage of the poor or as a percentage of the Canadian
population, the following figures are useful,

TABLE 1:9

Categorics of poor persons, as a percentage of the poor, and
of the Canadian population. (July 1970)

Asm % As a % of the

Category (Senate Poverty Committee of the Canadian

Poverty Levels Used) poor Fopulation
Working poor (not on social
assistance) 60 15
Those receiving social assistance 40 10
{a) dependents 19.6 4.9
(b) Aged (not all over 85 years) 1.8 5
(c) permanently ill or disabled 84 21
(d) female heads of families 5.3 1.3
{e) temporarily disabled 1.6 4
(f) some working poor 6 2
(g} unemployed 2.6 N

Figures derived from Table I:7 and I:8. Percentages do not total exactly
due to rounding,

It is with this last set of figures (Table I:9) that the pro-
per perspective is obtained concerning the proporiions of the
Canadian population receiving what is officially calied “‘pub-
lic assistance” or “social assistance” (unofficially referred to
as welfare).

It is totally unrealistic to suggest that dependents should
not receive social assistance, as they have no control over
their degree of economic independence or their ability to
support themselves. Very few Canadians would argue that
those permanently ill or disabled, female heads of families,
those femporarily disabled or the aged should not receive
the social assistance they require. Like dependents, they are
affected by circumstances beyond their control. As the
Fedteral White Paper, Income Security for Canadians, sug-
gests:

Most will agree it is unreacsonable to expect aged people
to earn thewr own living. In the same category are people
suffering from severe and prolonged disability and those
who are mentally retarded or mentelly ill. Most of these
people are not in a position to work and there is no
expectation that they should. Many of them have to rely
on income security programs as the sole or main source
of income.

. Mothers by themselves raising young children are not
in a position to earn their own living unless there are
availeble day care services or other arrangements to
look after their children while they work. (16)

Two other categories of persons in poverty must also be
discussed, The majority of the poor (60 per cent) are not on
welfare. An additional 3 per cent of persons (excluding de-
pendents) receiving social assistance are also working but
require assistance. This group of working poor receiving
social assistance may work full-time or parttime. They re-
quire assistance because their earmings are inadequate to
support their families as wage rates make no allowance for
the size of family or because they can only work part of the

year or because their work is not covered by minimum wage
laws. (17) This group represents approximately 0.2 per cent
of the Canadian population (excluding dependents). (See
Table I:9)

WORK AND POVERTY

The working poor are
those who too often work to earn less money than they
would receive as welfare clients. It is shocking but true
that even were they fo receive minimum wages, these
wages are, generally, below basic welfare levels. (18)
De. D, €, McQueen, a former director of the Economic
Council of Canada, draws our attention to the fact that
76 percent of poor families at the time of the 1961 census
had one or more earners in the fomily, and 66 percent
of poor families obtained most of their income from
wages, salaries, and self-employment. These two percent-
ages must be rammed home again and again to the
Canadian public. They identify the phenomenon of the
working poor, who together with those others who are
in the labour force but unemployed and take jobs when
they can find them, turn out to be most of our poor
Family heads. (19)
Statistics Canada reveals that little change has occurred
since 1961,
63 percent of the low-income heads worked at least some
time during 1967, and fully 592 per cent of those who
worked during the year worked fulltime, ie, §0-52
weeks, and ot least normal working howrs, The other 41
percent of those who worked, worked anywhere from one
to 49 weeks, and during the spen in which they worked
may or may not have worked normal working hours, or
worked 50-52 weeks and not the normal hours. (20)
Noting that more than 60 per cent of poor family heads
worked during 1967, and that the majority of them worked
all year and still were poor, the Senate Poverty Committee
suggests thal all evidence indicates that they are poor ‘not
because they do not want to work but in spite of working.
The Work Ethic seems to have played them false ., . Can
we afford to maintain a system where going on welfare is
more profitable than going to work?” (21) The Committee
goes on to reveal that opinion polls (1970) by the C.B.C. and
Maclean’s show that a majority of Canadians continue to
identify the poor as those who are receiving welfare and they
believe that the poor are poor because they do not want to
work. (22) The information presented here shows how in-
accurate is this majority view. What we should be surprised
at is that much larger numbers of the working poor do not
quit work and go on welfare. The vast majority of the poor
(who are capable of working) do work and most of them
very hard with minimal rewards.

THE UNEMPLOYED

The remaining group fo be discussed is those persons
who are capable of work but are not working, These people
comprise 13 per cent of social assistance cases, 6.6 per cent
of those persons receiving social assistance or 0.7 per cent of
the Canadian population (see Table I:9). This group repre-
sents an extremely small proportion of the Canadian popula-
tion. Even still, to describe all of these few persons as shift-
less, irresponsible and inherently lazy ignores the realities of
our economy and state of technology. The Senate Poverty
Committee suggests that

at a time when unemployment among the general popu-
lation is around 6 per cent, job apportunities are almost
not-existent for the person with no skills, little education,
and general lack of ability to compete, Even during times
of relatively high employment, competition for available
jobs remains strong due to the exceptionally lorge num-
ber (200,000) of persons annually entering the Canadian
labour force. An increasingly automated, technological
society holds out little help for improvement in this
situation, (23)

Ian Adams and his associates conclude in The Real
Poverty Report that such people find it very difficult to hold
a job when times get tough—such as unskilled workers who
get shaken out of the bottom of the labour market as unem-
ployment rises. As unemployment rises, the number of people
dependent on welfare tends to rise. (24) The Canadian Wel-
fare Council studied over 300 rural families and over 200
urban family cases, all described as “poor” and found the
incidence of “shiftlessness™” to be practically nil. (25)



WELFARE CHEATING

Few would deny that there are people who could work
but are not or that some people do cheat on welfare. Evidence
indicates that those who cheat is a very small percentage of
welfare cases. The Dominion Bureau of Statistics finds that
wages and salaries tend fo be truthfully reperted, hut that
investment income, which is concentrated heavily among the
rich, is “under reported” by as much as 50 per cent. (26)
We should realize that proportions of the rich and middle
groups, as well as the poor, cheat governments,

Studies in Canada (and the United States) support the
argument that the number of poor who “beat the system” is
extremely small, almost certainly less than 2 per cent, a rate
which compares quite favourably with institutional cheating
on expense accounts. (27) This would mean that persons
fraudulently receiving social assistance (excluding depen-
dents who could hardly be classified as “cheating”) duve to
reasons of unemployment, would comprise (at the 2 per cent
figure indicated above) 026 per cent of social assistance
cases or 0.132 per cent of those who receive social assistance
or 0.052 per cent{ of the poor or 0.014 per cent of the Canadi-
an population (see Tables I1:8 and 1:9). Thus, the actual
cheaters on social assistance due to reasons of unemployment
comprises 14 people for every 100,000 people in Canada.

Fven if 2 per cent of all grants of social assistance were
fraudulent (execluding dependents) this would only amount
to approximately onhe per cent (1%) of all persons (includ-
ing dependents) receiving social assistance or 0.4 per cent
of the poor or 0.1 per cent of the Canadian population. This
represents one person in every 1,000. No doubt there would
be additions to this percentage if we added these who “cheat”
on Unemployment Insurance. We have been unable to find
figures estimating such practices. However, Mackasey, the
federal minister in charge of the Unemployment Imsurance
Commission recently claimed that the department had zeroed
in on them and caught most of those trying to milk the sys-
tem. Regarding those who left employment to deliberately
collect benefits rather than working, he stated “We did a
thorough study of this disincentives thing in industries. We
found that it is affecting those industries whe ran sweat
shops. hiring people for under or near fthe minimum
wage,” (28)

THE “WELFARE BUM”

The City of New York, finding the level of cheating very
low, is contemplating the elimination of its routine security
and investigation apparatus, which apparently costs more
than it recovers, and instead implementing a system of
random sampling. (29) In the Canadian case,

professional social workers, economists and welfare ad-
ministrators, including the director of the corporation
of Professional Social Workers of the Province of Quebec,
the president of the Quebec Welfare Council, o former
moderator of the United Church of Canada, the director
of the Economic Council and the director of Welfare
Social Services for the City of Montreal—all rejected the
popular misconception of the welfare chiseller in their
testimony before the Special Senate Committee on
Poverty. (30)

The chairman of the Canadian Association of Social
Workers confirms this view: “The popular image of the wel-
fare chisellers, hoth those who c¢ould work but don't and
those who live royally on welfare by exploiting the sysiem
i?{ in faet, just a myth.” (31) Adams comes to the conclusion
that

the myth of the bum on relief bears litile relation fo
reality; but the procedures of the Canadian welfare
systems are centered around that myth and consequently
tend to treat welfore recipients as potential, or actual,
criminals. (32)

The inaccuracy of the popular notion of the “welfare
bum” is further realized if we also recognize that povertv is
not merely a deficiency of income. The Canadian Association
of Social Workers, which represents those people who have
greatest and closest contact with the poor and the welfare
recipient, stress the other deficiencies suffered hy the poor.

For . . . those caught in a cycle of poverty, there is
virtually no aspect of their lives or the lives of their
families that is unaffected. Each consequence becomes
in part @ new cause, with the final result that the indi-
vidual feels overwhelmed with a sense of powerlessness
and worthlessness.

The barriers that poverty presents in terms of housing,
neighbourhood, post-secondary education and hence well-
poying jobs, have all been documented in numerous
reports and demographic studies. . . . We believe it is
less popularly recognized that prolomged poverty, with
its enxiety and worry, may have destructive psychological
consequences upon the adult poor and to an even greater
degree upon their children.

Moreover, social workers know from their experience that
many of the poor have strengths and capacities that have
helped them to face odds that would surely have crushed
meny of those who never had to face them . . . social
workers . . . know that most people struggle to stey off
welfare even, in some cases, when the need is extreme,
Peitchinis’ research in Calgary (1969) showed that fewer
than 5 per cent of those on welfare were employable, His
study also showed that & common response of many
people eligible for welfare seemed to be “no thank you,
we will manage somehow.” (33)

The Canadian Welfare Council also feels that such con-
ditions of unmet needs exist both for those who are on wel-
fare and for many who are not.

There are many thousands of femilies with dependent
children who, through determination and pride, have
managed to stay off social assistance rolls although their
income places them within the “poverty band”. It is prob-
ably ¢ matter of daily irony to them and should be a
point of national concern, that many of these families
are living below any standard of even minimum need, and
in many instences are living on a lower family income
than their neighbour who is on social assistance.(34)

It would seem that we are manipulating these poor by
placing such a stigma on welfare that we shame them into
accepting an income which is barely a subsisience level.
Such “pride” and “determination” of these people might be
considered admirable but if it results in inadequate diets,
inadequate dental or medical care, inadequate opportunities
for their children, ete., then it is an individually and socially
undesirable and unjustiftable occurrence,

CHILDREN IN POVERTY

As mentioned above, it is children who quite often suffer
the most from poverty; yet they are the ones who have least
ability to change their situation and chances for a decent life.
The Dominion Bureau of Statistics reveals that in 1966, 23
per cent (1.6 million) of children under 16 bhelonged to fami-
lies defined as “poor” and that 40 per cent of the poor were
children under 16 years. (35) Charles Sibberman in Crisis
in Black and White draws our attention to the life chances of
such children (and other poor).

One of the interesting things sbout poverty is that rela-
tively few people who are not born in it, wind up in i,
The mere existence of opportunities for betterment does
not suffice to bring all members of a group out of the
condition of poverty, There is a self-reinforcing character-
istic to poverty which renders many steps against it
ineffectual. (36)

Leder describes what this means for Canadian poor
children.
Quite obviously many young Canadians are beginning life
in a situgtion of inherited poverty, which constrains
their physical and mental development by encapsulating
them within en environment that begets continued and
habitual impoverishment. . . . To a large extent, it means
learning to grow up incompletely—deprived of a wide
variety of experiences generally aveilable to children of
higher income families . . . poorer educational facili-
ties . . . poorer programs of instruction, weaker teachers,
few books, This on top of the first five years of life during
which children of the poor suffer the personality and
character-dempening impress of social degradation, social
neglect and less enriched integration with adults, which
cumulate in cognitive retardation. . . . Unable to utilize
their most accessible spring-board from poverty—edu-



cation—these children systematically become the ecan-
didates for tomorrow’s unemployed and underemployed
adult “poor” class. (37)

Children who grow up in poverty do not have the
chances for a full life which other children do. By failing fo
help their families out of poverty now, we are condemning a
large number of these children to a life of continued poverty
through their adulthood. Their desire for a better way of life
will not compensate for lack of opportunity in their attempt
to escape from poverty.

We like to think there is equality of opportunity in
Canada. It is time to admit that such is seldom, if ever the
case, especially regarding the poor,

THE ALBERTA CASE

In the provincial realm, figures for Alberta indicate that
the proportion of people receiving social assistance who are
capable of working is quite low, as with the national figures.
(Table I:7). Table 1:10 shows Alberta caseload percentages
for March 31, 1970 and 1971.

TABLE 1:10
Alberta Department of Secial Development, Caseload
Percentages, March 31, 19870 and 1971

1970 1971
Categories of Caselonds % %
Aged 30 26
Children 18 17
Disabled 24 25
One Parent Families 175 13
Employed — Insufficient Income 3 3
Unemployed — Employables 75 9
Employment Opportunities 1
TOTAL 100 100

Source: Alberta Department of Social Development, Annuval Reports 19269
T0, 1970-71. Queen's Printer, Edmonton.

During 1972, however, changes in the numbers of family
or individual units receiving social assistance in certain cate-
gories have changed. Table I:11 shows these changes in Al-
herta’s welfare caseloads for the last three alfernate months
for which figures are available, and the same months in 1971
for comparison purposes.

TABLE [:11
Family Unit and Individual Unit Recipients in Selected Assistance Categories (Alberta)

March 31 May 31 Juiy 31 March 31 May 31 July 31
SELECTED CATEGORIES 1971 1971 1971 1972 1972 1972
Aged 4782 4381 4154 4283 4,183 4,071
Physical & Mental 11 Health 9229 9,172 9213 39633 9,702 9544
Fmployed -— Insufficient Income 1,425 1472 15631 1493 1302 1,041
Unemployed --— Employables 4,143 3,680 3,294 3,339 2986 2,231
Single Parent Families 8,535 8,716 8887 9,194 9,138 8,646
TOTAL Caseload for all categories
of assistance 20,430 28,811 28,549 29,769 29,514 28,952

Source: Table 4 time serles by month, Alberta Department of Social Development Caseload Files, supplied

by the Department.

One would expeet that with increasing population in Al-
berta, all cafegories of assistance would increase somewhat
in numbers (although not necessarily in percentage distribu-
tion) if other factors remained constant. Table I:11, however,
does not confirm this expectation. It reveals:

(a) There is a slight trend towards increasing total numbers
receiving assistance. (All months of 1972 have larger
numbers than the corresponding months of 1971.)

(b} There is no consistent increase or decrease in number of
single-parent families.

(e¢) There is an incerease in the numbers of those in physically
and mental ill health,

What is of most interest fo us herve is that:

(d) There is a large decrease in both unemployed with insuf-
ficient income (down 32 per cent from July 1971 to July
1972) and unemployed employables (also down 32 per
cent for July). These figures represent a substantial de-
crease, Figures for Edmonton, whose assistance programs
only exist for unemployed employables show a similar
decline in benefits paid in 1972 over 1971. Figures pro-
vided by Mr. K, Wass, the Director of Edmonton’s social
services, show 1971 benefits paid and approximate pay-
ments to date for 1972, .

TABLE 1:12

Benefit Payments, Social Assistance, City of Edmonton,
1971, 1972 (dollars)

MONTH 1971 1972

January $ 326,783 271,000
February 345,676 279,000
March 358,047 253,000
April 359,746 210,000
May 329,806 208,000
June 337,093 185,000
July 310,467 - 166,000
August 308,998 192,000
September 278,824 173,000
Qctober 230,687 155,000
November 234,443

December 275,301

TOTAL $3,695,875

Source: Edmonton, Department of Secial Services, November 3, 1972.

Mr, Wass' estimates for 1972 indicate the City is likely
to save 34 per cent on benefit payments in 1972 over 1971
He attributed this saving to two main causes, First, unem-
ployed employables were able to find work in Edmonton
(whose employment in trades and labour flelds appears to
have increased in 1972), Consequently, they were able to
leave City welfare roles. The second main reason (which he
felt was a lesser factor) was that some unemployed employ-
ables may have transferred fo the new Unemployment
Insurance,

These provincial and municipal figures give indications
which we feel are significant for future provincial welfare
trends. First, they indicate that a very large number of em-
ployed with insufficient income and unemployed employablés
wan{ to work and do not want to remain on welfare. If they
can find a job, they will take i, Secondly, some percentage
of the provincial and municipal unemployed are leaving pro-
vincial jurisdietion and now fall under federal jurisdiction
of the Unemployment Insurance Commission. Again, we
should stress that a provinecial decline of 32 per cent for un-
employed employables in one year is a very large drop.

The study by Dr. Peitchinis in Calgary in 1969 concern-
ing reasons for municipal assistance led him to conclude that
an erxamination of the characteristics of people on public
assistance and the circumstances which forced them to
seek public assistance provides wvery little support to
those who propagate the thesis that publzc welfare breeds

a population of parasites. (38)

His smnlar study in 1972 led h1m to a sumlar concluswn
that there is
little support for the popular notion that people on
welfare are idlers, dawdlers, loafers, tramps, and free
loaders ltmauashmg in inactive splendour at the e'e:pense
of hard-working taxpayers. (39} :

His study found that one-third of all welfare recipients
are over 55 years of age, although only 13.6 per cent are
actually classified as receiving assistance because of *‘age”.
Furthermore, 57.5 per cent of the women receiving assistance
did so because of dependent children, This represents almost
40 per cent of all welfare cases. Those suffering from ill
health represent 23 per cent of all welfare cases. (40) Among
unemployed employables, he found that 9.6 per cent of males
and 8.2 per cent of females were 55 years of age or over;
that 19 per cent of males were in “poor health” and another



12 per cent were only in “fair” health; that one-half had
only grade 9 education or less, a level which placed them in
a very vulnerable employment position. (41)
The lower the level of education, the greater the like-
Lhood of the worker's becoming unemployed . . . the
longer the period of illness, the greater the difficulty
of finding employment. (42)

Qur research indicates consistency in data available
concerning poor people and weifare recipients. In faet, our
investigations indicate that higher proportions of welfare
recipients in Alberta are incapable of employment than the
gverage across Canada.

IMPLICATIONS

While appearances are often not realily, we tend to ac-
cept them as reality and so our myths about the poor and
the welfare recipient are formed. Yet, as Leader points out:
“Tt is somewhat ironic that while the affluent society has
become incressingly visible fo the poor, the impoverished
have become increasingly invisible to the affluent.” (43) We
either do not see or choose not to recognize the 60 per cent
of the poor who work and do not receive welfare, the aged,
the disahled, the ill, mothers without breadwinners, and the

unemployed who would desperately love to have a job so
they could leave the welfare rolls.

Surely it is time for us to open our eyes and see what
is really there, rather than what makes us comfortahle to
think is there. We do not suffer from lack of detailed and
documented information as much as from myopia.

Both governments and the media frequently make direct
reference to the distinetion between employable and unems-
ployable recipients. Without actually saying it, this encour-
ages the public to focus attention on the “mythical welfare
hum”, on that minute portion of welfare recipients who do
cheat, This approach actively encourages the myth o be a
continued topic of debate.

In presenting our research findings, we have demonstra-
ted that the vast majority of welfare recipients are incapable
of employment for various reasons. Of that small percentage
of those who are capable of employment, we have shown that
the vast majority of them are legitimately unable to find
employment because of low education, low skill levels, poor
or fair health, displacement by technology, a scarcity of jobs
generally and a scarcity of jobs specifically in the areas of
their training or experience. We have shown that the myth
of the “welfare hum” is just that, an erroneous (although
popularly held} myth,



PART 2

THE IMPACT OF SOCIAL AND

In discussions of welfare policy, social and economic
policies are seldom considered, yet they have a significant
impact on the lives of the poor and the welfare recipient, as
well as on the potential size of welfare rolls and welfare
costs. As only a tiny segment of welfare recipients are abie
to work, the main impact of economie policies is on the work-
ing poor. Unfortunately, in these times of high unemploy-
ment and increasing redundancy of workers replaced by
technology, our social and economic policies do not help these
working poor te avoid going on welfare. Even under better
employment conditions, these policies de not allow millions
of Canadians an adeguate standard of living through full-time
employment.

Jack McLeod, of the University of Toronte, claims:
The truth is usually et variance with the prevailing “wis-
dom”; the truth oftem hurts, but the fruth is that the
fiscal (taxing and spending) policies of our government
have {(ziz)uays fovoured the vich at the expense of the
poor.

We have already mentioned the tax system in Part 1.
It is perhaps only necessary fo add here that having paid a
higher percentage of income in taxes (by quite a bit), the
poor do not get any advantage from a large proportion of
projects that our tax money is spent on. For various reasons,
the poor do not benefit from airports, highways, grants to
industries, urban renewal, cultural programs, eduecational
expenditures ete,, anywhere to the same extent as the better-
off groups. But there are many other policies which work
against the poor also.

MINIMUM WAGES

In Part 1, Table 1:4 indicated how those working for the
minimum wage in 1970 were left in poverty as a reward for
their independence, self-reliance and hard work. This table
is based on the federal minimum wage which was the highest
in Canada and by which about 8 per cent of Canadian work-
ers are protected, Many categories of workers even though
falling under federal jurisdiction, are exempted from protec-
tion by the minimum wage. As of November 1, 1972 the fed-
eral minimum wage is $1.90, up from $1.75. This increase of
9 per cent is a few percentages more than the rise in the
cost of living but nowhere near enough to significantly im-
prove the position of the working poor.

As shown in Table 2:1 helow, the provineial minimum-
wage rates vary considerably, If the federal minimum wage
subjects workers to poverty, the lower provincial minimum
wages condemn workers to even greater poverty and suffer-
ing. In many industries, furthermore, this legislation is
ignored.

Minimum woege regulations are often violated. Non
unionized industries, usually the small service industries,
find it relatively easy to do this. Frequently if a complaint
is lodged, the employee is found to be incompetent and
dismissed, to be replaced by another who is again peid
below the minimunm wage. (2)

By way of example, the Ontario Department of Labour
Research Branch discovered that in 1967, 35 per cent of em-
ployees in laundries, cleaners and pressers in Ontario earned
less than the minimum wage; similarly were 26 per cent of
workers in eight other indusiries — leather, coiton. varn,
woollen mills, knitfing mills, clothing, wood, retail trade and
personal service. Professor McQueen, a former director of the
E.C.C. found that 50 per cent of men and 78 per cent of wom-
en employed in laundries, cleaners and pressers in Nova
Scotia, earned less than the minimum wage. (3)

In Alberta, The Board of Industrial Relations Order No. 1
(1970) exempts from Alberta’s minimum wage protection:
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employees for whom specific exemptions have been or
will be made under the Alberta Labour Act or any Order
made under it;

employees who perform certain types of casual, seasonal
or temporary work;

apprentices;
students working as part of a formal training course;

employees engaged by contract which has been approved
by the Board of Industrial Relations;

employees under 18 years of age (.15¢ less per hour,
even if exactly the same task is performed). (4)

The Board of Industrial Relations has informed us that
students doing part-time work, who are 18 years and over,
are protected by only a $1.00 per hour rate, and .85¢ per hour
if under 18. The Alberta minimum wage is presently a full
.35¢ per hour below {or 82 per cent of) the federal minimum
wage. Alberta's present minimum wage is $1.55 per hour.
Thus at a 40 hour week, an Albertan receiving the provincial
minimum wage would receive $62.00 per week before deduc-
tions. After deduetions of income tax, contributions for
Canada Pension Plan, Unemployment Insurance, Medicare
premiums and possibly union dues or company pension
plans, the take-home wage would be considerably less than
this. A single individual without dependents might be able
to subsist on this, but one weonders how a person with a
spouse and one, two or mote children can manage to exist
with such a low income. For those exempted from the mini-
mum wage, it would be considerably worse. The effect on
such children has been noted above. Such a family of only
a husband and wife would be living in poverty with all that
enfails, With an annual income of only $3.224, (if paid for
all 52 weeks) before deductions, for 1972 it would be about
$1,025 below the poverty line, If this family had four child-
ren, their income would be over $4,400 below the poverty
line for 1972, Even including family allowances, this figure
would be about $4,100 below the poverty line.

This is how Alberta rewards those who work a full week,
all year. Such a minimum wage is largely responsible for the
majority of cases of poverty in Alberta. But there are also
further consequences for our welfare system. Three percent
of cases of social assistance are due to persons working but
receiving inadeguate income to maintain themselves. An ade-
quate minimum wage would greatly help to allow these per-
sons {and their families) to leave social assistance rolls, with
a consequence of improving their living standard and reduc-
ing the provincial caseload and welfare costs. Furthermore
those who were working eould save some of their additional
income fo provide for the possibility of them becoming un-
emploved. This would mean fhat fewer unemployed persons
would have to rely on welfare until they eould get anocther
job. This would further reduce our provincial caseloads and
welfare costs. Thus our low minimum wage directly contri-
butes to maintaining poverty and making our provineial wel-
fare costs higher than they need be. We wonder how many
emplovers in Alberta are paying the minimum wage (or be-
low). with the consequence that the workers are receiving
welfare whirh subsidizes the low wage rates of the employer?

(a)

(b)

(c)
(d)
(e)

(H

Table 2:1 shows the minimum wage rates for the pro-
vinces and the federal jurisdicHons to the end of 1971 (and
fo the present for Alberta and federal jurisdictions). (5)

On January 1, 1973, Alberta's minimum wage will be
raised from $155 to $1.75. While this is a definite improve-
ment. it is still well below the present federal minimum wage
and far below the level needed to help the working poor and
give them a deeent standard of living which should be their
due reward for full-time work. This new wage level is $70.00
for a 40 hour week. As an annual income it is below Alberta's
1970 maximum welfare benefits and these welfare benefits
have been increased since 1970 (family of four: see Table
I:4). Once agzin we should be surprised that more working
poor do not go on welfare.



TABLE 2:1

Minimum wage rates (to 1971)*
General rates for experienced adult workers*®

JTRISHICTION DATE EFFECTIVE  RATES
Federal Jaly 1, 1971 1.75 (1.90 Nov, 1/72)
Alberta October 1, 1870 1.55 (no change to
date)
British Columbia May 4, 1870 1.50
Manitoba October 1, 1870 1.50
New Brunswick  September 1, 1970 1.25
Newfoundland July 1, 1970 1.25 (men)
1.00 (women)
Nova Scotia®** July 1, 1971 1.25 (men)
{Zone One) 1.10 (women)
(Zone Two) 1.25 (men)
Ontario April 1, 1971 1.65
Prince Edward Is. September 1, 1969 125 (men)
July 1, 1968 95 (women)
Quebec November 1, 1871 1.50
Saskalchewan June 1, 1971 1.50
(ten cities) 1.50
(rest of province) 1.40
Yukon Territory May 1. 1970 1.50

North West Terr, Septembar 1, 1870 1.50

+ In mest provinces minimuwm wage orders now cover practically all
employment exeept farm labour and domestic service in private homes.
Farm labourers are, however, covered in Newfoundland, and certain farm-
related occupations in Ontario. bost jurisdictions exclude a few additional
clagses of workers,

== Minimum rates apply throughout the jurisdiction except in Nova
Seotin and Saskatchewan, where there are regional differentials. In six
provinges minimum wage orders provide that inexperienced workers may
be employed during a learning period at a rate below the regular minimum.
In all jurisdictions except British Columbia and the Northwest and Yukon
Territories, special minimum rates have been set for young workers, or for
students or for workers in certain categories such as newsboys or mes-
sengers. The general minimum wage order for male workers in Prince
Edward Island excludes persons under 18,

++% Zone one consists of Halifax-Dartmouth, Sydney and New Glasgow
and surrounding areas (10 mile radius) and of Truro, Amherst, Yarmouth,
Antigonish and Port Hawkesbury and surreunding areas. Zone two con-
sists of all parts of the province not inecluded in Zone One.

Souree: Canada, Department of Labour, Legislative Research Branch, Re-
search Serles “'Minimum Wage Rates in Canada™, supplied to the Senate
Poverty Committee by the Department.

In the area of agriculture, Statistics Canada has revealed
that in 1971, the average hourly wage of farm workers in
Canada was 7 cents above the federal minimum wage. (6)
With such low minimum wage rates and consequent low
wages as these farm workers receive, it is not surprising that
rural poverty contributes significantly towards such a high
incidence of poverty in Canada. A study of the lower income
sector of Canadian agriculture discovered that one-third of
the 430,000 farmers in Canada were in dire poverty and
needed immediate income supplements, Another one-third
were a little better-off but needed periodic assistance, but
only one-third were considered eeconomically stable. Alse
assuming that farm families with income so low as not to be
taxable are living in poverty, it may be said that more than
one-half of the 59,185 Alberta farmers making income tax
returns in 1968, would be considered “poor” at that time. (7}

The National Council of Welfare poinis out that “what
is clear is that poverty is the product of inadequate mechan-
isms of income distribution and even full-time year-round
employment is no guarantee against poverty”. (8)

The connection between the welfare system and the mini-
mum wage is discussed by Dr. Woodsworth (9), Director of
McGill University’s School of Social Work.

Recently Piven and Cloward, supported by Herbert Gans,
have revived the argument that the welfere system
functions to control the working force, to keep it avail-
able for business and industry as ¢ source of supply and
keep down the minimum wage.

These two authors argue further that welfare benefits
and programs do not increase as a result of growing wealth
or as employment increases but rather when it is necessary
to moderate social unrest, usually when unemployment is
high. (10)
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We still continue to ignore the fact that the vast majori-
ty of persons receiving social assistance are either permanent-
ly or temporarily (and legitimately) unable to work or un-
able to find employment. Ignoring this fact perhaps makes it
easier to justify keeping welfare benefits below poverty
levels. At the same time we reward the working poor who
are self-reliant and do not depend on public welfare (even
when they would often be hetter off) with a minimum wage
that guarantees them an existence in poverty, continual hard-
ship, and a higher chance of having to depend on welfare at
a later date.

The Senate Committee on Poverty sums this situation up
thus:

Owr society puts too many people in double-jeopardy.
it penalizes and stigmatizes those who earn little or no
money. Yet it gives them little opportunity fo suceeed.
Many of those who wish to preserve the Work Ethic show
liftle concern over the fact thaft minimum wages are
genevally below welfore payment levels. Such atfitudes
and practices inevitably result in social conditions which
themselves perpetuate poverly.

The working poor are, in the main, excluded from union
membership; they work for provincial minimum wages,
which are poverty wages. There must be a major illness
in @ society when the working poor (more than 50 per
of the poor} who have obeyed ail the rules of the world
of work, are not able to maintain, let alone improve,
their relative economic or social position. (11)

In light of the problems mentioned above, we would urge
the Government of Alberta to raise the minimum wage in
successive siages to $2.50 per hour for afl categories, without
exceptions, by January, 1974, and further that this wage be
raised automatically, each year, by the same percentage as
the rise in the average standard of living in Alberta, The
figure of $2.50 an hour would be the same wage as persons
now receive under the Local Initiatives Program. If this were
done, it would probably remove about 50 per cent of the poor
from poverty (perhaps more).

ECONOMIC POLICIES

Low minimum wages are not the only economic policies
that create and perpefuate poverty and necessitate welfare
payments. The Senate Poverty Commitiee suggests that

the economic system in whick most Canadigns prosper is
the same system which creaies poverty, Equally fallacious
is the belief that economic growth could, i time, “solve”
poverty. The evidence produced before the Committee
showed that in the 1950°s and 1960’s (when Conada en-
joyed great ecomomic expansion) in absolute terms,
poverty in Canada increased at the same time and at
the same rate. (12)

John Kenneth Galbraith suggests the same thing.

Poverty can be made to disappear. It wor’t be accom-
plished simply by stepping up the growth rete any more
than it will be accomplished by incantation or ritualistic
washing of the feet. (13)

Economic growth does nothing to help those who are out
of the mainstream of economic activity. By itself it provides
no income to the mothers with dependent children, the aged,
the disabled, the ill or those who cannot find employment
due to low education or low skill levels or a scarcity of jobs.

Government policies based on economic priorities have
contributed to the problems of poverty through making
choices which directly and indivectly have increased the
numbers of poor Canadions and increased the disparity
between the poor and the non-poor. Our failure to achieve
full employment and our acceptance of policy choices
which increase unemployment contribute directly to the
spread and perpetuation of poverty . . . when govern-
ment economic policies or actions ceuse individual citi-
zens to suffer unemployment and poverty, the government
must be prepared to compensate those who suffer. (14)



Table 2:2 (15) shows Canadian unemployment rates over
the past quarter century. Table 2:3 shows Canada’s rates of
unemployment compared to other selected countries. (16)

TABLE 2:2

UNEMPLOYMENT RATE, CANADA, 1946-1970

1946 3.8% 1954 4.6% 1962 5.9%
1947 26 1955 4.4 1963 55
1948 2.6 1956 3.4 1964 47
1949 33 1957 4.6 1965 3.9
1950 3.3 1958 7.0 1966 36
1951 2.6 1959 6.0 1867 41
1952 3.0 1960 7.0 1968 4.8
1953 3.0 1961 7.1 1969 4.7
1970 59

Sources; Sylvia Ostry, Unemployment in Canada (Ottawa: DBS, 1968)
Table 1, p. 1: and Canada Department of Finance, Budget Papers for
1971-72. in Hansard (18 June 1971): 189 for years 1867-70.

TABLE 2:3

UNEMPLOYMENT RATES FOR SELECTED INDUSTRIAY. COUNTRIES,
1959-63

COUNTRY 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963
US.A. 55% 5.6% 6.7% 5.6% 5.7%
Canada 6.0 7.0 7.2 5.9 5.5
France 1.4 1.3 11 1.2 15
West Germany 24 1.2 0.8 0.7 0.8
Great Britain 22 16 1.5 2.0 2.5
Italy 5.2 4.0 3.4 3.0 25
Japan 15 1.1 1.0 0.9 0.9
Sweden 2.0 1.4 12 1.3 14
Source: Arthur F. Neef, “International Unemployment Rates 1960-64,”

Monthly Lahbour Review 83 (March 1985): 238. These figures have heen
adjusted to U.S. definition of unempleyment.

These two tables indicate how poorly Canada has done
compared to other eountries in reducing unemployment.
Making reference to more recent statistics, Peitchinis indi-
cates that

Canada and the United States have the distinction among
nations with highly developed economies of tolerating
levels of unemployment which are excessive under any
standard of measure. Between 1946 and 1970, this nation
has had an average annual rate of unemployment of
nearly 4.3 per cent. No other nation with an advanced
economy (except the United Stetes) has approached even
one-quarter of such ¢ rate of unemployment over that
period. (17)

Canada’s performance is not accidental, Canadian govern-
ments have frequently chosen to use high unemployment as
a tool in fighting inflation. When such decisions are made
they do not affect Canadians randomly. Rather unemployment
is concentrated in the low-wage and low-skill occupations,
affecting those who are already the poor and who can least
afford to lose their jobs. There is no escaping the conclusion
reached by the Economie Counecil of Canada that now “Cana-
da has the highest rate of unemployment ameng the more
indusirially advanced nafions of the world.” (18) (7.1% in
September 1972)

Table 2:4 (19) indicates that the poorer paid occupations
suffer most from high unemployment.
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TABLE 2:4

AVERAGE UNEMPLOYMENT RATES, BY OCCUPATION, CANADA

1961-66

OCCUPATION UNEMPLOYMENT RATE %
White collar occupations 1.8
Service and recreation 4.3
Primary occupations 5.2
Craftsmen and produetions process workers 6.2
Transportation 6.9
Lahbourers 16.4
51

All oceupations

Source: Sylvia QOstry, Unemployment in Canada (Oltawa: DBS, 1988),

Table 9A, p. 17

The use of deliberately high unemployment to attempt
to lower inflation throws large numbers of Canadians out of
work, a large number of whom are then forced to apply for
Unemployment Insurance benefits and/or provincial soecial
assistance. This directly raises the costs of both types of
programs. However, even with this deliberately high unem-
ployment, inflation has hardly been controlled. The 1969 in-
crease in the Canadian Price Index rate was 4.5 percent and
in 1970, 3.3 percent. Between April 1971 and April 1972, it
rose by 4.5 per cent. (20) Not only do the poor get thrown
out of jobs and on to public support, but they have fo exist
on these meagre public benefits at a time when the real pur-
chasing power of the henefits are gobbled up by inflation.
Neither Unemployment Insurance henefits, nor social assist-
ance benefits are adjusted to compensate for inflation.

To increase the problems of those suffering from unem-
ployment, the longer a worker is unemployed, further-
more, the more likely he is to stay that way. Skills, in
the end, after a long stretch without a job, become rusty;
his drive to look for work declines; and finally he slides
into the category of “hard core unemployed”. Workers
may also lose touch with improvements in the methods
used to do those jobs. Other workers may lose their jobs
simply because technology has complicated the jobs so
much that workers can’t cope with the new demands. (21)

The results of our policies of minimum wages, unem-
ployment and wage and salary differentials among different
groups, are shown in Tables 2:5 (22) and Table 2:6 (23).

TABLE 2:5
AVERAGE EARNINGS OF MAJOR OCCUPATION GROUPS,
1967

AVERAGE EARNINGS OF F'EULL-YEAR WORKERS
% of average of

OCCUPATIONS $ total income
Managerial 8,267 179
Professional and technical 7,673 166
Miners, craftsmen, ete. 5,617 121
Transporiation and

communications 5,404 117
Sales 5,071 110
Labourers 4,410 95
Clerical 4314 93
Services and recreation 3,488 75
Farmers, loggers, fishermen 3,020 65
TOTAL $4,631 100%

Source: D.B.S.. Income Distribution by Size in Canada, 1967, Cat. No. 13-
534 (December 1970) Tables 41, 42, 49,

Managers earned almost three times as much as loggers,
farmers and fishermen on the average. In 1961, fish ecanners,
curers and packers averaged $1,606, while doctors and sur-
geons averaged $15,093, which is almost 9% times more. (24)



TABLE 2:6

Incoma distribution by quintiles {fifths) of non-farm famifias after transfar

payments, 1967,

Highest
fifth 38 5
Fourth 235
Middle 179
Second 13.3
Lowest 6.8
| ! { 1
L] 1 T 1
10 20 30 40

Percent of Non-Farm Family lncome

Source: D.B.S., Incomes of Non-Farm Families and Individuals in Canada,; Selected Years, 1951-1965
{Cat. No, 13529}, Tables 4 and 12; D.B.S. /ncome Distribution by Size in Canada, 1965
[Cat. No, 13528}, Tables 13and A 11, D85, lircome Distribution by Size in Canada, 1967

{Cat, Mo, 13-534}, Table 3.

As Table 2:6 shows, in 1867, the richest 20 per cent of
our population had almost & times as much income as the
poorest 20 per cent, even after transfer payments. Add fo this
the fact that the poorest pay the highest percentage of their
income in total taxes, the discrepanecy would be even greater
after all taxes had been paid.

1t is evident that the existing welfare and income distri-

bution systems have no significant effect on the relative posi-
tion of the poor. This is demonstrated by studies done by the
Dominion Bureau of Statistics in which

the date show that income distribution has remained

virtually unchenged since 1951 . . . in fact, the gap in

dollar-terms between the poor and the affluent has in-

creased. (25)

In a similar vein Lederer stresses that

poverty is not just some debilitating occurrence that hap-
pens. There are many mdividuals and groups of indivi-
duals who profit from the social condition of the poor.
Correspondingly, there are many others whose profit or
power would be seriously jeopardized should the poor
become economically secure or active social and political
participants in society. Poverty also malkes possible the
eristence or expansion of a goodly number of respect-
able middle-class professions and occupations such as
penalogy, criminology, social work, welfare administra-
tion, public health, journalism and social science rve-
seqrch. (26)

While the middle and upper classes derive some definite
advantages from poverty, the poor gain pothing but continued
deprivation, hardship and suffering. The system we use to
distribute income and wealth allows the better-off to continue
taking a much larger share of the resources than they he-
grudge to the poor.

We have not concentrated on developing economic and
social policies which produce jobs, eliminate poverty or re-
duce welfare roles and administrative costs. Rather we con-
tinue to give subsistence financial assistance to individuals
who have already lost their jobs or are already in poverty.
Then we turn around and blame the victim rather than our
governments whose policies create victims. The Canadian
Council on Social Development draws our attention to this

particular tendency.
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The fact that welfare roles are increasing mainly because
of high unemployment is very seldom mentioned by those
castigating the welfare system . . . is it because the
castigation of welfare assistance helps to divert attention
from the real reason s0 mMany employable persons are on
the welfare rolls—because our econamic system itself
cannot cope and needs overhauling, which those who
control it, or have a voice in controlling it, do not wish to
do in their own interests? (27)

William Ryan, in his study of the tendency to blame the
victim, suggests that at present we offer rehabilitation in-
stead of money, job training instead of an economic policy
that ereates jobs, He suggesis we should realize that these
problems are structural malfunctions in our seciety and that
we should be correcting these malfunctions with higher mini-
mum wages, by reducing inequalities and eleminating sub-
standard housing and schools rather than trying to blame the
vietim and change them. (28) The Honourable T. L. Wells,
Minister of Social and Family Services for Ontario, further
draws our attention to how the welfare system is used to
avoid making needed changes in social and economic policies.

Federal anti-inflationary policies have resulted in unem-
ployment for hundreds of thousands of Canadians in-
cluding many persons who had traditionally been un-
affected by problems of unemployment and inadequate
income. This, in turn, forced many people to recognize
that the income security system was not merely o special
program for @ group of traditionally poor people bub
rather o major element of Canadian social policy. (29)

Dr. Woodsworth also points out the questionable public
value of other economic policies.

With regard to corporation tares, . .. through faith in
“the private sector” as the essential basis of social policy,
many hundreds of millions of dollars dre given annually
to corporations {which is to say persons affluent enough
to own stock) without predictable success either in
reducing unemployment or limiting price increases. (30)

The discussion of tax and grant incentives to industries
in order to stimulate employment, during the recent federal
election campaign, revealed the dubious advantages and
effectiveness of some of Canada’s economic strategies and
policies.



HEALTH CARE

The story of ineguality and disincentives is not complete
however, without mentioning the area of health care, “It is
only too clear that the poor survive in an environment that
almost prohibits mental and social well-being and profoundly
affects their health.” (31) Dr. J, . Clarkson, Deputy Minis-
ter of Health and Welfare in New Brunswick, noted in 19870
that,

in the 1950-51 Canadian Sickness Survey it was shown
that people in the lower income groups were less likely to
consult a physician than those i higher income groups
. for women, the upper classes were more likkely to
avail themselves of insured services. For children, it was
observed that those from upper class families are most
likely, and welfare children, least likely, to utilize physi-
cian’s services. However, the average cost of medical care
per child was higher in lower class groups even though
fewer children in these groups received physician’s
services. (32)

In spite of the passage of 20 years and the introduction
of Medicare, it does not appear that we have made any sig-
nificant progress in this respect, The Canadian Medical Asso-
ciation, in May of 1970, estimates that in Canada, the poorest
20 per cent of the population suffers about 75 to 80 per cent
of the major illness, (33) The Department of National Health
and Welfare has found that,

there is universal recognition that nutrition is a critical
factor in poverty. Dietary inadequucies and under-nutri-
tion, combined with other deprivations, attendunt on
poverty, cause health deterioration. This sets up the
cycle of decreased performance of all activities, mental
apathy, and incapacity for initiative or self-help. . . .
Undernourishment may reduce the abélity to acquire the
education necessary for escape from the poverty cycle . . .
Estimates from that country (U.S.A) are that about
two-thirds of the poor are malnourished, especially older
persons over sizty years and children under sixteen.
Several Canadion studies suggest that a comparable situ.
ation may exist among the Cuanadian population. (34)
Lederer’s investigations indicate that,
with regard to health, for example, statistics emanating
from a wide variety of sources indicate that the poor get
sick more often, take longer to recover, seek and receive
less medical, dental and hospital treatment and suffer
far more disabling consequences than do people with
larger incomes. (35)

Michael Harrington, author of The Other America: Pov-
erty in the United Siates, suggests an explanation for some
of these same phenomena in the U.S.

The poor get sick more than anyone else in the society.
That is because they live in slums, jammed together
under unhygienic conditions; they have inadequate diets
and cennot get decent medical care. When they become
sick, they are sick longer than any other group in society,

Because they are sick more often and longer than any-
one else, they lose wages and work, and find it difficult
to hold a steady job. And because of this, they cannot
pay for good housing, for a nutritious dief, for doctors.
At any given point in the cycle, particularly when there
18 @ major illness, their prospect is to move L0 an even
lower level and to begin the cycle, round and round, to-
ward even more suffering. (36)

The heavy burden of medical expenses used to be a prin-
cipal cause of poverty. The introduction of Medicare in 1966
has certainly helped to offset this burden for most people.
Many health requirements however, are not included in the
Medicare plans, such requirements as drugs, glasses, whee]
chairs, hearing aids, etc. For those in poverty (and even for
those above the poverty line) such expenses are an exfreme
hardship and frequently they may have to do without because
they cannot afford them or else the additional heavy premi-
ums necessary to obtain additional Blue Cross or private in-
surance which pay for drugs, glasses, ete. The burden of pay-
ing for either health or the premiums for health care insur-
ance force some people to rely on welfare. In a study of
Calgary’s welfare clients, Dr. Peitchinis found that some

employed welfare recipients indicated that they could
have earned in excess of their welfare budgts by accept-
ing alternative employment opportunities and promotions,
but chose not to do so and remained on welftre in order
to retain their Health and Treatment Service Cards. (37)

The cards allow recipients of social assistance benefits
free hospital, physician and ambulance services, chiropractor
services and glasses. So in effect, our welfare rolls are larger
because some people could not afford health payments if they
left the welfare list. The cost of medical and related expenses
prevents them from being independent and self-supporting
and uses up more public funds. This disincentive to leave
welfare is even greater where recipients have large families,

There is another group who are forced to go on welfare
due to reasons of poor health, These are portions of the work-
ing poor who are so precariously close to the dire poverty
stage, that one week’s illness could push them from the in-
dependent category, into the group of people who require
social assistance. (38)

In two provinces, Newfoundland and Nova Scotia, the
entire costs of medicare are drawn from general revenues
rather than individual family premiums. (39) Such a system
decreases the administrative expenses of collecting premiums
and ensures that everyone in the province is covered at all
times, regardless of their ability to afford health care. As
well, all the red tape and confusion which citizens must on-
dure in paying premiums, is done away with. Such a system
is not used in Alberta, where “premium costs are high, and
participation mandatory, so that money has to be directed
from other needs to pay premiums.” (40) Alberta Health's
premium rates are shown in Table 2:7,

TABLE 2:7

Alberta Health Care Insurance Plan
Premium Rates (on November 1, 1972)

Basic Health and Insured
Hospital Services Plus
Optional Health Services
{Alberta Blue Crass)

Basic Health and Insured
Hespital Services

Quarterly Aniuga! Quarteriy Annuai
SUBSIDIZED PREMIUM RATES —Not Applicable
SINGLE Nil Nil —Recipients of Social
Assistance are Pro-
A. Social Assistance Recipients vided With Other
FAMILY Nil Nil Health Services By
The Department of
Social Development
B. No Taxable Income SINGLE $ 6.00 $ 24.00 $ 10.50 $ 42.00
SFAMILY 8 1200 $ 48.00 $ 21.00 $ 84.00
C. Taxable Income $500.00 or Less SINGLE $ g.00 $ 36.00 $ 13.50 $ 54.00
D. Taxable Income $1,000.00 or less *FAMILY $ 18.00 $ 72.00 $ 27.00 $108.00
STANDARD PREMIUM RATES SINGLE $ 1725 $ 69.00 $ 23.25 $ 93.00
FAMILY & 3450 $138.00 % 46.50 $186.00

* Persons 65 years and over, (or families where at least one of the couple is 65 or over) are exempt frem premium

payments for both the basic plan and Alberta Blue Cross.

Source: Alberta Health Premiwm Schedule,



The heavy burden of these payments on a large propor-
tion of Alberta’s population is evident. Persons not on social
assistance, with no taxable income are among the very poor-
est in our province. In spite of this, in order to get coverage
for both plans, they are required to pay $42.00 and $84.00
for single persons and families respectively, This applies
equally to a family with no, one, five, ten or any number of
children. Any person or family with less than $500. taxable
income is living in poverty as well {(assuming no non-taxable
income such as capital gains ete.). Similarly, any family of
three persons with less than $1,000, taxable income is also
living in poverty. In spite of their circumstances of poverty,
they are required fo pay up to $108.00 annually for coverage
under both plans. For all groups or persons who must pay
premiums, the rate structure is regressive; that is, it takes a
higher proportion of income from those who are poor than
from those who are rich. In the extreme case, a family of 10
with $1,001. of taxable income pays the same premium as a
married couple without children, who have a taxable income
of $20,000., $100,000. or even one million dollars. The single
person earning the minimum wage would have fo spend about
5 per cent of his income for coverage under both plans. This
is a grossly unfair way of charging Albertans for basically
essential health coverage.

Alberta should immediately abolish premium payments
for both plans and pay for them through general revenues.
This would cost less, reduce administration, red tape and
confusion, and would give all the health care protection they
require without reference to their income or ability to pay.
Furthermore, it would allow some persens presently receiv-
ing welfare to get off it and would remove the incentive for
some others to go on welfare, In addition, the coverage should
be expanded to include all health care needs, including den-
tal care, glasses, appliances, drugs etc. There is no justifica-
tion for allowing any person in an affluent couniry to go
without the medical and health treatment or services they
require.

Our investigations also indicate the urgent need to abolish
poverty in Alberta in order to help those who are presently
poor to live healthier, more iliness-free lives and so that poor
health and malnutrition do not prevent poor children (and
adults) from getting maximum benefits from education and
opportunities to develop themseives.

In addition to this tremendous achievement we would
find great savings in medical care in Alberta, as it is the poor
who are i1l more often, longer and whose freatment costs
more money per patient. Information available tells us that
these things can be done; it is now necessary to do them.

TECHNOLOGY, CYBERNETICS AND THE WORK ETHIC

There is another phenomenon in our changing society
which we seldom consider when discussing factors in the
immediate future likely to have great impact on our welfare
system. We have already mentioned the considerable diffi-
culty which unemployed persens have in finding employment,
especially when their skills and education are at low levels,
Another factor to consider is the ever increasing role of tech-
nology and cybernetics (basically computers and electronic
machinery} in our society, The recent federal white paper,
Unemployment Insurance in the 70 indicates the difficnlty
in providing jobs for all Canadians even in the immediately
foreseeable future.

In the *70°s it is fully expected that temporary unem-
ployment will be a possibility for a broader spectrum of
the Canadion work force than ever before. Unexpected
layoffs and unemployment because of automation and
other technological changes are beginning fo disturb a
wide range of workers from all oceupations who fear that,
one day, their jobs may be declered redundant or out

of dafe. (41}

A group of respected intellectuals in the United States
suggest the implications of the “Cybernetic Revolution™. (42}
In pointing out that cybernation requires progressively less
human participation they see the promise of jobs as a cruel
and dangerous hoax on hundreds of thousands who are
especially vulnerable to cybernation because of age or in-
adequate education. Thus as machines take over preduction
from men, these machines will absorb an inereasing portion
of resources while the unemployed men who are displaced
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will become dependent on minimal and unrelated government
measures such as unemployment insurance, welfare etc. The
increasing number in poverty will reduce demands for goods
and services which will further reduce employment. They
suggest that,
an adequate distribution of the potentiul abundance of
goods and services will be achieved only when it is un-
derstood that the major economic problem is not how
to increase production but how to distribute the ebund-
ance that is the great potential of cybernation. (43)

U.S. Secretary of Labour, Wirtz has recently suggested
that machines produced today have on the average skills
equivalent to a high school diploma, (44) Increasingly, edu-
cation will be no guarantee of a job.

The group mentioned above conclude their sfatement
addressed to President Nixon by saying,

Wealth produced by machines rather than by men is still
wealth. We wurge, therefore, that society, through its
appropriate legal and govermmental institutions, under-
take an unqualified commitment to provide every indi-
vidual and every family with an odequate income ds a
matter of right. . . . The unqualified right to an income
would take the place of the patchwork of welfare
measures . . . designed to ensure that no citizen or
resident . . . actually starves. (39)

In speaking of the potential of cybernation to liberate
mankind from unnecessary labour, the National Council of
Welfare in 1971 eame to similar conclusions.

The legitimate fears of those whose jobs are threaiened
will continue to grow if we refuse to accept that the
present inadequate supply of what we have come to think
of when we talk of “jobs” is not a temporery aberration,
but an emerging and inevitably expanding reality. Our
response to this reality must be a major re-definition of
the concept of work and the concept of a job. (45)

The age of the fully aufomatic factory is technically
possible right now. Its actual appearance will come in short
course. Those most vulnerahle to the impact of technological
change are the older workers and the unskilled youth who
drop out of school and cannot find jobs. (46) But these new
developments are not just affecting manual and unskilled
occupations. They are likely fo go much further, replacing
also the machine minder, the shop supervisor and even many
facets of the present managers’ responsibilities, by machines
and groups of machines which control themselves and each
other. (47)

It is the social consequenees of such technological
change to which we must focus our attention.

Automuation is not going to simply transform ouwr system
of economic production and distribution. It is going to
challenge and sheke the whole fabric of our society—
our social institutions, our individual and group be-
haviour patterns and the treditional ways in which the
individual relates himself to his fellows and to his
society . . . automation threatens to make our traditional
concepts of work and employment obsolete. . . . To be
suddenly deprived of work in our society is equivalent fo
becoming o social outcast—unneeded and unheeded. (48}

The challenge is to anticipate the effects of cybernation
so that our social structures and processes may be designed
to take advantage of eybernation, rather than be thrown into
chaos by it. One step towards this goal is to recognize that
our social aftitude called the “Work Ethic” will no longer
have any meaning within the content of the emerging cyber-
netic society. This attitude is becoming redundant.

In more concrefe terms and with reference to social
welfare programs, Michael Harrington demonstrates what
this redundancy means,

... in social security, the law says a man becomes old ot
65. Buf the economy often saus a man becames old and
obsolete at 55 or even 50 or 45. Why dow’t we build into
social security, escalators. both in terms of the benefits
paid end in terms of the age at which it operates? Why
don’t we say social security starfs, not when the law suys
g man is aged but when the economy does. {49)



Cybernation raises many questions about the future of
our welfare system. We will be in default and our social sys-
tem in chaos if we do not address ourselves fo these ques-
tions.

It would appear that in the coming years, our society
(and province) will have four basic alternatives regarding
the expanded use of eybernetics with the consequent reduc-
tion in “jobs”, These are:

{(a) increasing unemployment and increasing poverty — a
much wider gap between the rich (whe work or have in-
vestment income) and the poor (the unemployed with
no other substantial sources of income);

(b) incx:easing unemployment but more equal distribution
of income through such techniques as a guaranteed an-
nual income;

(c) a technique of distributing “jobs” more equally (effec.
tively everyone working “part-time” only) which would
help to distribute income more evenly;

(d) publie works programs for socially useful ends.

Alternative (d) thus might involve the training of more
doectors, the production of more and better recreational
facilities, more housing etc. This, however, is likely to be 2
short-term sclution for technology will soon be able to reduce
the need for more medical freatment, produce housing more
cheaply, automatically, Perhaps the only long-term public
programs of this sort will be social services such as more
counselling, more services for leisure activities ete.

We would suggest that the best choice would be to use
all of the last three alfernatives, the last two hopefully re-
ducing the negative impact of widespread unemployment.

Which ever alternative we choeose, it is paramount that
we begin exploring these imminent problems and possible
alternatives new so that we have time to prepare for them.

16

IMPLICATIONS

We have attempted to show in this section that a dis-
cussion of a welfare system is definitely incomplete without
consideration of economic and social policies, We have shown
how these policies and questions hear directly on Alberta's
welfare system.

Economic policies are to some extent ocutside the pro-
vineial jurisdiction. However, minimum wages, health care
and the effect of cybernation on our province and its welfare
system, are all matters upon which our provincial government
can and should act. Even regarding economic policy at the
national level, the provincial government can bring its influ-
ence to bear upon the federal government.

Our society’s thinking about its problems usually turns
out o be a decade or two out of date. We tend to think only
about our current problems, or what we think are our current
problems, with only vague thoughts of broad future policy
direction and the social changes that will affect it. At present,
by the time we come to a conclusion about a problem under
discussion, the problem itself has often changed, leaving us
with no understanding of the new problem and no effective
solutions.

We have sensed that both Canadian and Alberta govern-
ments have foeused their attention upon problems which have
manifested themselves in the recent past. There seems to be
no indication that they are looking very far into the future
and to the questions and problems which will soon face us. We
would suggest that these issues will be much more basic and
will have far greater consequences than most of the questions
the Government of Alberta has focused on. We should not
confine ourselves to looking at the individual parts of the
present system fto see how well they work. We should also
see if the system itself will be useful in facing the future or
whether coming changes will make our present system in-
adequate or redundant.



PART 3
PRESENT INCOME SECURITY PROGRAMS FOR CANADIANS

The three levels of government in Canada operate four
basic types of income security programs in addition to num-
erous social services, These programs include social insur-
ance, universal payments (demogrants), guaranieed income
plans for the aged and social assistance (usually referred to
as welfare), involving federal, provincial and local govern-
ments.

The first three types of programs are operated primarily
by the federal government, These will be discussed only
briefly so as to show the basie differences between the aims
and effects. (1) More detailed critiques may be found in
such publications as Poverty in Canada, The Real Poverty
Report and the Federal White Paper Income Security for
Canadians. .

mable 3:1 shows the various programs in Canada. (2}

TABLE 3:1
INSTRUMENTS OF INCOME SECURITY POLICY

GUARANTEED INCOME DEMOGRANTS

SOCIAL INSURANCE

SOCIAL ASSISTANCE

—0ld Age Security
—Family Allowances
—Youth Allowances

—Guaranteed Income
Supplement

Benefit schedules for some of these programs may

SOCIAL INSURANCE

Social Insuranee programs include the Canada Pension
Plan (and the similar Quebec Pension Plan), Unemployment
Insurance, Workmen's Compensation (provincial jurisdiction)
and Veterans’ Pensions which are included under income
security programs.

Social insurance programs insure those working against
future loss of income. Benefits are paid when earnings are
suspended due to sickness, unemployment, accident, death,
disability or retirement, under the different plans. In most
cases, programs are financed from contributions from those
working and funds are kept separafe from other government
accounts, Benefits are paid from these separate funds except
for Veterans’ Pensions which are paid from general govern-
ment revenues, and Unemployment Insurance, where bene-
fits are paid from government funds rather than the U.LC,
fund, when nationtal unemployment passes 4 per cent. The
amount of benefits paid is usually related to the contributor’s
contributions to the fund which are related to his earnings.
Benefits are paid on a set formula hasis without regard to
personal financial need or io current income from other
SOuTCes.

Social insurance programs produce a variety of social
consequences. One advantage of social insurance is that the
individual pays for it and cobtains it by right rather than on
the basis of a needs test as under social assistance or an in-
come test as under a guaranteed income plan, both of which
are to different degrees, stigmatized as "welfare” or “govern-
ment hand-outs.”” However, the administration of such
schemes is nof simple, Extensive record-keeping and the ap-
plication of benefit formulas are complex and costly. From

—Canada Pension Plan —-Provincial Assistance

Quebec Pension Plan —Canada Agssistance FPlan

—Unemployment —War Veterans’
Insurance Allowances
—Workmen's —Blind Persons’
Compensation Allowances ,
—Veterans' Pensions —Disabled Persons
Allowanees
—Unemployment
Assistance

—Assistance for Indians
and Eskimos

be found in Appendix Three.

the individual's point of view, it is very difficult to know
what benefit levels to expect and consequently, what addi-
tional protection he must provide himself with.

The main advantage of social insurance is that it keeps
many (but by no means all) of the population out of poverty
when income from employment ceases, However, many
people are nof covered under social insurance, Others for
various reasons such as low or frregular earnings, receive
henefits inadequate to maintain them. Thus, in order for
social insurance to operate effectively as an ant{-poverty_ tool,
it must be combined with private savings, pensions or Insur-
ance. Social insurance only provides a floor upon which these
private sotirces of income may be built,

For those able to profect themselves with these privaie
arrangements, social insurance reduces reliance on.socxal
assistance with its consequent loss of dignity, invasion of
privacy, loss of decision-making power over one’s existence,
and more costly and complicated administration, But for
those unable to make additional private arrangements, there
remains a need for further help from social assistance and/or
guaranteed income plans. As a result, social insurance is a
preventative for poverty for only part of the population, but
does little for the remainder and nothing for those already
existing in poverty. It gives more {o those who have, and al-
most nothing to these that haven't. Contribution levels rather
than need is the allocating criterion.

Tables to follow will ouiline the approximate costs of
some social insurance programs and the benefits paid out..

Table 3:2 outlines these figures for the Canada Pension
Plan (including Quebec Pension Plan).

TABLE 3:2

CPP. and Q.P.P. Revenues, Expenditures and Surplus
(Millions of $)

Contribution TInvestment

Total

Transfer

Payments to Total Current Surplus

Revenues Income Revenus Persons Exnenditure for the Year

1970

CP.P $ 73 $ 193 $ 966 $ 78 $ 98 $ 868
QPP 282 80 362 26 38 324
Total 1,055 273 1,328 104 136 1,192
1971

CP.P. 817 270 1,087 129 149 938
Q.P.P. 202 107 399 42 50 349
Total 1,109 T 1,486 i 189 1,287
1972 (first quarter seasonally adjusted fo annual rates)

CP.P. 860 206 1,156 196 960
QPP 308 120 428 52 60 368
Total 1,168 416 1,584 220 256 1,328

Source: Canadian Statisticat Review. August 1672, Pub, No. 11-113, Vol. 47, No. 8 Statistics Can-

ada. Ottawa, Table 1:7 p. 23, 24, 25, 26.
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The table reveals that Canadians paid about $1.I billion
into the Plan in 1971 and this will likely reach $1.17 billion
in 19732, The total revenue for 1972 will probably be about
$1.58 billion, Excluding the capital in the investment fund,
this is the amount of money that might have been available
in 1373 for other types of programs, if Canadians had so
decided.

Administrative expenses for 1971 represent 23.5 per cent
of total expenditures (assuming administrative expenses
equal fotal expenditure minus fransfer payments to persons).
This represents a very high percentage of total expenditures.
Thus for every 33 of henefits, almost $1.00 was used to
administer the program.

Table 3:3 Outlines some of the limited information avail-
able concerning the Unemployment Insurance Commission.

TABLE 3:3
U.L.C. Benefits paid 1971, 72 (Millions of %}

Sources: Figures 1971 and up to May 1972: Statistical Report on the opera-
tion of the Unemployment Insurance Act., Catalogue 73-001 Monthly,
Statistics Canada, Oftawa; July and August 1972, Statistics Canada
Weekly, Catalogue No, 11-002 October 20, 1972 and September 19, 1972.
Figure for Septemhber: Statistics Canada as guoted in Edmonton Journal,
November 13, 1872, page 14,

Unofficial figures in recent months have appeared giving
estimates of 1972 costs, A confidential government document
has been quoted as showing that up to the end of August
1972, the U.LC. had received $462 million in premiums and
predicted a total for the year of about $1.18 billion. Revised
figures (to those in Table 3:3) indicate that in the first eight
months of 1972, benefits paid out amounted to $1.296 billion.
The estimated cost of all benefits for the year is $2 billion,
However, as the government (not the U.I.C. fund) pays bene-
fits when national unemployment is above 4 per cent, the
government will pay an estimated $1.3 billion in benefits.
Thus, the total estimate of premiums paid in to the U.LC.
fund, plus government payments (not counting administra-
tive expenses) will indicate that Canadians will pay over
$2.46 hillion for the U.LC. in 1972.

A certain amount of expenditures under the UILC. are

%"3 gg actually a transfer of costs from provincial social assistance
“E ) benefits to unemployed persons, to the UILC, as the new
¥3 ug U.LC. plan now covers some persons previously receiving
EM g, social assistance, Bryce Mackasey, the Minister in charge,
o1 1972 25 25 suggests “the new unemployment insurance plan has meant
N - - a considerable saving in welfare costs — our estimates at
January 85.71 140.37 85 140 least $30 to $100 million so far.” (4) (End of September),
February 100.93 193.67 186 334
March 114.30 200.97 300 535 WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION AND VETERANS'
April 10001  175.13 400 710 PENSIONS
May 77.54 186.64 478 896 In the four years 1965-66 to 1968-89 Workmen's Compen-
June 49.20 138.26 527 1,035 sation benefits have increased 24.86 per cent. I this trend
July 43.87 127.15 571 1.162 continues till 1972-73, the benefit costs will be $220 million
August 4601 14381 617 1306 in the current year. The inerease for Veterans' Pensions in
September 50'94 128.00 663 1'434 the same four years was 20.0 per cent. (7) If this trend
0 Ig b 52'2 4 : 790 ! also continues, the cost of benefits will be about $267 million
Cclober . for 1972.73. Together the two programs would cost $.48
November 69.45 790 billion for the current year.
December 102.38 890 o
TOTAL 890.59 890.58 Table 3:4 shows social insurance expenditures for past
years.
TABLE 3:4
TOTAL EXPENDITURES UNDER FEDERAL AND PROVINCIAL
SOCIAL INSURANCE PROGRAMS
IN SELECTED FISCAL YEARS, 1950 TO 1970
($ Millions)
Program 1949-50 1954-55 1959-60 1962-63 1963-64 1964-G5
Canada Pension Plan — — — — — —
Quebec Pension Plan — — — _— — —
Unemployment Instrance 86.1 257.6 4152 - 4032 365.7 335.0
Workmen’s Compensation (c) 40.9 58.2 852 104.5 111.6 124.3
Veterans’ Pensions (d) 96.0 128.7 149.6 175.8 173.2 180.3
TOTAL 223.0 4445 650.0 683.6 650.5 639.6
Program 1965-66 1986-87 1967-68 1968-G% 1969-70{(a)
Canada Pension Plan — 0.1(bY 13 156 48.0
Quebec Pension Plan — (b) 04 5.0 15.0
Unemployment Insurance 2878 307.0 388.6 459.1 542.1
Workmen's Compensation (¢) 141.6 155.9 162.2 176.8 185.0
Veterans' Pensions (d) 185.6 185.9 205.2 222.9 218.0
TOTAL 625.0 658.9 7577 8794 1008.1

(a) Estimated.

(b) Payments of benefits commerced January 1867; totals for 1966-G7 (fourth quarter only) were CPP

$30.200, QPP 34.100.
{c) Cash benefits only.
(d} Pensions for disabled veterans and widows.

Source: Tneome Security for Canadians. Department of National Health and Welfare, Ottawa. 1970, p. 95,

Table 2.
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DEMOGRANTS

The universal payments are made to all persons in cer-
tain categories. Old Age Security benefits are paid to all per-
sons aged 65 or over, who apply, while Family and Youth
Allowances pay benefits to mothers for each dependent child.
Paymenls vary according to the age of the child. Fach recipi-
ant receives the same standard formula amount, regardless
of income or assets, with the aim of providing assistance to
those categeries where significant numbers of people incur
financial strain due to decreased income at retirement age or
with an increasing number of dependent children. Benefits
are paid from government funds raised through taxes.

The administration of such demogrant programs is rela-
tively simple and inexpensive. All those meeting the simple
requirements automatically receive benefits, There is no need
for investigating individual cases, As they are given univer-
sally to all within the set categories, they are perceived as a
right, with no loss of dignity in receiving them. There is no
invasion of privacy to determine eligibility and no restriction
on disbursement of the benefit funds.

Demogrants, however, tend to be very weak as an instru-
ment of eliminating or alleviating poverty. Benefits are paid
to all rather than just to those in need. Consequently, it is
almost impossible to finance benefits high enough to meet
the needs of poor people and still give the same amount of
benefit to the greater majority who are not poor. A small in-
crease in benefit levels involves an extremely large expendi-
ture. As a result of their very limited effect in eliminating
poverty, demogrants necessitate additional programs of
social assistance and/or guaranteed income plans.

DEMOGRANT PAYMENTS

TABLE 3:5
Demogrant Payments 1969-70, 1970-71 ($)
1269-%0 1970-71
Old Age Security 1,203,577,889 1,699,219,132
Family Allowances 560,049,928 557,877,821
Youth Allowances 55,101,899 58,020,099
Family Assistance® 2,856,845 2,716,514

TOTAL 1,821,586,561 2,317,833,566

Source: "Report on the Administration of the Family Altowance Act for
the Fiscal Year ending March 31,°* 1970, and 1871; Department of Na-
tional Health and Welfare, Ottawa,

* paid on behalf of children of immigrants and returning Canadians not
eligible for Family Allowances during the first year of residence in
Canada. Eligibility requirements and rates of payment are same as for
Family Allowances.

Thus demogrant programs cost about $2.3 billion in the
last fiscal year. Old Age Security Benefits have recently been
increased from $80.00 per month to $82.88 per month.

The reports cited in Table 3:5 indicate that from March
31, 1070 to March 31, 1971, the number of pensioners in-
creased by about 3 per cent. I this trend continues till
March 31, 1973, then benefits for 0.A.S. will be about $1,812
million for the current year. This does not include adminis-
trative expenses, We have been unable to locate any such
figures in the federal statistics.

If trends continue for the demogrant programs, there
will be little change, for the curreni year, in the total ex-
penditure for Family Allowances, Youth Allowances and
Family Assistance.

GUARANTEED INCOME PLANS

A detailed discussion of guaranteed income plans will be
dealt with in Part 5. Here we will confine discussion pri-
marily to the Guaranteed Income Supplement for the aged
(65 years or over), which is the only guaranteed income plan
in Canada. Some more comprehensive pilol projects ave also
being conducted on a temporary basis,

Under guaranteed inecome plans, the level of benefits is
related to the income of the heneficiary, Assets are considered
only to the extent that income derived from them is received.
Eligibility through an income test is related to the income
tax system rather than to the social welfare system, It en-
sures that all individuals or family units covered by the plan
have at least a set minimum of ineome. Benefits are paid to
bring each unit up to the minimum level.

In achieving the most efficient allocation of a given level
of income to meet needs of persons who have little or no in-
come, the guaranteed income technique is more effective than
demogrants or social insurance. Benefits are paid entirely on
the basis of deficiency of income below the set level.

Guaranteed income plans tend to he more acceptable to
the recipient than social assistance because they avoid investi-
gation into personal matters of budgetary need and prescrip-
tions as to how benefits are to be spent. Efforts to make
eligibility under guaranteed income simple and impersonal
by relating it to the tax mechanism, divorce the administra-
tion of the cash payment from the administration of social
services. However, guaranteed income plans tend to be less
acceptable to recipients than demogrants or soeial insurance
which are given automatically as a matter of right and not on
the basis of need.

The Guaranteed Income Supplement (G.I.S.) is paid to
old age pensioners with limited income, in addition to their
Old Age Seeurity benefits. The maximum benefits for 0.A.S,
and G.IS. (ie. the guaranteed income level), are $130
monthly or $1,800 per year for single pensioners (or married
couples where only one is of pensionable age) and $285 per
month or $3,420 per year for married pensioners where hoth
are 63 years or over.

TABLE 3:6
Guaranteed Income Supplements 1969-70, 1970.71

% of all &% of all

% of all Pensioners Pensioners
Pensioners receiving receiving Average

receiving full partial Supplement

Year Benefits Paid supplement supplement supplement (March}
1969-70 263,478,628  48.65 23.43 25.22 $28.45
1970-71 280,005,371 50.02 27.50 22.50 $31.07

Source: Report on the Administration of
ending March 31, 1970, and March 3%,
Welfare, Ottawa.

These costs are benefit costs and do not include admin-
istrative costs. As of June 1972 there were 990,754 pensioners
(55.7 per cent) receiving supplements (5) as compared to
860,392 in March 1971. Using the June 1972 number and if
they averaged $32 per month for the year, the cost for 1972-
73 would be about $380 million.

SOCIAL ASSISTANCE

Social assistance provides income support to those who
are in need but who do not receive adequate income from
earnings, social insurance, demogrants, ete. It seeks to allevi-
ate the effects of poverty immediately by providing cash
assistance and services, including emergency relief, general
assistance and income supplementation programs, Social
assistance and some related services are provided on the

the Family Allowance Act for Fiscal Year
1971, Department of National Health and
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basis of a caleulation of the needs of the individual ot
family, a process which requires a detailed investigation on
the part of the dispensing authority, ineluding an inventory
of negotiable assets.

Under the Canada Assistance Plan 1966, the federal gov-
ernment contributes half the cost of assistance payments and
of improving and extending preventive, rehabilitative and
administrative services. The federal government is not in-
volved in the administration of the programs except for War
Veterans’ Allowances and Indian and Eskimo welfare. The
nature, quality and extent of the assistance programs are
determined by each province in accordance with its percep-
tion of local and regional circumstances and the resources
that it decides to make available. Consequently, types of
assistance and benefit levels vary with each province. Such



programs include allowances for the aged, disabled and
blind; unemployment assistance; insufficient income assist-
ance; support to one-parent families; support to children’s
agencies; and mothers’ allowances, In addition, numerous
social services of a related nature are provided.

The primary benefit of social assistance is that those
suffering from emergency financial diffieulty are given as-
sistance on the basis of need, Defailed investigations of each
case are intended to ensure consideration is given to indivi-
dual circumstances and that recipients actually are in need,
This very process, however, tends to increase the loss of
dignity and invades the privacy of the individual. Benefits
tend to be quite low, usually providing only the most basic
necessities, Frequently there is considerable restriction on
how benefits may be spent. Because individuzl needs must
be determined and because social services may also he re-
quired, the administrative process for such assistance is much
more difficult and costly than under other income security
programs,

Low income workers (the working poor) are not helped
by social assistance in the vast majority of cases. At present,
soctal assistance is mainly a program for the non-employed.
Incentive schemes for working while on social assistance ire
quite limited, discouraging recipients from increasing their
own income and reducing their reliance on assistance. Due
to these factors, soecial assistance is primarily a stop-gap
measure with subsistence level benefits, which allow people
to stay alive (in poverty) but which do not eliminate poverty
or its causes.

TABLE 3:7

TOTAL EXPENMTURES BY THE FEDERAL AND PROVINCIAL
GOYERNMENTS ON SOCIAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
IN SELECTED FISCAL YEARS, 1850 TO 1970 (6)

{$ millions}

PROGRAM 19419-50 1954-35 1939-G0 1962-63 1963-64 1964-63

Assistance for
special groups:
(means-tested)

Aged 119.6 41,8 60.6 T6.4 784 90.0

Blind 4.7 3.9 3.6 8.5 6.7 1.3

Disabled —— 0.8 32.2 9.2 40.4 46,8

Veterans 58.2 28.3 62.6 87.8 89.4 99.6

Indians & Eskimos 1.0 0.8 1.5 3.5 4.4 6.0

General Assistance: .

{needs-tested)

Mothers’ allowances {h} 18.1 23.0 39.8 36.35 36.9 36.4

Unemploy. assistance 12.6(¢) 19.2(e) 7T6.4 193.0 214.8 215.2

Canada Assis. Plan (d} —_ — — — — —

TOTAL 212.2 117.8 278.7 4420 471.0 50L.5
TABLE 3:7 (continued)

PROGRAM 1965-66 1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70

)

Assistance for
special groups:
(means-tested)

Aged 85.8 64.0 34.8 14,2 3.0
Blind 7.3 6.8 5.2 4.8 4.4
Disabled 47.6 47.2 30.8 28.6 23.8
Veterans 108.2 112.1 107.6 105.2 107.0
Indians & Eskimos 10.3 11.0 18.9 20.2 18.0
General Assistance!

(needs-tested)

Mothers® allowances {h) 40.0 46.4 20.3 28.6 28.0
Unemploy. assistance 203.4 286.6 874 30.4 29.2
Canada Assis. Plan (d) — 43.0 440.0 588.2 677.8
TOTAL 502.8 617.1 758.0 820.2 §91.2

(a} Estimated.
(b) From 1965-86, program replaced In some provinces by Social Assist-
ance and included under Unemployment Assistance.

(c) At the provinciai level, inctudes expenditures on assistance for un-
employed persons prior to the introduction of the Unemployment
Assistance program.

(d) Assistance payments only; excludes expenditures on health and wel-
fare services, child welfare, and care of children in institutions.

In the four years 1965-86 o 1968.69, the last four years
for which we have definite figures, the expenditures have
increased 63.1 percent or an average of 15.8 percent vearly.
If this trend has continued, the cost of social assistance for
Canadians will be about $1.337 billion for 1972.73. As indi-
cated above by Mr. Mackasey, there will probably be a sav-
ing of about $130 million for 1972-73. This would indicate a
final estimate of $1.21 billion for the current year.
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Alberta’s expenditures for social assistance have in-
creased about 19.9 percent from 1969-70 to 1970-71 (see
Table 3:8). Thus our use of a 15.8 percent yearly increase
is quite reasonable and perhaps conservative, The figure of
$1.21 billion does not include administrative costs, another
factor suggesting our estimated cost is conservatively derived.

TABLE 3:8

EXPENDITURES UNDER SOCIAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
PROVINCE OF ALBERTA

1969-70, 1970-Y1 (lowest S)

1969-70 1970-71

Pubiic Assistance — Administration 319,803 426,154
Public Assistance — Improvement

Districts and Special Areas 147,371 78,582
Public Assistance and

Allowanees — Provincial 48,513,676 57,905,078
Grants to Municipalities 3,694,554 5,954,066
Blind Persons’ Allowances 261,224 223,730
01d Age Assistance 2,636 —_
Disabled Persons’ Allowances 1,535,435 1,393,236
Mothers' Allowances 96,530 62,520
Disabled Persons’ Pensions 217,277 163,082
Supplementary Allowances 1,396,429 1,199,538
Total Social Assistance 56,184,935 67,400,026
Total Expenditures of Department

of Social Development 74,035,794 88,795,176
Amount Recovered from

the Federal Government

and Other Sources 31,800,129 38,695,986
Net Expenditure 42 235,665 50,099,190

Source; Annual Reports of Alberta Department of Secial Development,
1969-70 and 1%70-71, Queen's Printer, Edmonton.

ESTIMATED COSTS FOR 1972.73

Based on the most up-to-date information we have bheen
able fo obtain, and making some assumptions that trends
for the most recent figures will continue, we have estimated
that the income security programs for 197273 will be ap-
proximately $8.57 billion. It is realized that this estimate
cannot be put forward with fotal confidence. However, we
feel our assumptions have been ‘‘reasonable” and that a
rough estimate is better than no figure at all. The estimated
figures, explained above under each section, are shown in
Table 3:9

TABLE 3:9
ESTIMATES FOR INCOME SECURITY EXPENDITURES FOR 1972-73
{3 Lillions)

PROGRAM (% billions} Sul-Totals
SOCIAL INSURANCE
(a) CPP (and QPP) 1.58
(b) UIC 2.46
(e) Workmen’s Compensation 22
(d) Veterans’ Pensions .26 452
DEMOGRANTS
(a) O.AS. 1.81
{h) Family Allowances
(¢) Youth Allowances .61
(d) Family Assistance 2.42
G.IS. .38 .38
SOCIAL ASSISTANCE 121 121
TOTAL 8.57 8.57

Tt should be noted that for almost all programs this does
not include administrative expenses which would probably
add much more to the total. This factor probably makes our
estimates under-, rather than over-estimated.



PART 4
THE PRESENT WELFARE SYSTEM

Having briefly discussed the general nature of different
types of income security programs and their consequences,
we now turn to consideration of Canadian income main-
tenance programs and more specifically Alberta’s social
assistance programs as they affect the poor, the welfare
recipient and the totality of our Canadian society.

The Senate Poverty Committee concludes from its in-
vestigations that:

the socialwelfare structure so leboriously and pains-
takingly ervected in Caneda over the past forty yeors has
clearly outlived its usefulness, The social scientists who
have studied it, the bureaucrats who have administered it
and the poor who have experienced it ure of one mind
that in toduy’s swiftly-changing world the welfare system
is @ hopeless failure. The matter is not even controversial;
everybody's against it. . . .

The system has failed because it has treated the symp-
toms of poverty and left the disease yntouched . . . it is
a system that contributes to alienation and dehumani-
zation. The welfare state has created an envirowment in
which the individual loses his self-respect and becomes
grey to agonizing frustration . . . help has been secured

y recipients only af the cost of humiliation, loss of self-
respect, the breakup of families and the destruction of
human dignity. The system has become an instrument of
paternalism whereby recipients have been compelled to
do what others thought was good for them and to conform
to middle-class norms that the poor themselves often have
neither comprehended nor appreciated. (1)

The Department of National Health and Welfare would
normally be expected to justify its involvement in these
programs. Yet, in its recent white paper it notes deficiencies.

Some have complained that the different programs re-
main unco-ordinated, and seem to lack clear-cut objec
tives. Others have pointed to the continued exvistence of
poverty as an indictment of the whole income security
system . ., but poverty must be recognized as not simply
a lack of income. It means also a lack of opportunities—
for good health, for education, for meaningful employ-
ment and for recreation. It means ¢ depressing environ-
ment, a sense of failure and a feeling of alienation from
society. (2)

The Senate Poverty Committee suggests that such aliena-
tion is derived in part from the fact that the poor know how
the power and resources of our society are divided; that
they know they are treated as objects of social policy rather
than as victims of our society's inability to incorporate
them. (3)

But they are powerless; the welfare system in Canada
and the social service systems and all the other systems
which affect the lives of the poor, are shot through with
o kind of suspicious paternalism, demeaning to its reci-
pients, inadequate to their needs, bogged down in red
tape and suspicion, punative in spirit_and insufficient to
break the cycle of dependency. (4) It deprives its reci-
pients of dignity end provides no incentive or rewaerds for
those who wish to escape from poverty. It has become
punative and demeaning. It is a mess — a soctal waste-
land and an economic morass. (5)

Stein adds his condemnation of such welfare programs
because they

... include a large number of persons who ere in great
need, and who, if provided @ decent level of support,
might be able to become more productive and self-
sufficient . . . [and] . . . for those who are ineluded
[these programs] provide assistance well below the mini-
wmam necessary for a decent level of existence, and impose
restrictions that encourage confinued dependency on
welfare and undermine self-respect. (6)

THE CANADA ASSISTANCE PLAN

The Canada Assistance Plan is the basic focus of criticism
of the above comments. This plan is a cost sharing agree-
ment between the federal and provincial governments. Buf
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since the provinces have always had constitutional responsi-
bility for welfare services, the effective control of the Pla_n
has always resided with them. The provinces decide their
own rates for assistance and decide who shall be e]iglb]e for
benefits. Provinces have the option to particlpate in which-
ever C.A.P. programs they choose to. Alberta has taken ad-
vantage of more C.A.P. programs than the other provinces
and Alberta’s benefit levels have tended to cover more
categories of people at higher benefit levels, In terms of
dollars transferred from the federal government to the
provineces the richer provinces receive more help than the
poor ones. Poor provinces unable to raise sufficient funds
to finance adequate welfare programs originally are nof
able to call for more money from the federal government.
The welfare benefit levels are usually lower in those prov-
inces which have trouble in raising revenues—the same
provinees which usuafly have most widespread demand for
welfare payments. (7)

Since the Canada Assistance Plan has so many options,
since programs and benefit levels vary from province to
province, and since poorer provinces are not as able to take
advantage of the Plan, as a national policy tool the Canada
Assistance Plan does not attack poverty in any consistent
fashion; it does not solve the problem of uneo-ordinated
programs; and it does mot act to decrease the disparities of
assistance among provinces.

ALBERTA WELFARE BENEFITS

In Alberta, the Socia! Development Act divides respon-
sibility for assistance between municipalities and the prov-
ince. Short-term assistance (less than 90 days) is provided
by the municipalities to persons resident of that muniei-
pality for the preceding 12 months, if they meet a few other
qualifications (Section 15). Most municipalities base their
benefit levels on the same scale as the province and the
end results are generally ghout the same. (8)

In Alberta “basic requirements” include food and cloth-
ing scales which are carefully calculated by the Home
Economics Extension Service of the Provincial Department
of Agriculture. These guidelines are part of the closely
guarded document Department of Seocial Development Manual
of Regulations and Procedures (ie. social worker’s manual).
Examples of the allowances for food and clothing (see
Appendices One and Two). reveal a need for frugal shopping
habits and considerable skill in low-cost cooking.

Conversation with some home economists who help
derive these scales indicates that they are based om
comparative shopping at excellent sale prices, and for
clothing in off-season. This does not consider, however,
that the average welfare recipient is not @ trained
shopper, and especiollu when using vouchers, cannot shop
at one store one week and another the next; she must
usually shop at @ store easily accessible to her home and
one which will recept her wouchers. . . . It becomes
extremely difficult to understand how $8.00 or $9.00 at
a time will bur the man who has nothing, sufficient
clothing to survive a winter. . . . There would be room
only for what some persons have seen fit to label “basic
necessities” and as we examine the scales, we see that
there would be tenveelu enongh of thote, ond thinac we
wonld term ‘“necessity” would quickly become “lux-
wry”, (M

CLOTHING ALLOWANCES

An examtination of the detailed scale for clothing allow-
ances (Appendix Two) reveals that men are allowed two
pair of $8.50 work pants which are expected to last him a
vear, four new pair of $1.00 socks per year, one pair of
#10.98 work boots {or shoes) everv two vears two 30 cent
handkerchiefs per vear and one pair of $4.69 winter ¢loves
everv four vears, Tn tofal, men are allowed $98.70 for all
avticles of clothing per vear. If such a man is considered to
he on “shortterm” assistance, he is allowed an average of
$5.73 per month.



A housewife is allowed one $8.98 sweater every three
years, one $8.98 skirt every four years, one $4.00 hlouse
every year, 4 pair of $.79 panties each year, one new $4.00
bra every year and 2 pair of shoes, a casual pair (%8.98)
new each year and one pair of $8.95 dress shoes every three
years. In total she is allowed $114.77 per year for all cloth-
ing items. If she is “short-term” she is allowed an average
of $5.78 per month.

In commenting on the fact that these allowance schedules
and the manual of regulations is seldom seen outside of
the Department, Gallagher suggests that

the “Manual” of Regulations should not be confidential
information, but easily accessible and understandable . . .
also the public will be less critical of the “soft life” of the
welfare recipient once it is made known how elose fo
utter subsistence the allowences are geared to. (10)

The Canadian Association of Social Workers also finds
that the “current levels of public assistance do not provide
an adequate standard of living” (11) Adams finds that

life on welfare in most Canadian jurisdictions is so un-
pleasant that only the irrational would live on the dole
if they could possibly avoid it. (12)

It should also be kept in mind that these benefit levels
are nof geared to automatic raises based on the rise in the
cost of living which is escalating quite rapidly at present,
From August 1971 to August 1972, food costs rose hy 66
percent, housing 3.7 percent, clothing 3.3 percent and trans-
portation 3.0 percent. (13) In conirast, Alberta’s clothing
allowance for persons on assistance has not risen at all since
the allowance was drawn up using prices from February and
July, 1971,

DIGNITY AND SELF.RESPECT

It is generally recognized that our present welfare 5¥s-
tem deprives the recipient of his dignity and self-respect.
His lot once he comes to the welfare office is to be re-
minded constantly that he has “failed” and his fruitless
visits to the Manpower Office become, despite desperate
attempts not to continue a failure and to give his family
what they need, even more desperate attempts to get
away from his social workers—quickly. The single man,
without dependents, and probubly without friends, re-
ceives an even worse reception at the welfare offices;
here is the typical “bum on welfare”, the man who sim.
ply will not work, or look for work. (14)

Such recipients are thus identified with the “mythieat
welfare bum”, rather than as a man who desires assistance
in a dignified way. The longer a person is foreed to remain
on welfare, the more dignity is taken away from him,

Our current welfare system does more to perpetuate
poverty than to allevigte it. It does so by creating and
reinforcing the total dependency of the recipient upon
the agencies which support him. The agencies make the
rules and set the conditions. The recipient, in return for
¢ guoranteed subsistence in poverty, gives up his inde-
pendence, his respousibilities, his pride and his self-
determination. With his life so totally divided wup, par-
celled out, programmed into regulations and rules from
the mysterious labyrinth of the bureaucracies, is i any
wonder that the poor man cedases to function as ¢ man
and s soon incapable of independent action. Our welfare
system is not saving or even aiding lives—it is dividing
them up and buying the pieces. (15)

In referring to the “needs test” which all applicants

must go through, T. C. Douglas has charged that it
is an affront to human dignity to ask people because
they are in bad financiel circumstances, to degrade and
humilitate themselves by submitting to a test. What the
government reglly is saying . . . is; We are going to help
the needy people of Canada provided they are on their
knees. (16)

Even the process of trying to streteh an unstretchable
budget to pay for clothing. transportation and food from
one welfare cheque or voucher to the mext, is itself destruc-
tive of human dignity.

To demonstrate the impact of Alberta’s welfare system
on the dignity and selfrespect of the client. we guote at
length from Gallagher’s recent investigation (17) in Alberta.
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The beginning play in this game where a worker's ego
can expand with every step is usually ¢ lony wait in o
crowded room. Sometimes the applicant is called to an
“office”, usually formed with thin partitions far from
sound-proofed, making excellent facility for personal life
history and present situations to be wired for the benefit
of all around, But sometimes the applicant is not given
the benefit of even such limited “privacy”. Some offices
are equipped with post-office-wickes-like-cages where the
applicant, or maybe by now he is a recipient, talks to his
social worker or a clerk in everyone’s full view as well as
full hearing range. I recall one afternoon waiting in
such a lobby to talk with a regional director when a man
whom I assumed to be a social worker wos interviewing a
woman, poorly dressed even for a welfare recipient, who
had brought with her some doctor's prescrivtions and
accounts, presumably for veimbursement. In a loudly
callous voice the social worker observed, “Oh! you're
taking Tetracyclin!” The almost ingudible “yes” brought
“Do you know what that’s for?” “No» “I¢'s for
gonorrheal!!!” Those who had not alveady been listening
had little choice now that the triumphant condemnation
hal been issued, and what little remained of this woman’s
dignity was further diminished, although few of these
listening would wonder why this man was such an
aythority on the subject. Could this really be in keeping
with the governmental purported policy that “the con
fidentiality of the circumstances of every individual re-
ceiving or applying for services must be respected”? (54)
This daction, the essence of which is probably not that un-
usual, reflects the disregard for feelings and for dignity
prevalent throughout many offices. It is o fenor which
pervades the entire system.

Even without the searing public eye and ready ear, the
“private interview” destroys what self-respect is left by
the time a person decides he must apply for public
welfare. For most applicants this is a final and reluctant
step in a period of his life which has alrendy pushed
him farther down than most of us know. He may have lost
his job, or his spouse, or his health. He had hewrd of
“welfare” and hopes it will help him. He is greeted with
pryjing questions . . . he is asked to explain why he is
applying for welfere (is there nobody who could kelp
him?) .. . why did her husband leave her? (was she run-
ning around with other men?); why did he leqve home?
{he’s probably “shacked up” with another woman and
trying to “con” the welfure department!); why is she an
unwed mother? (haswt she heard of the pill? And does
she even know the father's name?); does he have any
money in the bank? (why so much? why not spend it?).
After answering the questions, probably rattled off by
the social worker who is tired of always asking the same
questions and often angry with the applicant to giving
extra work, the applicant is told “sign” and signs an
unerplained-to-him  declaration that ke has told the
“whole truth”, that he will report any relevant changes
in his circumstances, that he will lose his assistance if
he leaves the province, and he also

authorize(s) . . . past or present employers, all banks
and other financial institutions and all mercentile and
eredit corporations or individuals to furnish the Depart-
ment of Social Development, Government of Alberta,
or fo such person as may be appointed, any and all in-
formation of (his) account with them, ar of any transac-
tions (he has) had with them during the time (he) was
in receipt of Social Allowance and fo disclose to other
aqencies or persons divectly concerned with (his} Rehabi-
Ltation, anw or all information coneerning (his) vhysical,
mental. social or financial circumstances deemed pertinent
to the furtheramce of (his) Rehabilitation. (55)

Our discussions with welfare recipients and associati(_ms
representing recipients suggests that Gallagher's description
is not uncommon but rather the genersl tendency.

THE ROLE OF DISCRETION

The extensive discretion availahle to administrators and
social workers Is regularly eited as a major preblem with
Alberta's welfare system. The needs test is subject to a great
deal of subjective consideration. What the recipient “needs”
is dependent upon what the social worker feels ig justified.
This, of course, is influenced by the worker's reaction to
the personality and ecircumstances of the applicant, Con-
sequently, there is no uniformity in standards. One worker



may deny what another grants. One area may allow what
another denies. Even after determining needs, the social
worker must weigh these against what monies or assets
the individual has at his disposal. Great variation can occur
in these judgements as well, especially since the manual of
regulations instructs that “each case must be considered on
its own merits”, (18)

While the needs of an unemployed employable are no
iess than the needs of other persons, the Government of
Alberta has issued a directive stating that

Commencing on July 1, 1870 . . . unemployed employable
persons will not be provided with clothing, or personal
and household incidentals on o regular monthly basis,
These items may be provided when it has been demon-
strated that they are urgently required, Special needs fo
this group wiil be provided only on the approvel of the
administrator. (19)

Thus, after going begging to the Department, such a
person mighi receive these basic articles if he can present
a convincing argument. If he is shy or poor at preseniing
himself, he will probably have to do without. This certainly
does not make it easier for a person with only shabby
clothes left, who wants to apply for a job, when any em-
ployer will be quite unimpressed with his shabbiness and
“lack of self-respect”,

In its study of unemployed employables on welfare, the
Canadian Council on Social Development has found that
stuich men

who come to welfare usuclly have no desire fo be there;
yet meny are impotent to change the circumstances which
brought them to this condition. Many need counselling in
order for them to become self-sufficient members of
society; they need education, physician’s care, dentistry
work, a skitl in o job—they need many things that ere all
implicit in self-respect. Busy — often naive — workers
cajole or threaten o man to guit drinking, to get a job, to
ve an example to his fumily, TO BE A MAN. In most
cases, there is nothing he wants more. Yet how is he
to do these things? (20}

There are indications that transient women are another

group which receive especiaily unsympathetic responses,
She may find a sympathetie social worker who will allow
her to stoy af the “Y” (but only for a« night or two—
she must find o job) while she seeks “reasonable employ-
ment” in @ crowded work market where any employment
is seen by social workers as “reasonable” and where the
proposition “You have a nice body—why dow't you use
it?” becomes quite ewplicif, (21)

Single pregnant girls often have a worse time, Many
social workers regard them as sub-human and try to pass
them on to another social worker. There is no regulation
stating she must put her child up for adoption; it is a
voluntary decision. “However, tne ‘pressure’ offen comes
most strongly from the social worker, many of whom admit,
sometimes gleefully, telling an unwed mother, incorrectly,
that she will not be able to get welfare and therefore must
surrender her child.” (22)

The poor have enough problems without this added
burden of discrimination and arbitrariness,

SOCIAL ASSISTANCE—A RIGHT OR PRIVILEGE

A large number of people on assistance have little in-
formation or knowledge about their entitlement under the
law. Information available to them is usually quite limited
so they have difficulty knowing what ald they might receive.
Many who could gualify for assistance do not receive it. And
frequently, limited funds force administrators fo use ad-
ministrative techniques fo ration funds or cut down on the
amount of benefits given. In most cases, people genuinely
in need do not receive enough help. (23)

In Calgary, Peitchinis found that
... recipients were poorly informed on a number of other
issues: some of them did not know that special budgetary
provisions would be made for babysitier and transport-
ation if they were to accept employment; some inferpret-
ed the $25.00 rule to mean they could not accept employ-
ment if the earnings were to evceed §25.00 per month;
some did not know that they could take wupgrading
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courses; others did not know that they would be paid
while being retrained; end some did not know that there
were swmmer camps for their children. {(24)

Regarding the provision of benefits themselves, we find
that

with such great voom for discretion and with such vegue-
ness of definition, there exists in Alberia @ policy differ-
ent than that required, and outlined by Statute, and a
practice often widely different from both . . . {Benefit)
standards have indeed been set and are conszdered of
very confidential nature, this eonfidentiality being another
weapon for the social worker who will decide the fate
of his applicant.

There is as well, apparently, (according to several social
workers), a set of “unwritten rules”, which govern or
guide the worker in deciding who gets how much assist-
ance, if any at all. The differences in who gets assistance,
of what sort, and of what amount, are often startling.
(25)

The consequences of such practices for the rights of the
recipient are clear.

If its provision Lassistancel is seen as an act of benevol-
ence, even thoulgh it is the impersonal benevolence of
the state, it will support the largely false assumplion
that poverty is the foult of the peor, and will reinforce
the feeling of “recipients” that they have no rights of
their own and no control over their own lives. (26)

Discretion should be used to give additional benefils
where there is need, not to take away or threaten to take
away basic necessities.

The Senate Poverty Committee found that in many muni-
cipalities the welfare offices are made as unpleasant as
possible; the administration of welfare payments are made
as cumbersome as possible; and information about the rights
of welfare recipients as incomplete as possible, in order to
reduce the number of applicants for welfare payments. (27)
We have yet to encounier the situation where the Depart-
ment has actively sought out people not on welfare to en-
quire whether they would qualify for welfare or whether they
have a right to such benefits and services, rights set out in
“Pyblic Assistance I” of the Department’s policy and regula-
tions manual, The actual payments made to those whoe apply
may be conditioned upon the recipient “co-operating” in
eligibility investigations or allowing inspectors into his home,
“co-pperation” which is not a requirement but a necessity in
practice. To get his benefits he must give up his rights,
when he should be able to obtain benefits by right, Further
attempts are made to thwart what should be rights.

What justification can there be in giving an applicani
wrong information so that a worker need not be bothered
filling out another form or adding another name to his
case list because he feels that o young woman should
have no trouble finding a job, or because he feels that
unwed mothers are sub-human, or because he feels that ¢
strong healthy man should be able to work to support
his fomily? There can be no justification. (28)

It is inadequate to state that assistance is a right in our
laws or regulations and then deny these very rights, as we
do, in practice. It is necessary to proclaim them as rights
in practice, provide the information so everyone knows what
their rights are, then actively enforce these rights. Other-
wise, let us drop the pretense that they are rights. At present,
they certainly are not, despite what the “official” state-
ments say.

POLICING THE SYSTEM

All of the Canadian welfare systems have elaborate ar-
rangements to catch cheaters, everything from legal declara-
tions of penury to surprise inspections by welfare officials.
The 98 percent plus who deo not cheat are subjected to de-
humanizing procedures, all to catch less than 2 percent.
Adams indicates that penalties for cheating are more than
severe enough to discourage such practices for the vast
majority. (29)

The investigatory processes which are required by low
and that must be carried out, are in themselves humili-
ating. The persistent inguiry into a person’s circumstan-
ces, the inquiry over and over again into: How much do
you earn? What have you done? When did you last work?



Why have you not worked? Why have you not done this?
—uatl tend to humiliate people. This checking-up process
does nothing, in our opinion, to enhance the inherent
dignity of the individual. (30)

Galiagher's investigation of Alberta’s welfare system
draws our attention to the attacks on a recipient’'s rights of
privacy, self-respect and social respect.

In order to become satisfled that ¢ woman is not indeed
“living with a man”, the social worker is authorized by
the Department to conduct searches of mailboxes, ques-
tion neighbours, and to investigate the woman thoroughly,
as if she were a criminal. . . , There can be no authority
to demand or force enlry without g properly obtained
police warrant, but most social workers are of the view
that they have a right to such a visit, and the recipient
generally thinks, or has been told, that he has @ duty to
admit him, so few visits are questioned. (31)

The Canadian Association of Social Workers points out
the high cost of maintaining the investigatory processes and
that welfare department personnel spend the greater part
of their time determining the initial and continuing eligibility
of recipients.

Since all known studies have reported only a small per-
centage of recipients falsify information, the emphaesis on
detailed investigations appears to be very costly—in terms
of both time and money—as well as unnecessarily de-
meaning to the recipients. (32)

The Association goes on to note that the reports of
the New Jersey guaranteed annual income (g.a.i.) experi-
ment indicate that the administration costs for the g.a.i.
experiment are approximately one-third of the present type
of welfare program. In view of this, the Association takes
the stand that detailed investigations he discontinued in
favour of self-declaration procedures and a system of random
financial audits to discourage cheating. Continuing eligibility
could be maintained in the same fashion with recipients
mailing reports on a regular basis to report on their circum-
stanees. (33) Such a system could probably save two-thirds
of the cost, be much more efficient, without the humiliation
and degradation of the present system. Then social workers
could stop being policemen and could do the work they are
hest at doing.

SOCIAL SERVICES

The above recommendation would necessitate the separa-
tion of the payment of assistance benefits from the provision
of social services, as well as the substitution of the income
declaration for the needs test.

At present, however, the Senate Poverty Committee
found that access to most general social utilities and services
is denied to the poor. Such amenities as housing, health
services, legal aid and day-care services, etc., are provided
in ways which serve the non-poor better than the poor. The
Committee suggests that so-called “opportunity” programs
such as education, manpower training, employment services,
and other such programs which are said to be an escape from
poverty, are actually largely inaccessible o the poor. (34)

At the present time, we submit an applicant for public
assistance to a long, degrading application and interview
process before granting financial assistance. The purpose
of this procedure, in addition to establishing need, is to
determine what sociel services such as personal or family
counselling, health services, employment assistance, vocu-
tional refraining or other rehabilitative services, are
required by the applicant. The acceptance of these sery-
ices is then established as a pre- or co-requisite to the
receipt of financial assistance. (35)

This type of approach, however, fails on two accounts,
by failing to recognize that all persons who require financial
assistance do not necessarily require social services, and that
social services are of minimal benefit if entered into under
compulsion. Voluntarily accepted social services are much
more likely to benefit the individual. (36)

It should also be remembered that many persons not on
welfare may require social services. Low income families
not on welfare may have difficulty meeting the costs of serv-
ices such as day-care, health serviees, counselling, etc., un-
less they are freely available to them or at least at rates
geared to their ability to pay, At present, they might go into
debt paying for them, which might lead them to require
public assistance, (37)
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Requiring that a recipient receive job training or family
counselling or report regularly to Manpower, as a condition
of receiving assistance, implies that a person is uninterested
or incapable of sorting out his own problems or becoming
self-sufficient again. This may result in the recipient, recog-
nizing that he is viewed as irresponsible, accepting this
judgement and behaving accordingly. (38)

As social assistance programs have had the dual responsi-
bility of helping their clients and simultancously being
pressed by governments to keep costs down, the relation-
ship between the social worker and recipient is often
strained. The worker and the department exist in the midst
of an unresolvable contradiction of being the dispenser of
aid and services, and the policeman of this activity, at the
same time. (39)

As many of the recipients of these services see it, con-
versation and pressure to get off assistance are substi-
tuted for cash and real help. As a result, people often
“play the welfare game” or rebel against this paternal-
ism—both effects ultimately defeating whatever good
intentions the [provision of services] approach may have
had. (40)

In Manitoba, where they recently introduced an experi-
ment io separate services from assistance payments, they
found that 23 percent of financial assistance cases reguired
services as well. At present, between 15 and 20 percent of
new financial assistance cases require services, (41) This
leads us to think that there is probably a great waste of time
and money in Alberta due to *“over-servicing” the welfare
recipient.

Implementing our recommendation, also recommended
by a large number of other organizations and individuals,
that financial assistance be separated from social services
would help to establish the right of the individual to finan-
cia}{ assistance solely on the basis of need. As well it would
maxe

financial assistance more readily available, and remove
the mecessity for submission to sometimes unnecessary
and frequently ineffective “treatment and rehabilitative”
services which too often invade the privecy and degrade
the dignity of the consumer of financial assistance pro-
grams. As g result of separation, and of the consequent
time saving, social services could be provided on a more
intensive and personal basis to those who desired to use
them, thereby improving the quality of essistance pro-
vided to the consumer of social services. (42)

It would of course he hecessary to ensure co-operation
between the two branches (financial payments and serviees)
to ensure all benefit recipients were fully aware of the
services available to them. These services should be avail-
able at and administered at the municipal or local ievel,
with citizens and service users participating in the formula-
tion and direction of the service programs. The Provincial
Government should assume full financial responsibility for
all such services, These recommendations are also put for-
ward by the Canadian Association of Social Workers, the
people closest to the situation. (43)

The Manitoba experiment in separation of services from
payments indicates that the separated system permits a
much more effective use of staff, more effective develop-
ment of counselling, investigation and audit skills. The
recipients involved had liftle difficulty in adapting. At the
same time, administrative simplicity was encouraged. (44)

A LACK OF OPPORTUNITIES AND INCENTIVES

Our society and province has not given sufficient re-
wards for the initiative and potential demonstrated by wel-
fare recipients. Yet ironically, these very characteristics are
given high recognition and considerable monetary reward
when displayed by persons in business and industry. (45)

In Alberta, a single individual on welfare may earn
$15.00 per month in addition to his benefits without having
the henefits reduced. For a family unit the amount is $25.00.
When monthly income from other sources (excluding family
allowances) goes above these limits, welfare benefits are
reduced on a dollar-for-doilar basis. Peitchinis points out
that, although the inequality is offset in part by family
allowances, the rule discriminates against larger families.
(46) The most important point, however, is that where in-
come is the only material motivating factor, it would not
be rational for a welfare recipient to work for more than



$25.00 each month (assuming he did not make more than
the welfare benefits, $25.00, and the amounf necessary to
pay health coverage) because all that he made in excess
of the $25.00 would go to the Department and not fo him.

Peitchinis also found that only a fraction of those inter-
viewed were aware of the existence of the Employment
Opportunities Program and that even those who had heard
of it had only a vague idea of its purpose. (47) Rowlatt, in
his study: Welfare and the Incentive to Work: the Alberta
Case, concludes that given the 100 percent recovery tax rate,
it becomes difficult to explain why many weifare recipients
choose to work; some hold parttime jobs and some elect
to work full-time. (48) He suggests that

if the marginal tax rate were reduced by 30 per cent,
with no change in the benefit level, the average duration
of assistance for this group of recipients would fall by
between 2.42 and 4.84 months. If both a $50.00 increase in
the [benefit] level and a 30 percent decrease in the tax
rate were legislated, the average duration of assistance
for fully employed male recipients would foll between
.11 and 1.61 months. (48)

Thus proper incentives would allow us to raise henefit
levels and reduce the length of assistance for the full-fime
working poor who require assistance,

A special project in Edmonton, giving special intensive
assistance to unemployed employables to prepare themselves
for and obtain employment, demonstrated that the clients
obtained employment in a shorter average time, held jobs
longer and required fewer placements per client to achieve
stable results. In spite of higher benefit payments given
€$50.00 per month more for a family of 5) and higher ad-
ministration costs of providing better service to clients, it
was conservatively estimated that over 10 years there would
bhe a saving of $8,000 in public funds, for a family of five.
Also, through employment, the client became a self-
supporting tax-payer. Clients saw the project as a more
caring, more human but more demanding experience from
which “they gained self-respect, understanding, hope and
real opportunity to become contributing members of their
society, (50)" This experiment once again demonstrates that
unemployed employables want to work, want to be self-
respecting and want to be independent contributors to soci-
ety. But it shows that they need special help to overcome
the disadvantages which face them. It also demonsfrates
that our present system does not do enough for such people,
Iff we spent a little more money at the beginning of the
year we could save a lot more by the end of it, with a
great increase in human happiness and usefulness, a de-
crease in welfare rolls and welfara costs.

HOW MUCH DOES IT COST?

The detailed costs of specific programs have been men-
tioned in Part 3. Such an addition, however, only shows a
small part of the fotal cost of how we deal with poverty
and welfare. In Alberta in 1970-71, the Department of Social
Development spent about $88 million, $50 million of it com-
ing directly from provincial revenues, About $67 million
was spent on social assistance expenses. (52)

It is necessary to dig deeper in order to show the less
visible costs. The Senate Poverty Committee suggests that
the whole welfare system in Canada, at all levels, costs more
than $6 billion (to 1970-7T1), vet has done little to alleviate
poverty, let alone eliminate it. (53) We have suggested that
for 1972-73 it will probably cost more than $8.57 billion. The
Economic Council of Canada estimates that the total Iost
income or lost ouiput which could be directly attributed
to poverty in 1961 is between $1 billion and $2% billion,
depending on the assumptions made. (54) This, of course,
would be much higher in 1972-73, In iis Sixth Annual Review
the E.C.C. indicates additional costs.

To the degree that poverty places an economic burden

on society, it acts as a brake on Canada’s economic growth

and detracts from the well-being of all Canadians. (55)
Senator Croll has indicated also that the total cost of supply-
ing social services to all levels of government was somewhere
between $7% and $8 billion for 1968, (56) A large pro-
portion of these services probably would not be needed if
poverty was eliminated. For instance, the National Council
of Welfare points out that inability to support the family
is one of the prime causes of desertion. The elimination of
poverty could be expected to result in a substantial reduc-
tion in family break-down and in the number of scle support
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mothers. (57) Not only would direct welfare costs be re-
duced but the social services that often accompany welfare
payments could be reduced also, with considerable public
saving.

If poverty were eliminated, there would be additional
savings from costs that arise directly from the social prob-
lems caused by poverty. Large expenditures for health care,
welfare services, justice, correctional institutioms, etc, will
be reduced as poverty diminishes, (58) If we add to this,
the cost of government make-work programs to pay people
instead of having them collect social insurance or welfare,
we inerease the figures considerably more. Our governments
also give huge grants to industry to stimulate employment.

We could go on and on listing costs atiributable to
poverty and under-utilized potential resulting from it.
Suffice it to say, that poverty costs Canada billions of
dollars each year. We are not aware of any studies to estimate
this figure, But if income maintenance programs alone do
come to $8.57 billion this year, then the addition of the “pov-
erty bill” would probably bring the total to at least $20 bil-
lion. Even mentioning this figure is probably a considerable
underestimation. Most damaging, however, is the continuation
of misery, ill-health, stunted educational development, and
the hindrance to human happiness and development, which
poverty and our welfare system are instrumental in perpetu-
ating.

IMPLICATIONS

It i3 impossible, however, to forget that there are poor
people, We cunnot forget, Nor can we forget that we have
created something called “welfare”, the game we play
to help erase the scars of poverty, though more probably
to help win on the side of conscience which would make
us want to say we have done something, We give “wel-
fare” different naomes—public assistance or social devel-
opment—but it is the same. The stigma, the degradation,
the continuance of poverty is the same. And the basic
philosophies behind these schemes are also the same, (59)
John Munro, as Minister of National Health and Welfare,
has laid the issue hare:

The crisis has been defined statistically. Too many people
are poor. Too many people spend too much of their
budget on the absolute raw necessities of food and
shelter, with nothing left over to enable them to gef out
of their present situation. Too many people are earning
less than $3,000 and even $2,000 a year. ., , . We can
continue with the present system, expensive das it is, and
small as its results often are. . . . We can increase the
system’s rates to more liveable levels, while retaining
the system in its present form. Or, we can restructure the
whole system. . . . Within these broad options, we must
choose. We cannot ride along forever making a potch here
and a patch there, and all the time relegating the big
decisions back to some committee for yet another study
. . . we must reduce the gquestions before us to some
simple equations, or we shall be forever trapped in the
commitment to the status quo, which we all admit has
serious imperfections, and simply seeks to ameliorate it
from time to time by slight bits of adhocery. (60)

No Caenadian wants the ills of the current generation
to be remorselessly visited on its children. . . . The lesson
I therefore take is that certain traditional gctivities
and services must be dropped to make room for new pro-
grams. . . . Once we know that the Canada Assistance
Plan and other support programs can be changed accord-
ingly. . . . We cannot waste any more time studying the
?quphefries of the problem. We need action, and soon.

]

As a result of our investigations and research, and of
our experience in working with welfare recipients and asso-
ciations that represent them, we find ourselves very much in
agreement with Mr, Munre’s remarks. There is no longer any
purpose in making small changes in a bad welfare system.
This will not eradicate poverty with all ifs tragedies. It is
time to stop attempting to rehabilitate the victim and realize
that we need to rehabilitate the welfare system.

We are disappointed that the Government of Alberta
addresses itself only to the problems of the details of Alber-
fa’s welfare system. We would recommend a basic re-evalua-
tion of the system itself and the overriding problems which
it presents. In our opinion, Alberta's present welfare package
is inadequate and in need of major change.



PART §
GUARANTEED ANNUAL INCOME

In the last few years, the idea of a guaranteed annual
income {G.A.L) has been increasingly proposed as an alter-
native to the present welfare system and as a major tool in
eliminating poverfy. Under such a plan the government
guarantees, as a right, that each family or unattached person
shall have a basic minimum of annual income, and pays to
the family or individual the amount of money necessary to
bring them up to the minimum. To our knowledge no such
plan operates in any country nationally as yet, aithough ex-
periments with smaller populations are being carried out in
the United States and Canada at present. The idea has heen
advocated as early as the 1800's but it was not until the early
1960’s that it has been seriously discussed in public debate.

One such plan takes the form of a negative-income tax
where the government pays whatever amount is necessary
to bring the family or individual up to the minimum level
Thus if a family’s income was 31,000 helow the minimum
they would receive $1,000; if their income was $10 below,
they would receive $10. The other basic plan would give a
set standard amount to each family of the same size. This
amount is the minimum level, These two schemes will he
discussed in detail below.

WHY G.A.L?

Milton Friedman, a “conservative” economist at the
University of Chicago was among those who introduced the
G.AL econcept to the modern public, He felt that such a plan
would strengthen the market economy and individual initia-
tive by allowing poor people to decide for themselves how
to spend and save, and would reduce the growing government
social-welfare programs which he saw as excessive govern-
ment intervention in the lives of citizens and in economic
matters. (1) This point is generally agreed upon: that G.A.L
would allow reductions in the hureaucracy now operating our
welfare system through the use of computers and the elimin-
ation of the costly and labour-intensive procedures for deter-
mining initial and continuing eligibility of each applicant
through office interviews, home visits, investigation of each
applicant’s income and resources, and the computation of in-
dividual budgets and budget deficits on a case-by-case basis.
(2) Robert Theobald, another major developer of the G AL
concept, also feels that G.AL would allow the individual the
chance to make his own decisions as he sees fit and to de-
velop himself as he chooses. (3)

One reason the National Council of Welfare supports
G.A.L implementation, is that it feels such a plan would be
an essential first step fowards ensuring that no Canadian “is
obliged to suffer poverty”. It feels that through an adequate
G.AI, (ie, one with sufficient income guarantees) there
will be the start of a right of every Canadian to a share of
the national wealth sufficient to enable him to partake in
Canadian society, (4) Colin Hindle, after his computer studies
of a negafive-income-tax type of G.AIL, concludes that it
would correct the unfairness in the present system that dis-
criminates against the working poor, and that it would per-
mit more poverty to be eliminated for a given amount of
money, due to its greater selectivity, He also conecludes that
at present the largest amount of welfare expenditfures are
made in programs which are ineffective in eliminating pover-
ty. If these present programs are intended to eliminate pov-
erty, then they should be replaced with some form of negative
income tax system. He finds this especially the case with
family and youth allowances which do the least to reduce
poverty. (5) The Senate Poverty Commitiee also feels that
Old Age Security and the present application of the Canada
Assistance Act should be replaced by G.AL (6)

The Senate Poverty Committee feels that G.AL is the
best alternative for a number of reasons: it is best for deal-
ing with the basic poverty problems; it permits a rationaliza-
tion of the present welfare structure’s chaos; it reduces the
problem of the stigma resulting from present welfare rules;
it provides a basic level of security for all Canadians, both
rich and poor, against uncerfainties of our times; with an
appropriate incentive scheme it would provide the basic
necessities to the poor, yet at the same time would allow
them to enfer the mainstream of economic life rather than
constantly struggling for necessities; and it is less costly

than many critics have asserted. (7) Kershaw, involved in
evaluating a G.A.I. experiment in New Jersey, suggests that
a further reason for implementing the G.A.L is the failure of
costly government technigues to eradicate various social ills
such as inadequate housing, medical care and diets for the
pooi. (8) The Canadian Welfare Council suggests that pre-
sent programs only deal with “official” poverty cases—those
who are forced to apply for assistance. They do not help the
poor who are not on welfare and they do nothing to prevent
people from falling into poverty. (9) As well, Adams and
his associates feel that G.A.L will be a very positive benefit
to depressed regions in Canada, in which the present econo-
mic approaches are helping very little. (10)

Another group advocates that G.Al is economically ne-
cessary hecause as more and more goods and services are
heing produced, present demand is not sufficient to maintain
economic growth, One major reason for this is that automa-
tion and cybernation are predicted to increase unemployment
and leave inereasing numbers without work and without pur-
chasing power. (11) Theobald, one of the leading proponents
of this view suggests that

In the short-run, it [G.A.L] is required because an ever-
growing number of people — blue-collar, white-collar,
middle-management and professional cannot compete with
machines; in the absence of the guaranteed income the
number of people in hopeless, extreme poverty will in-
crease. In the long-run, we will require a justification for
the distribution of resources that is not based on job-
holding, because this is the only way we can break the
present necessity to ensure that supply and demand
remain in balance: a necessity that we have just seen is
incompatible with continued development of the. indi-
vidual and continued survival of the world . . . the coming
of the relative abundonce in the rich countries gives men
the power to achieve the goal of providing o minimum
standard of living for all. . . . The certainty of abund-
ance removes ¢ hitherto impassable obstacle in our age-
long drive towards social justice and individual free-
dom., (12)

Increasing numbers of businessmen and industrialists
are declaring for G.A.I. since they see it as the best way of
getting money into the hands of the poor who are their best
potential customers, Labour leaders see it as a means of pro-
viding for these for whom they ecannot find jobs, and many
politicians see it as a way to eliminate welfare costs at pro-
vineial and local levels. (13)

Theobald also sees G.AL as a iremendous bhoon for

_society and citizens in non-economic ways.
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This is no naive idealism; it is simply ¢ recognition that a
society can be organized so that most men will desire re-
sponsibility and accept it willingly. Those supporting a
guarenteed income believe that men can benefit from the
freedom it allows. They believe that individuals can come
to see a guaranteed income as a right, and that, in ex-
change they will accept the obligation of developing
themselves and their society. . . .

Those who are pessimistic about the nature of man and
who therefore oppose a guaranteed income will be joined
by those who prefer fo maintain present organizational
patterns in the face of changing technology, for this will
allow them fo control their subordinates or employees and
indeed, the population as a whole through the job me-
chanism. Opposition from this second group will inevi-
tably be powerful, since the introduction of a guarenteed
income would eliminate mony institutional relationships
that facilitate control and direction of the individual. (14)

John Maynard Keynes, whose economic principles com-
prise the mainstream of present day economic thought, was
able to see farther ahead than his present disciples and re-
alize that his own principles would have to be discarded.

When the accumulation of wealth is no longer of high
social importance, there will be great changes in the
code of morals. We shall be able to rid ourselves of many
of the peudo - moral principles which have hag-ridden us
for two hundred years, by which we have exalted some of
the most distasteful of human qualities into the position



of the highest values. We shall be able to afford to dere
to assess the money-motive at its true walue. . . . All
kinds of social customs and economic practices affecting
the distribution of wealth and its reward and penalties
which we now maintain at all costs, however, distasteful
and unjust they may be in themselves . . . we shall then
be free, at last, to discard. (15)

Erich Fromm, the noted psychologist, feels that the most
important reason for the acceptance of the guaranfeed in-
come is that “it might drastically enhance the freedom of
the individual.” He feels that it would establish freedom as
a reality rather than a slogan, (16)

The shift from a psychology of scarcity to that of abund-
ance is one of the most important steps in human devel-
opment. A psychology of scarcity produces anziety, envy,
egotism, . . . A psychology of abundance produces initi-
ative, faith in life, solidarity. The fact is that most men
are still geared psychologically to the economic facts of
searcity, when the industrial world is in the process of
entering @ new era of economic abundance. But because
of this psychological “lag” wmany people cannot even
understand new ideas as presented in the concept of a
guaranteed income, because treditional ideas are usually
determined by feelings that originated in previous forms
of social existence. (17)

Such are the types of arguments made in favour of
G.AL Obviously, however, everyone does not favour the
principle. One of the most wide-spread reservations is the
fear that G.A.I will remove the incentive to work, that many
people will quit work to “live off the state.”

INCENTIVE OR DISINCENTIVE?

The above mentioned reservation is a very legitimate
question. If large numbers of people quit work and collected
AL benefits, the cost could be staggering. If no incentive
schemes were included under a guaranteed income, it is at
least possible that this might occur. Several recent experi-
ments indicate positive results for the use of an incentive
scheme. Hindle found that provided the negative income tax
plan offered comparatively modest incentive payments, then
little or no reduction in work effect would occur. (18)

The New Jersey experiment with a negative income tax
G.AIL was designed to discover to what extent it would re-
duce the incentive of recipients to work.

The preliminary results give no evidence indicating a
significant decline in weekly eurnings as a result of the
introduction of the payments . . . [It] suggests that the
introduction of @ national negative-income-lax program
will not give rise to a tidal wave of voluntary idleness.
. .. There would appear to be little reason for low-income
workers to adhere to the “Protestant ethic” . . . [and] in
the labour market they have met diserimination, low
wages, poor working conditions and arbitrary leyoffs. For
some regson, however, the people we interviewed gene-
rally supported the idea of work. This ettitude could
rove significant if the notion undertakes to develop an
income-maintenance system that provides a smooth tran-
sition from poverty to reasonable affluence, (19)

J. S. White. reporting on the same experiment indicates
further, that low income families receiving supplementary
benefits tend to reduce borrowing, buy fewer items on credit
and purchase more of such consumer goods as furniture and
appliances. (20)

In 1970, in this experiment, 60 per cent of recipients
indicated they would work at two jobs to improve their
status. (21)

In another U.S. experiment, Watts found that guaranteed
income programs do not discourage people from working,
but may actually encourage many, perhaps by providing them
with eneugh emotional security to hold a job. (22)

More generally speaking, Theobald claims that the his-
torical and anthropological record clearly demonstrates that
aconomic reward is not the only way to get people to work—
indeed there is considerable evidence that it is not necessarily
fgetmost effective way. (23) TIn a similar vein, Fromm found
tha

aside from the fact that there is already no work for an
ever increasing sector of the population, and hence that
the question of incentive for these people is irrelevant,
the obiection is nevertheless a serious one,

T beliene. hawever. that it can be demonstrated that
materigl incentive is by no means the only incentive for
work and effect. First of all there are other incentives:
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pride, social recognition, pleasure in work itself, ete, . . .
it i3 @ fact that man, by nature, is not lazy, but on the
contrary, suffers from the results of imactivity. People
might prefer not to work for one or two motiths, but
the vast majority would beg to work, even if they were
not paid for it. (24)

It would appear that in the future we will not have a
problem with people not wanting to work under a guaranteed
income plan, but that there won’t be enough jobs for them
to do.

DEMOGRANT OR NEGATIVE-INCOME-TAX?

Under the universal flat rate allowance (demogrant)
scheme, standard payments are made to all families and in-
dividuals, the amount varying for different family size but
with all families of the same size receiving the same amount.
Under one alternative, the demogrants would be subject only
to the regular tax system. In order to use this approach, if
payments were to be more than “token”, it would require
vast expenditures of public funds as the rich as well as the
poor would receive benefits, Under another alternative, the
demogrant would be taxed back by a special tax in addition
to the regular tax structure, The higher one’s income. the
more would be taxed back. The special tax might be as high
as 100 percent for upper income groups. This would not
necessarily cost more than a negative-income-tax scheme, if
monies were taxed back through payrolls check-offs, weekly
or monthly. In effect however, this latter type of scheme is
basically no different than a negative income tax scheme.
Some argue that this latter demogrant approach would re-
duce the stigma of benefits. (25) We suggest, however, that
the effect would be the same, no matter how you describe the
systtem. Some would be receiving benefits and some would
not.

Under a negative-income tax (N.ILT.) the government
would make cash payments to families and individuals whose
income fell below the minimum level. This method is equiva-
lent to using the tax system in reverse and would guarantee
a minimum level to all poor persons and families. Such plans
usually include a work incentive allowing 2 portion of earned
income above the minimum level to be kept,

Such a N.LT. scheme would have four basic factors oper-
ating: (a) the guaranteed minimum level of income which
is decided; (b) the tax rate (or recovery rate) applied against
income earhed beyond the minimum guaranteed allowance;
{c) a break-even level of earned income where there is no
allowance payment and no income tax levied; (d) positive
taxation beyond the break-even point. {26) Thus, the family
or individual with no income of its own would receive the
full guaranteed income. As their income rose, they would re-
ceive less than the guaranteed income in “allowances”. The
reduction of the “allowance”, however, would always be less
than the amount of the rise in other income. For instance,
they might be allowed to keep $.50 of every $1.00 of income
above the guaranteed level, if the recovery tax rate was 50
per cent, The important point is that the family or individual
would be bhetter-off financially for every dollar of income
they had beyond the guaranteed level. This constitutes the
incentive to work. (27) Various combinations of guaranteed
levels and recovery tax rates could be used. The combination
chosen would largely determine the costs of the program. The
New Jersey experiment used combinations involving 30, 50
and 70 per cent recovery rates and several different guaran-
tee levels, for a total of 8 combinations. (28)

Hindle along with many others, points out the importance
of integrating the negative tax system with the present posi-
tive tax system. This means that people at or helow the break-
even point should pay no income tax. Otherwise, if they were
subject to both the recovery fax rate on allowances and the
standard tax system_ the final tax on income earned zbove
the guaranteed level would be so high (perhaps 80 or 90
per cent) that there would be a large disineentive to work,
thus defeating one of the aims of the scheme. (29)

Under either the demogrant or N.IT. schemes, payments
eould be made either through application by the family or
individual or automatically through the income-tax system,
without the need to apply. The latter alternative is preferable
in our opinion as it ensures that all poor persons receive as-
gistance automatically, regardless of whether they apply or
even are aware of the plan, It would also reduce the red tape
and administrative problems.

We would concur with the Senate Poverty Committee
that the negative-income tax scheme is much preferable to



the demogrant alternative in that it is better able to provide
an adequate income level, it incorporates an incentive to
work, it is fiscally more feasible {30) and involves less ad-
ministration than the demogrant with recovery tax.

PROPOSED DEMOGRANT SCHEMES

Crowley and Dodge have estimated the costs of a demo-
grant scheme for Canada without a recovery tax. Their plan
would pay each adult $750 per year and each child $300 (i.e.
$2100 for a family of four). Administrative costs are estima-
ted at $20 million and an additicnal $15 million added ad-
minisirative costs tc the Department of National Revenue,
for a total of $35 million (which is 10 percent of the admin-
istrative costs of welfare programs for 1964—these admin-
istrative costs being $350 million). Benefit costs would be
$11,740 million for a total estimated cost of $11.8 billion.
These authors mote that while such a plan would help some
poor it would leave unaltered or even lower the real income
of some of Canada’s poorest citizens. Nor would it allow
other welfare programs to be eliminated. (31)

Using population figures from the 1971 census (32) we
have estimated that demogrant schemes without a recovery
taxt;vould cost the following for henefits only in 1971 (annual
cost),

PLAN A
at $500 each
at $1000 each

Children 0-19
Adults 20 and over

TOTAL

$4.25 billion
$13.07 billion

$17.32 bhillion

PLAN B
(using proposed 1969 Senate Poverty Committee henefit

levels)
Children 0-18 at $500 each $4.25 billion
Adults 20 and over $18.61 biltion

at $1500 each
TOTAL $22.86 billion

PLAN C
(approximate Senate Poverty Committee poverty lines for

children and single adults)
Children 0-19 at $710 each $6.0 Dhillion

The magnitude of such figures leads us to reject the de-
mogrant without recovery tax, as an alternative for a G.AL
plan,

Demogrants with recovery tax would cost about the same
as an N.IT. plan if guarantee levels and recovery tax rates
were the same, o

PROPOSED NEGATIVE - INCOME - TAX SCHEMES

The federal white paper on income security outlines the
estimated costs for two N.LT. proposals, using a 50 per cent
recovery fax, (33)

PLAN A
{1971 levels)
FAMILY SIZE GUARANTEED LEVELS($)
single persons 1,600

2 person family 3,000
3 person family 3,300
4 person family 3,600
5 or more 3,900

Benefits under this plan would cost abouf $3.8 billion, Other
present programs could be eliminated to save $2.4 biilion to
%3 billion, Final cost of benefits would be hetween $800 mil-
lion and $1.4 hillion (for 1971). :

PLAN B _
(levels used by E.C.C, in its brief to Senate Poverty
Committee}
IFAMILY SIZE GUARANTEED LEVEL
single persons 1,800
2 person family 3,000
3 person family 3,600
4 person family 4,200
5 or more 4,800

Benefits costs would be about $5 billion for 1971, With
elimination of other programs the net cost of benefits would
he between $2 billion and $2.6 billion.

The Senate Poverty Committee recommends a N.I.T, plan
with a 70 per cent recovery rate. Its proposals for 1969 levels
are as follows:

FAMILY UNIT SUZE BASIC ALLOWANCE(($)

prepd 1 ,
Adults 20 and over at $2100 each $274 billion 5 2’500
. 3 3,000
TOTAL $33.4 billion b 3500
PLAN D 5 4,000
Children 0- 14 at $500 each $3.2 billion 6 4,500
15-19 at $750 each $1.6 billion 7 5,000
Adulis 20 and over at $1800 each $235 billion 10 6,500
Table 5:1 shows the benefits payable for each level of
TOTAL $28.3 hillion income.
TABLE 5:1 SENATE POVERTY COMMITTEE
G.A.l. PROPOSAL (BASED ON 199
Single Person 2 per. family 3 per. family 4 per. family 3 per. family @& per. family 7 per. family
1969 G.ALL Net G.AL Net G.ALL Net G.ALL Net G.ALL Net G.ALLL Net G.ALL Net
Incoma Beite, Ine. Bene. Inc, Bene. Ine. Bene. Ine. Bene, Inc, Bene, Imec. Bene. Ine.
$0 1500 1500 2500 2500 3000 3000 3500 3500 4000 ° 4000 4500 4500 5000 5000
250 1325 1575 23256 2575 28256 3075 3325 3575 3825 4075 4325 3575 4825 . 5075
500 1150 1650 2150 2660 2650 3150 3150 3650 3650 4150 4150 4650 4650 5150
1000 800 1800 1800 2800 2300 3300 2800 3800 3300 4300 3800 4800 4300 5300
1500 450 1950 1450 2950 195¢ 3450 2450 3950 2950 4450 3450 4950 3950 5450
2000 100 2100 1000 3100 1600 3600 2100 ° 4100 2600 4600 3100 5100 3600 ° 5600
2500 0 2500 750 3250 1250 3750 1750 4250 2250 " 4750 © 2750 5250 3250 5750
3000 0 400 3400 900 3900 1400 4400 1900 4900 2400 5400 2500 5900
3500 0 150 3650 550 4050 1050 4550 1550 50850 2050 5550 2550 6050
4000 0 0 4000 200 4200 700 4700 1200 5200 1700 5700 2200 6200
4500 0 0 0 4500 350 4850 850 5350 1350 5850 1850 6350
5000 0 0 0 ¢ 5000 500 5500 1000 6000 1500 ~ "6500
5500 0 0 © 150 5650 650 6150 1150 6650 -
6000 0 0 6000 300 6300 800" 6300 -
8500 Positive Income Tax 0 0 6500 4450 6950
7000 0 0 1060 - 7100
7500 ‘ 0 0 7500
8000 g -

Break-even point starts when G.AI benefits reach zero. Positive taxation begins after this break-even point.

Bene. — Benefit
Ine. = Income
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The Committee recommends that no income tax be pay-
able until the unit’s income passes the break-even point (i.e.
$5,000 for a family of four in 1969). The allowance levels in
the Commiftee's proposal represent 70 percent of the Poverty
Line they have established. Basically, this represents the
poverty line for 1961 (34) or subsistence levels for 1969
The Commitiee estimates the allowance level for 1970 for a
family of four would be $3,780 (up $280 from 1069) and
$4,060 for 1971 (up $560 from 1669), based on its escalator
formula. (35)

Single unattached individuals under the age of 40 (ex-
cept for the disabled) and those residents of Canada who are
not Canadian citizens would not be included. The benefit pay-
ments for the Committee’s proposal for 1967 would be 51,185
billion. Net cost after all expenditures and savings would
probably have been $645 million. Additional savings would
be expected from the reduction of administrative costs (40
tgeﬁo per cent estimated saving for a similar U.S. proposal).
(36)

OUR PROPOSAL

We feel that the Senate Committee’s proposal, while
moving in the right direction, is definitely inadequate to meet
our present problems. This proposal does not allow the
elimination of the Canada Assistance Plan and provincial
social assistance. We have indicated in Part 4, why we feel
the C.A.P. must be replaced. As well, the benefit levels are
much too low. They are subsistence payments equivalent to
exlisting average provincial welfare benefit levels (1969). (37
We have indicated above that we feel these levels are grossly
inadequate. Furthermore, there is no justification for elimin-
ating unattached persons under 40 years of age or such
people as landed immigrants. We would recommend an
initial level of 85 per cent of the poverty line for all persons
and families, rising by 5 per cent every 2 years for six years
until the guaranteed level was equal to the poverty line, The
Senate Committee’s proposal does not give any more help
to the poor than they already receive. The poor need more
help now. They need more than a change In how welfare
funds are distributed.

It is necessary to update the poverty lines of the Senate
Poverty Committee, which were established for 1969. From
1669 to 1971 the average income (or standard of living} rose
12.43 per cent or just over 6 per cent per year, (38) Taking
Ehis trend into 1972, the poverty line will probably he as
ollows:

TABLE 5:2

SENATE COMMITTEE POVERTY LINE EXTENDED TO 1972
(nearest $10)

POVERTY LINE

2,540
4,240
5,000
5,930
6,770
7.630
8,470
10 11,02¢

Rased on our recommendation of guarantee levels of 85
per eent of the poverty line for the first year, guarantee levels
in 1972, under our plan, would have been as follows.

FAMILY UNIT SBIZE

=1 Gy O b 00 b2 =

TABLE 5:3

RECOMMENDED GUARANTEE LEVELS 1972
(nearest $10)

GUARANTEE LEVEL

2,160
3,600
4,330
5,040
5,750
6,490
7,200
9,370

FAMILY UNIT SIZE

(== Warn i3 ) RS =L

—
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Individuals and families receiving benefits at the full
guarantee level would still be living in poverty. It would
take a few more years to eliminate the bulk of poverty at
1972 levels. Consequently, we feel our recommended levels
should be considered the minimum benefits that should be

given.

ESTIMATED COSTS

There can be no doubt that such a plan would cost a con-
siderable amount of money. Our guarantee levels for 1972
are approximately 20 per cent above those of the E.CC, for
1969, If we include an additional amount of 1.5 per cent for
population growth per year, we would estimate the gross

1972 cost of our recommended benefits to be:

E.C.C. cost 1971 (gross) %5  bhillion
add 20 per cent 1 billion

6  Dbillion

add 15 per cent (population growth) .09 hillion

TOTAL gross estimate $6.09 billion

Our plan would allow the elimination of all demogrants,
G.1S., Social Assistance, and Veterans’ Pensions, although
not the other social insurance programs, with an estimated
saving of $4.27 billion,

This would leave a cost of about $1.82 billion. If unems-
ployment Insurance was also eliminated (saving about $2.46
billion), our proposed plan would result in a net saving of
about $.64 hillion.

If we also raised the recovery tax from 50 per cent (pro-
posed hy the E.C.C.) to 60 per cent, there would be a consi-
derable saving. Additional savings would be obtained from
eliminating administrative costs of the programs eliminated.
We are unable to estimate these savings but they would likely
be considerable. The E.C.C. estimates the loss of G.N.P. due
to poverty be about 6 per cent of the potential G.N.P. that is
going unproduced. (39) Our GNP. is approaching $100
billion. If we take a very conservative estimate of $4 hillion
that our proposal could add to G.N.P, then there would be a
considerable net overall finaneial gain in the first year of our
plan, and 2 decrease in actual money spent on sorial security
payments. If we include a multiplier effect and the indirect
saving through reduced costs in medical care, police forces,
services, penitentiaries, etc., the benefit of our proposal would
be even greater. Thus we have a great deal o gain in imple-
menting our preposals, not only in human terms but also in
economic well-heing,

Under our proposal, it would be necessary to make pro-
vision for those whe encountered emergeney financial diffi-
culty hetween submissions of yearly income-tax statement,
where their income the previous year had been sufficient to
disqualify them from all or part of the G.AL benefits for
the current year. This would be relatively simple. Through
self-declaration forms, they would apply for short-term G.AIL
assistance, They would receive benefifs according to the
basic G-A.I plan and would receive benefits until their sifu-
ation improved or until submission of that year's income tax
statement when they would be incorporated under the basic
plan. Every dollar spent on the shorf-term scheme would
save a dollar on the annua! plan. The only additional expense
would be for the administration of the short-term plan. A
salf-declaration method would be the cheapest and hest form
of such administration.

Some people have claimed that such a G.AX plan and
the redistribution of income which it implies, will Jower
our national standard of living. Barbara Ward points out
that such will not be the case, even for the wealthy. It might
mean that the standard of living for the wealthy will not rise
as fast as it has in past, but it will not remain static or
decline. (40) Others have suggested that such plans would
be inflationary. As long as the program is paid for by taxes
and not through budget deficits, the scheme would not be
inflationary. (41} It would be a process of redistribution of
monies and the stimulation of economic growth, rather than
the creation of a greater monetary supply. It would in fact
cost less money than our present income security programs
in its first year of operation.



THE LIMITATIONS OF G.A.L

To consider a guaranteed income as a cure-all would be
a grave mistake. Guaranieed income is an extremely im-
portant and essential step towards eliminating poverty, but
it is only a partial solution.
We must recognize that the G.AIL is not en adequate
instrument of redistribution policy. It does not significant-
ly redistribute power; nor is there any assurance that it
will even effectively redistribute financial resources. (42)

We have mentioned above the importance of changes
in the tax system fo redistribute income more fairly. A sub-
stantial increase in minimum wages is also necessary fo
ensure that as few as possible will have fo rely on a guar-
anteed income and to prevent employers from using the
G.AL to subsidize low wages. Policies to stimulate employ-
ment are also needed to allow more unemployed to support
themselves, This should be in sectors such as housing, reere-
ation, rapid transit, ete. Another important concern is the
actual level of benefits.

The infroduction of e guaranteed annual income of the
wrong kind (or any guaranteed ennual income taken in
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isolation from other policies) would amount fo a cop-out,
an excuse for government to declare the problem of in-
equality irrelevant . . . In other words, ¢ guaranteed
arnual income at a low level is a glorified welfare pro-
gram. And o dangerous one—for its introduction would
allow the Canadian government to make political hay out
of a minor adjustment in bookkeeping . . . In other words,
the guaranteed income level must be set at or above the
relative poverty line, it must vise as that line rises, in
relation to the overall well-being of the country. (43)

Policies in areas of health care, housing, education, etc.,
are needed to aid the poor and to accompany the G AL The
more such structural policies are carried out, the greater
will be the elimination of poverty and the smaller the need
for Canadians to rely on a guaranteed income. Such policies,
combined with continued social insurance, (an improved
CP.P. and Workmen's Compensation) must be part of the
attack on poverty. Combined with a guaranteed annual in.
come set at the required level, they will ensure that all
Canadians live a life in at least a minimum standard of
opportunity, health, comfort and decency.



PART 6
FUTURE POLICY FOR ALBERTA: THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The federal white paper, Income Security for Canadians,
indicates that federal priorities in the income security areas
will put much greater stress on programs of social insurance
and guaranteed annual income and decreasing reliance on
demogrants and social assistance. (1) We feel that such a
policy direction is desirable. The Government of Alberta
should encourage such policy goals at the federal level
and should adopt the same goals for ifs own policies. The
Government of Alberta should press the federal government
to adopt a guaranteed annual income, such as we have pro-
posed; needed improvements in the benefits of the Canada
Pension Plan; and the economic policies concerning em-
ployment, inflation, minimum wages, work distribution, in-
come distribution and a more equifable tax system, as men-
tioned in Part 2. In its own jurisdietion, the Government
of Alberta should raise the minimum wage substantially,
pay for all health care needs through general taxation, and
adopt policies of its own to stimulate more employment in
the province and to distribute employment more evenly.
Until such time as the federal government implements a
universal, federally-funded G.A.L, the Government of Alberta
should establish and operate a guaranteed income program
of its own, as soon as possible, and do away with the present
system of social assistance.

A provincial G.AL should fake the same form as our
proposal for a federal program, As the provinces have
aythority to set benefit levels and determine eligibility re-
quirements under the present Canada Assistance Plan, it
should be possible to operate the provincial G.A.L under
the C.A.P. as well, so that the federal government continues
to pay 50 percent of the cost. A short residency requirement
should be sufficient to aveid an influx of persons into the
province to i{ake advantage of the new plan. It is doubtful,
in any case, that such an influx would occur. Alberta’s
present benefit levels of social assistance are higher than
those of the other provinces, yet we have had no indication
that welfare recipients from other areas are moving to
Alberta to get higher benefits. As with the federal proposal,
it should incorporate a short-term G.A.L provision for em-
ergency relief. It should use income tax declarations or self-
declaration forms similar to income tax statements, with
random sample finaneial audit checks. Social services should
operate as a separate program with information about serv-
ices widely distributed.

The implementation of a provincial G.AL would cost
more in benefits but would be considerably less- costly to
alminister. As we have indicated above, the economic and
financial gains ean be expected to more than out-weigh the
costs involved,
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In our opinion, these proposals which we make are
essential for the well-being of Albertans and Canadians.
To do less would be to continue to perpetuate poverty as
well as retarding economic and human development.

In the past, needed social change has almost always
come long past the iime when the need arose. Marshall
McLuhan reminds us that this is still usually the case.

Even today we are inclined to look of new situations
through the preceding one. No age wuntil ours has imag-
ined that there was any alternative to this habit of see-
ing one’s own time through the preceding age. (2)

But increasingly, our age is imagining another way of
seeing our present situation, We are better able to see, at
least some of the time, that we will have to reorganize qur
institutions and invent new ones in order to take advantage
of the potential benefits, human and economic, of new tech-
nologies and new possibilities. We have a greater oppor-
tunity to choose and design our own future. Socizl change
will occur. It is essential that we understand the changes
taking place and that we decide how we want our society to
change. We have the option of choosing the directions we
take; otherwise these directions will be determined by tech-
nology or other anonymous forces in our society.

The Senate Poverty Committee is convinced that poverty,
at least in economic terms, can be eliminated if Canadians
so desire. “The means are at hand; what is needed is the
will.” (3) In the words of Reuban Baetz, Director of the
Canadian Social Welfare Council:

Our computers may graphically depict for us the_ extent
to which some Canadians are existing below an adequate
level of income while the majority live in relative and
growing affluence. But wntil we find this situation morally
offensive and unacceptable, we will merely continue to
wmew it with cold detachment. (4)

The. first step is to make the facts known and to
demonstrate that the elimination of poverty will produce
more benefits than it will absorh. We are encouraged by the
fact that “a March 1972 Gallup Poll has found a clear major-
ity of Canadians at all income levels are in favour of such
a G.AI program”. (5) The first step is almost complete. John
Munro, the Minister of National Health and Welfare, points
to what is needed now:

Society now has the resources to mount the final assqult
on this perennial bane of mankind—but only if it wants
to. Therefore we must teke up the agenda, not in the
spirit of handymen patching things up here and there
but in the sense of draftsmen, getting down to the pre-
liminary plans for new construction . . . architects of the
new systems which are so urgently needed right now. (6}
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APPENDIX ONE
Department of Health and Social Development
Public Assistance Branch

Appendix ‘“a'r January 1, 1972.

Page 4,
ll\IOTES:

' FOOD CLOTHING
Mile Adult 31.00 8.00
Fenale Adult 27.00 10.00
Child 0-6 years 17.00 8.00
Ciild 7-11 years 23.00 10.00
Child 12-15 years 30.00 10.00
Ctild 16-20 years 34.00 10.00

Increases of 20%, 10% and 5% have heen included for
fimily units of one, two and three persons respectively.

These rates may be used to explain how the totals were
daived although it should be noted that the totals have
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heen rounded to the nearest dollar. They may also be used
to assist a recipient in budgeting.

2. To caleulate the maximum rates for families with six
or more children,
{a) find the proper rate for 5 of the children and
(b) add the appropriate amounts for each additional
child, as listed above.

3. Extra monthly allowances for special diets may be pro-
vided on the recommendation of 2 physician, as follows:

Diabetes $7.00 Gluten Free diet $8.00

Uleer 6.00 Tuberculosis 8.00

Low Calorie 3.00 Pregnancy (last three

High Protein 8.00 months only) 7.00
Restricted sodium 4,00

4. Where a social allowance is paid fo a family consisting
of one male adult with dependent children $3.00 should be
added to the maximum food allowance.

APPENDIX TWO
(Partial List Only)
Home Economics Extension Service
Alberta Depariment of Agricuiture
SUGGESTED SCALE OF CLOTHING ALLOWANCES
FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE — 1971
Short Terma Low Cost

Tofal Yearly Total Yearly

Cost Cost Cost Cost

Baby 0-1 Year minimum $ 63.46 (see $ 3573 (see
*(529) list) (2.98) list)

Children 1 and 2 Years 10666 8546 58.86 47.46
(7.12) (13.96)

Girls 36 Years 125.87 107.70 73.08 60.62
(8.98) (5.08)

Boys 3-6 Years 11240 10243 64.24 49,81
(8.54) (4.15)

Girls 7-14 Years 18002 11831 12845 81.28
(9.86) (6.77)

Boys 7-14 Years 152.3¢ 115.52 8678 69.12
(9.63) (5.76)

Girls 13-16 Years 305.09 152.02 18599 10048
(12.67) (8.37)

Boys 15-16 Years 178.10 138.83 12701 97.36
{11.57) (8.11)

Girls 17-20 Years 282,10 12058 175.79 86.17
(10.05) (see (7.18)

list)

Boys 1720 Years 19765 114.43 139.39 88.36
{9.54) {7.36)

Housewife 265.06 11477 145.09 17345
(9.58) (see (6.12)

list)

Man 21783 9870 157.85 68.81

(8.23) (5.73)
*Monthly — ( )
COMMENTS

1. Attached are lists indicating two possible scales for
clothing allowances. The more extensive list was developed
keeping in mind the needs of persons likely to be requiring
assistance for periods of more than six months. The second
scale has to do with Shert Term periods. Regarding these,
please refer to {12) below.

2. A few changes in the lists of garments have been made
this year in order to keep it up to date according to avail:
ability of garments on the market and style trends.

Pricing was done in February 1971 and July 1971 (using
Fall and Winter catalogues) for 1971-72, Prices were taken
in major cenires in the provinee including Grande Prairie
and Peace River areas,

3. For “long term”, allowance has been made for medium
quality garments. In most cases this will assure a longer
period of wear, and a lower yearly cost. In some cases (girls),
allowance has been made for quite good quality so that
dresses will last two years by letting the hem down, ete.
Refer to (12) below regarding Short Term,



4, (a) Articles requiring annual replacement are more
numerous in the case of the younger age group due
to the fact that children grow out of their clothes,
and merchandise of lasting quality was not always
considered the best buy for these age groups.

(b) Shopping through Eaton’s and Simpsons’ catalogues
is recommended where garments cannot be pur-
chased locally at the price indicated.

5. The attached lists of items of clothing for each age
group do not allow for savings which might be made by:

1) Passing on of “hand-me-downs”,

2) Purchase of second-hand clothing.

3) Savings at sales.

4) Ability of mother fo make, re-make, and repair gar-
ments, as well as knit new garments, e.g. sweater,
baby garments, ete,

5) Gifts in the form of clothing.

6. The task of listing and pricing clothing according to age
is a difficult one since there may he considerable variation
in sizes of children within the age group and therefore an
inerease in cost of clothing. Alse “wear and tear” of clothing,
particularly shoes, will vary with the child. Many 15 and 16
year old boys would require men’s sizes and therefore may
be required to pay more for major items such as shoes, suit,
carcoat, ete. They should not, however, be transferred to the
men's clothing cost list because of the difference in type
and size of garments for that age group and aiso because of
the difference in activity (school).

7. Older boys and girls, particularly in the 16 to 20 year
group, may earn extra for additional items, for example:
hose, sport togs, etc, so that the lists for this group are
kept to a minimum,

8 It is strongly recommended that some garmentis should
be purchased out of season, for example: next year’s winter
coat should be bought in the late winter or spring. A saving
of 1/3 to 1/2 can be made on major articles, e.g. coats, hats,
shoes, dresses, etc.

9. The cost of children's clothing may be reduced if they
are members of a family rather than wards of the govern-
ment who are boarding out. As family members, they may
receive hand-ime-downs, clothing from relatives, clothing ex-
changed with neighbors, garments made at home, etc

10. An allowance for Dry Cleaning and shoe repair has
not been included. Allowance for grooming aids for girls
has been listed but not included in the scale of clothing.
11. Lists and resultant total and yearly costs could have
been further divided according to activity: Sedentary, mod-
erately active — with same saving, since our lists are de-
signed for moderately active adults.

12. Re: Short Term Low Cost:

(a) These lists and costs were developed hecause of
the possibility of clothing assistance being given to
persons who may only require assistance for a short
time, and therefore could do with a lower quality
for a shorter wear period. Also, the number of items
required may be reduced: These prices are mainly
of the *lower catalogue” price range.

(b) Low-cost allowances could be further reduced de-
pending upon the time of year, e.g. -- winter or
summer coat, but not both, winter overshoes etc.
could be left out if not applicable.

(c) Short-term lists were developed as a guide for wel-
fared workers to be applied in part, according to
need.

13. Re: Baby: If no basic beginning layette items available,
social workers may, in addition to listed allowance, provide
the following:

2 blankets 2 sweaters

24 diapers, 3 plastic pants 1 dress — girl,

3 nighties 1 romper — hoy
3 undershirts (vests) 6 bottles

2 pair socks 1 soap and 1 powder

14, Shoe allowances may not be sufficient if special fittings
or sizes are required, e.g. very narrow or long foot, etc,

15. Recipients may find it helpful if applicable cost lists
were provided as a guide to spending.

HOUSEWIFE

Years
Nwmnber of Average
Artlele Needed Wear Cost

Winter head covering 1 2 $ 5.95
Headscarf -— serve also

as neck scarf 1 4 1.59
Winter coat 1. 4 39.95
Sumimer coat —

all weather 1 5 20.00
Sweater 1 3 8.98
Dresses — summer 1 3 895
or Pant — house 2 i 7.00
Suits — afternoon 1 3 13.98

— tajlored or

2-piece knit 1 4 21.98
Slacks 2 2 7.95
Skirt i 4 8.98
Blouses 2 2 4.00
Apron 1 ] 1.00
Panties 4 1 .79
Slips 2 2 3.99
Nightgown or

pyjamas 2 2 3.99
Housecoat 1 4 5.95
Bras 2 1 4.00

new/yr.
Girdle 2 1 6.00
new/yr.
Anklets 2 1 69
Steckings

or pantyhose 7 1 1.00
Leotards 1 2 2.98
Shoes — casual 1 1 8.98

— dress 1 3 895
Snow boots 1 3 8.99
Rubber boots 1 3 1.98
Slippers 1 3 2.98
Gloves (winter) 1 2 2.49
Purse 1 3 5.00

MEN
Years

Number of Average

Article Needed Wear Cost
Hat 1 3 $ 6.95
Coat — zip in lining 1 4 29.95
Jacket — summer 1 3 13.95
Dress jacket 1 4 29.95
Trousers — casual 1 3 8.95
— work 2 1 6.50

-~ dress (to go

with jacket) 1 3 12,98
Shirts —- dress 1 1 4,98

— sport 3 2 3.08

new/yr.

— T-shirt 2 1 1.98
Sweater —— cardigan 1 3 10.95
Underwear — briefs 3 1 1.25

— drawers 2 1 2.98
Pyjamas 2 2 3.95
Socks — dress

and work 6 4 1.00

new/yr.
Shoes — dress 1 2 10.98

— work 1 2 10.98
Overshoes 1 5 5.8
Rubbers — (toe) 1 3 3.49
Slippers 1 4 2.98
Gloves — winter 1 4 4.69
Scarf 1 3 198
Handkerchief 2 1 30
Ties 2 3 1.50
Belt 1 3 198
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Total
Cost

$ 6.95
29.95
13.95
28.95

8.95
13.00

1298
498
1194

3.96
10.95
3.75
5.96
7.90

6.00

10.98
10.68
598

2.98
4.69
1.98

60
3.00

$217.83

1971

Yearly
Coat

$ 232
7.49
465
7.49
299
13.00

433

3.96



APPENDIX THREE

BENEFIT RATES UNDER U.LC,

Without a Dependant: 2/3 of insured earnings during the
qualifying period.

With a Dependant: if earnings are $50/week or less —
benefit rate of 75% of average insured earnings during quali-
fying period. For those who earn more than $50 weekly, the
rate is 2/3 in early stages. Starting with the first week of ex-
tended benefit, the rate rises to 75%.

There is a minimum benefit rate of $20 and a maximum
benefit rate of $100 weekly (revised annually).

To Qualify

An insured week is one in which a contribution has been
paid. Eligibility depends on the number of insured weeks
worked within the last 52 weeks, or since the start of the
last benefit period, whichever is the shorter: this time-span
is known as the “qualifying period.”

A person who has less than eight weeks of insured em-
ployment cannot qualify.

A “minor attachment” to the work force is defined as
from 8 to 19 weeks of insured employment within the quali-
fying period,

A “major attachment” to the work force is defined as
20 weeks or more of insured employment within the qualify-
ing period.

See “Benefit Structure” for an explanation of the entitle-
ment differences between major and minor attachments.

Maintaining Your Eligibilify
To estahlish your claim in the first place — and {o main-
tain it — the following facts must apply:

1. You are unemployed and are experiencing an infer-

ruption of earnings,

2. You are willing to accept any suitable work that is

offered to you and are physically capable* of handling it.

3. You are making every possible effort to find work —

not just waiting for work to be found for you.

* Under certain conditions the “physically capable’ require-
ment can be waived, if the inferruption of earnings is due
to sickness (see page 8) or maternity (see page 9).

The waiting period is 2 weeks and for this period the
claimant does not get paid.

Benefit Structure
1. Initial Benefit — “Major Attachment” Claimants

These claimants are entifled to a total of 15 weeks’
benefit, which can be used up over a period of 29 weeks, if
their earnings have been interrupted by:
(a) Shortage of Work; (b} Sickness;

(a) Shortage of work

(i) The first benefit available {0 a “major attach-
ment” claimant is an advance payment.

Normally, when the Claimant's Report for the waiting
period has been received, an “advance payment” represent-
ing three weeks’ benefit is calculated. The net amount (less
deductions for earnings during the waiting peried, or for
any other reason that might apply), is split in two. The first
half is mailed at once and the second 10 days later. I deduc-
tions are considerable and the net amount is one week's
benefit or less, only a single payment is made — immediately.

The *“advance payment” is to cover the third, fourth and
fifth weeks of the ¢laim and for that period no “Claimant’s
Reports” are required.

If the individual finds a job at any time befween the
third and fifth weeks, he is entitled to Xeep the entire ad-
vance payment. Past experience shows that it takes from
three to five weeks to find re-employment, under normal
condifions.

A Claimant’s Report for the sixth week will he mailed
with the advance payment. Those “major attachment” claim-
ants who are not eligible fo receive the payment in advance
will receive it in arrears. They will be required to fill out
Claimant's Reports for the three-week period.

(i) I¥ unemployment continues, the “major attach-
ment” claimant is entitled to a further 12
weeks of benefit.

(b)Y Sickness

A “major attachment” claimant who=e earnings have
been interrupted by si~kness. quarantine or injurv funless
covered by Workmen's Compensation) is now eligible to
draw unemployment insurance for up to 15 weeks.

{¢) Maternity
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The two-week waiting period must first be served, but
will be waived if the interruption of earnings occurs due
to exhaustion of sick leave or of sickness-insurance payments
and if the elaimant has been sick for more than two weeks.
However, while sick leave or sickness insurance payments
greater than his benefit rate are being received, the inter-
ruption of earnings is not considered to have occurred until
these payments end. Any earnings received during the sick-
ness will be deducted from henefit payments, If he is still
ill at the end of the 15th week, benefits will cease until he
is capable of working. Af that point, he may he eligible to
return to the henefif stream.

(¢} Maternity

This applies to a “majer attachment” claimant whose
earnings have heen interrupted by pregnancy. She must also
have had at least 10 weeks of insured employment, or have
been on claim, between the 30th and 50th week before the
expected date of confinement.

Benefits are normally payable for nine weeks before
and six weeks affer confinement. At the end of the six-week
period the claimant may re-enter the benefit siream, as long
as she continues to be unemployed, is physically eapable of
returning to work and is willing to accept any suitable job
that is offered to her.

At this point it should be noted that whether the “major
attachment” claimant’s interruption of earnings has been
caused by shortage of work, sickness or maternity — or a
combination of these factors — the maximum allowable in
the Initial Benefit stage is 15 weeks,

2. Initial Benefit — *“Minor Attachment” Claimants

After serving the two-week waiting period, the “minor
attachment’ claimant’s entitlement will depend on the num-
?eﬁ of insured weeks during his qualifying period, as
ollows:

Weeks of insured Weeks of *Can be
employment benefit spread over
8 to 15 weeks 8 weeks 18 weeks
16 9 20
17 10 22
18 11 24
19 12 26

* If a claimant goes back to work hefore using up all his
entitlement, he can hold the unused balance for this
pericd of time, in case he should once again become un-
employed.

Claimants who become sick while drawing Initial Benefit
can continue to draw it until their Initial Benefit is exhausted.

3. Initial Benefit Re-established — “Major” and “Minor
Attachment” Claimants
If a claimant is still unemployed after exhausting his
Initial Benefit period, his claim can be re-established for a
further period of 10 weeks, providing of course that he
remains capable of and available for work.

Extended Benefit
1. Major and Minor Attachments
(a) Major attachment claimants who have passed through

the Initial and Re-established stages, are still un-
employed but are capable of and available for work,
may qualify for this stage, which is also related to
the number of insured weeks worked during the
qualifying period, as follows:

Weeks of insured *Extended Benefit

employment period
20 weeks 2 weeks

21.22

23-24 4
25-26 5
27-28 6
29-30 7
31-32 8
33-34 9
35-36 19
3738 11
33940 12
4142 13
43-44 14
45-46 15



47-48 16
49-50 17
51.52 18

* This table shows the number of consecutive weeks during

which these benefits can be paid.

(b) Minor Attachment claimants—with less than 20 weeks
of insured employment during the gqualifying period—
will miss this stage, but may be eligible under “National
Unemployment Rate” below.

2. National Unemployment Rate

This system recoghized that a high unempioyment rate
usually means a longer search for re-employment.

When “major attachment” claimants have used up their bene-
fits according to the scale in para. 1(a) above, or when
“minor attachment” claimants have used up their benefits in
the Initial Benefit Re-established stage, further benefits may
be payable based on the national unemployment rate.
This determination is made only once and cannot be
revised, even if the national unemployment rate later
changes.

If the national rate is over five per ceni, add eight
weeks of benefit,

If the rate exceeds four per cent but is not over five
per cent, add four weeks of benefit.

If the rate is four per cent or less, claimants will skip
this stage and may move into the next.

3. National and Regional Unemployment Rates

For claimants who have used up their entitlement (or

did not qualify) under para, 2, this stage applies when the

regional unemployment rate is above four per cent and when

—in addition—the regional rate exceeds the nation by:
Benefit period

More than one per cent 6 weeks
More than two percent 12 weeks
Over three per cent 18 weeks

For example, if the national unemployment rate stood
at 4.2 per cent and the regional rate where the claimant re-
sides stood at 6.5 per cent, the claimant would be entitled to
12 weeks of benefit—providing those rates did not change
during the 12-week period.

The regional and nafional rates are compared monthly.
The monthly comparison may increase or decrease the dura-
tion of benefits, If the two rates come closer together so that
the entitlement is reduced, he would not be phased out im-
mediately. Instead, he would be eligible for one week’s bhene-
fit beyond the week in which the rate changed.

THE MAXIMUM ANY CLAIMANT CAN GET IS 51 WEEKS
OF BENEFIT THROUGH BOTH THE INITIAL AND EXTEN-
DED BENEFIT STAGES.

Retirement

This is payable fo persons aged 65-70 who have had 20
weeks or more of insured employment during the qualifving
period and who—on separatiopn—retire from the work force.
They will receive a lump sum equivalent {o three weeks’
benefit. There is no waiting period, nor will there he any de-
ductions from the lump sum.

The purpose of this benefit is to bridge the gap between
regular earnings from employment and the receipt of Canada
or Quebec pension plan payments.

After this, their monetary participation in the unemploy-
ment insurance program ceases.

Premiums (Contributions)

The new premium rate will go into effect January 2,
1972, and at that time the salary ceiling will be scrapped.
Employee premiums {contributions) will be geared to in-
sured earnings according to fables issued by the Department
of National Revenue.

There are inferim raftes that apply only from June 27,
1971 to January 1, 1972, These may be obtained from
employer.

Income Tax

Effective January 2, 1972, premiums {contributions) will
be an allowable deduction—like union or professional dues
-for income tax purposes. Benefits will count as taxable in-
come and will be subject to deductions at source.
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Financing

Employer and Employee Premiums: As long as the na-
tional unemployment rate is four percent or less, the com-
bined premiums (contributions) of employers and employees
finance the Initial and Re-established stages of the new plan.
These premiums also cover the administrative costs of
the plan in all circumstanees.

Federal Government: When the national unemployment
rate exceeds four per cent, the Federal Government absorbs
the extra costs of the Initial and Re-established stages,

The Federal Government also bears the full cost of the
Extended Benefit period, regardless of the unemployment
picture.

CANADA PENSION PLAN

Coverage is oh a compulsory basis, but to have coverage
for a particular year, you must be between the ages of 18
and 70 and earn more than $600 in that year if you are an
employee or at least $800 in that year if you are self-
employed. As of 1972, contributions are made on your earn-
ings between $600 and $5500 (“contributory earnings”). The
rate of contribution for an employee is 1.8% of his contribu-
tory earnings. The maximum employee contribution in 1972
is $88.20 for the year. The employer contributes an amount
equal fo that of his employee, A self-employed person con-
tributes 3.6% of his contributory earnings to a maximum
of $176.40 for 1972.

A disahility pension may be payable to a contributor who
has confributed to the Plan for not less than the present
minimum qualifying period of at least 5 whole or part calen-
dar years, provided he is under 65 and is determined to be
disabled. A disabled contributor may also receive $27.60 for
each of his dependent children up to four such children and
$1111}'1.g3 a month for the fifth and each additional dependent
child.

Retirement Pension

A retirement pension is payable at the minimum pen.
signable age of 65 years, provided you are retired from regu-
lar employment, It is equal to 25 per cent of what your an-
nual earnings up to the Year's Maximum Pensionable Earn-
ings have averaged during your contributory period—that is,
from January 1, 1966, the starting date of the Plan, or from
age 18, if that age came later, to the month before your pen-
sion begins. In calculating your average pensionable earn-
ings, however, a contributory period of not less than 120
months (10 years) must be used, except in the case of a per-
son who has received a Canada Pension Plan disability pen-
sion, Table 1 shows the various monthly retirement pensions
payable under the Plan, depending on your adjusted pen-
sionable earnings.

Widows Pension

Following the death of a contributor who has contributed

to the Plan for not less than the present minimum gualifying

period of three whole or part calendar years, a pension is
payable to his widow

(a) at the full rate for a widow under age 65, regardless of
her age at the time of the death of the contributor, if the
widow has a dependent or disabled child or children of
the deceased contributor in her care;

(b} at the same rate, if she is disabled within the meaning
of the legislation at the time of the death of the contri-
butor or subsequently becomes disabled after his death,
but before she reaches age 65;

(c) at the same rate, if she is between 45 and 65 years of
age when the contributor dies;

(d) at a reduced rate, if she i3 between 35 and 45 years of
age when the confributor dies, if she has no dependent
or disabled children of the deceased confributor in her
care and is not disabled herself—the reduction being
equal to 1/120 of the full rate pension for a widow under
age 65 for each month by which the widow is under age
45 at the date of her husband's death; or

(e)y at the full rate for a widow of 65 years of age or more,
regardless of the date of the death of the contributor.

Table 111 shows these monthly rates depending on the
deceased contributor’s adjusted pensionable earnings,



Orphans’ Benefits

Following the death of a qualified contributor, orphans’ bene-
fits are payable on behalf of his dependent children, normally
up to age 18. Where the dependent child is attending a school
or university fulltime, payment may be continued or the
benefit made payable for the first time to that dependent
child, up to age 25. As of 1971, the rates are equal to $27.60
a month for each of the first four dependent children, and
$13.53 a month for the fifth and each additional dependent
child. The total is divided equaily among them, so each de-
pendent child receives the same amount.

Disabled Widowers' Pension

A disabled widowers’ pension may be made payable to
the disabled widower of a deceased femaie contributor who
has contributed to the Plan for at least the minimum qualify-
ing period, provided the widower is disabled, was disabled
at the time of death of his wife, and was wholly or substan-
tially maintained by her immediately before her death.

The rates for disabled widowers’ pensions are the same
as the full rates shown in Table III.

Death Benefit

Following the death of 2 qualified contributor, a lump-
sum death benefit equal to six times his actual or impufed

monthly retirement pension is payable to his estate. This
benefit, however, is subject to a maximum of 10 per cent of
the Year's Maximum Pensionable Earnings, so the maximum
deg$th benefit payable for a death which occurs in 1971 is equal
to $540.

Cost-of-Living Adjustments

All benefits in pay under the Canada Pension Plan are
adjusted upwards, annually, if there is an increase of between
one per cent and two per cent in the Pension Index, wlpch is
created for this purpose and is based on the cost of living.

Portability

The rights to benefits acquired under the Plan are por-
table. If you change jobs, the rights go with you. Also, if you
meve to the province of Quebec, your record of earnings and
contributions under the Canada Pension Plan will be merged
with that compiled under the Quebec Pension Plan and you
or your family will receive the same beneflts as if you had
b]een covered under one Plan all the time. The reverse is
also true.

Appeals

The Canada Pension Plan gives all contributors, applicants
and beneficiaries the right to appeal dissatisfactions with the
various decisions made under the Iegislation.

CANADA PENSION PLAN

C.P.P. MONTHLY RETIREMENT PENSIONS (a) TABLE I
Yearly Adjusted

Pensionable Earnings (b) $1200.00 $2400.00 $3600.00 $4800.00 $5300.00 $5400.00
Monthly Adjusted

Pensionable Earnings (b) 100.00 200.00 300.00 400.00 441.67 450.00
Your Monthly Retirement Pension if you retire and it commences in January.

1971 . 25.00 37.50 50.00 55.21 (c)
1972 15,00 30.00 45.00 60.00 66.25 (¢)
1973 17.50 35.00 52.20 70.00 77.29 78.75
1974 20.00 40,00 60.00 80.00 88.33 90.00
1975 22,50 45,00 67.50 80.00 59.38 101.25
1976 and thereafter 25.00 50.00 15.00 100.00 _110.42 112.50

Notes for Table I

(a) The Old Age Security pension of $82.88 monthly has
not heen added to the retirement pensions shown in
Table I

(b) Before ecalculating your average pensionable earnings,
your actual pensionable earnings are adjusted in rela-
tion to the average of the Year’s Maximum Pensionable
Earnings for the year in which the pension becomes pay-

able and the Maximums for the two preceding years,

{e) The last column in Table I shows maximum refirement
pensions payable under the Plan, In 1971 and 1872, how-
ever, the average maximum adjusted earnings, on the
basis of 1971 figures, would be less than $5,400 a year,
or $450 2 month. Therefore, a pension calculation in the
last column of Table I is not applicable for the years
1971 and 1972.

C.P.P. MONTHLY DISABILITY PENSIONS TABLE IT
Yearly Adjusted (h)
Pensionable Earnings (a) $1200.00 $2400.00 $3600.00 $4800.00 $5300.00
Monthly Adjusted (b)
Pensionable Earnings (a) 100.00 200.00 300.00 400.00 441.67
Projected Full Monthly Retirement Pension 25.00 50.00 75.00 100.09 110.42
Monthly Disability Pension ($27.60 plus

75% of Full Retirement Pension) 45.81 64.56 83.31 102.06 109.88

Notes for Tables II and III
(a) See note (b) in the Notes on Table 1.

(b) Although the Year’s Maximum Pensionable Earnings for
1971 equals $5,400 a year, or $450 a month, the maxi-
mum adjusted pensionable earnings on which a disability
pension would be based in 1971 could not exceed $5,300
a year, or $441.67 a month. See note (b) in the Notes on
Table I. The average mentioned would thus he equal to
$5,300, calculated by averaging the Year's Maximum
Pensionable Earnings for 1971, 1970 and 1969 (ie.
$5,400, $5,300 and $5,200, respectively).
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(a) See section entitled “Orphans’ Benefits” for the amounts
of orphans’ benefits payable in addition to the widows
pension,

(b} See note (b) in the Notes on Table L
(c) See note (b) in the Notes on Table II

(dy If a widow is 65 or older and qualified for Old Age
Security, that pension would also be payable in addition
at the rate of $82.88 a month.



C.P.P. MONTHLY WIDOWS' PENSIONS (a)

TABLE III -

Yearly Adjusted Pensionable Earnings of ()
Deceased Coniributor (b} $1200.00 $2400.00 $3600.00 $4800.00 $5300.00
Monthly Adjusted Pensionable Earnings of (c)
Deceased Contributor (h) 100.00 200,00 300.00 400.00 441.67
Full Monthly Pension for .
a Widow under age 65 35.91 45.28 54.66 64.03 68.47
Full Monthly Pension for a Widow
65 years of age or more (d) 15.00 30.00 45.00 60.00 66.25
WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BENEFITS BY PROVINCE 1971

£ o . HE]

gzg g it z g3

%k » S S22 ; 2 .
Province g gg g § gé § 23 i"lff‘:'néllilll?,dpens on zzgllllfll:’clfﬁgﬁnn to

$ B
Newfoundland 6,000 86.54 100 $35 to age 16- to 21 if in school. $45
Prince Edward Island 6,000 86.54 100 $25 fo age 16- to 21 if in school. %35
New Brunswick 6,000 86.54 100 $25 to age 18- to 21 if in school. $50 to 21 if in school
Nova Scotia 7,000 160.97 115 $38 to age 18- to 21 years if in school. $45 to 18 or fo 21

years if in school
Quebec 6,000 86.54 104.04 $36.41 to age 18 or in school. $57.22
Ontario 9,000 129.81 175 $60 to age 16 or in school, $70
Manitoba 6,600 95.19 120 $45 to age 10—$50 to 16 years, i;gs to 10 years—3$60 to
vears
$60 after if in school. $70 after if in school
Saskatchewan 6,600 93.19 127.50 $50 to age 16, to 21 if in school $65
Alberta 6,600 95.19 110 $50 fo age 16 and $565 up to 21 years $50
while in school,

British Columbia 600 100.62 140.19 $48.77 under 16—$54.86 16 to 18 if in $54.86 under 16

school; $60.96—18 to 21 if in school

$67.05 if in school

* Waiting periods vary from one day in most provinces, to 4 days In New Brunswick.

*+ Tn addition to monthly penslons, provincial hoarvds provide widows with:
{a) lump sum payments ranging from $200 in Nfld. and N.B., $250 in B.C. and N.S.; $300 in Sask. and Alta.: 3400 in P.E.L; to 3500 In Que, Ont.

and Man.
(b) funeral expenses ranging from 3$300 to $600.

SOURCE: Information supplied by Canada, Department of Labour, Accident Prevention and Compensation Branch.
SOURCE: Poverty in Canada, Special Senate Committee on Poverty, Information Canada, Ottawa, 1971; p. 28.
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