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Question #1:   Did the poverty reduction effectiveness of 
Canada’s provincial social welfare programs decrease during 
a decade of devolution? 
 
Question #2:  If the poverty reduction effectiveness of 
Canada’s social welfare program did decrease during a 
decade of devolution then what type of policy and program 
characteristics contributed to this decrease? 
 
 
 

Purpose of Study 



1996:  CHST supplants CAP – spending cuts and enhanced 
authority of provinces in social welfare. 
 
Described as “profound change to Canadian social policy” 
and not completely unlike American introduction of TANF.   
 
Previous studies on devolution in Canadian social welfare? 
 
a)  Focus on one provincial program (SA) in one province. 
 
b)  Interprovincial comparisons of SA by providing 
information on changes in benefit levels and participation 
rates across the provinces over time. 
 
 

Study Context 



“Gaps” in the literature include:   
 
a)  previous studies focus on various aspects of SA including 
participation, entry, and exit rates but not poverty reduction;    
 
b)   Strong focus on SA but lack emphasis on other 
provincially-based social welfare programs, such as provincial 
tax credits and WC. 
 
Our contribution:   
a)  focus on poverty reduction    
b)  considers three provincial social welfare programs 
c)  considers both rate and gap reduction 
d)  focus on “decade of devolution”  

Study Context 



Data Source:   
Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics (SLID): 1996 – 2005 
 
Analytic Approach:   
a)  Established poverty line (60% of the family median equivalized 
disposable income) 
 
b)   Computed poverty rate for all ten provinces from 1996-2005, 
based on the adjusted after-tax disposable income following the 
receipt of all cash transfers 
 
c) Computed poverty gap ratio for all ten provinces from 1996-
2005, based on the adjusted after-tax disposable income following 
the receipt of all cash transfers 
   

Methods 



d) Re-estimated poverty rates and poverty gap ratios under 
the assumption that no provincial social welfare programs 
exist (counterfactual). 
 
e)   Estimated the poverty reduction effectiveness (for both 
rates and gaps) with the following formula: 
 
PRE = PIbefore – PIafter   / PIbefore     x 100 
 
The repeated estimations derived from the above formula 
allowed us to observe long-term trends in provinces’ poverty 
reduction effectiveness.                                                                                                      

Methods 



Poverty Rate Reduction Effectiveness:  “Decliners” 
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Poverty Rate Reduction Effectiveness:  “Stay the samers” 
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Poverty Rate Reduction Effectiveness:  “Increasers” 
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Poverty Gap Reduction Effectiveness:  “Leaders” in decreasing 
rates 
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BC Benefits introduced in 1996. 
 
Caseload reduction a major policy goal, emphasizes employment 
preparation, benefit cuts, and stricter eligibility:  Youth Works  
program (19-24) and emphasis on “welfare to work.” 
 
Time limits:    
 
a)  “Three week wait”       
b) “Two year independence test”  
c)  “Two years out of five” eligibility  
d)  Lifetime ban for those convicted of welfare fraud 
 
Increasing rates of assistance denials also evident 
The B.C. shift  exemplifies a shift in welfare culture from “entitlement to 
one with a renewed sense of personal responsibility.”          

Welfare Policy Context:  British Columbia: “Samer” 



Welfare reforms in SK focused on improving work incentives  
and making work more worthwhile than collecting welfare (note:  2003 
name change from “Saskatchewan Social Services” to “Community 
Resources and Employment”). 
Key programs during this era include: 
 
a)  Saskatchewan Employment Supplement:  create financial incentives 
to favor work over welfare 
 
b)  Saskatchewan Child Benefit:   monthly allowance to assist lower-
income families with child-rearing expenses 
 
c)  Family Health Benefits:  Provide supplementary health benefits to 
lower-income families 
 
d)  Youth Futures:  Strict eligibility and independence requirements for 
recipients < 22 years 
 
 
 

Context:  Saskatchewan:  “Samer” 



The Labour Force Attachment (LFA) program entitled  
Transitional Employment Allowance (TEA) was introduced in 
2003. 
 
Provides temporary employment allowance to persons in 
need who are participating in pre-employment programs or 
who expect to be self-sufficient in a short period of time. 
 
TEA also includes utilities allowance and child care. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Context:  Saskatchewan:  “Samer” 



Major welfare shift in 1993 – Families and Social Services Ministry: 
 
“Any job is a good job” – tightened eligibility, higher financial work 
incentives, reduced benefits, mandatory employment programs (e.g., 
Alberta Community Employment Program, the Alberta Job Corps, 
Employment Skills Program). 
 
Emphasis on potential recipients exhausting all possible means of 
support and attempting to find work before social assistance granted. 
 
Severe cuts to benefits for single, employable adults while increasing 
benefits for persons with disabilities.  Cuts to damage deposits for 
renters and moving expenses. 

 
 

Context:  Alberta:  “Increaser” 



In 1995, province reduced benefit rates by 21.6% for all 
recipients except so-called “worthy poor” (e.g., persons with 
disabilities) but benefits remained above – average. 
 
Administrative changes which tightened eligibility and aimed 
at reducing fraud. 
 
1998 – Ontario Works Act:  “Workfare” is introduced:  find 
the “shortest route to paid employment” for recipients. 
 
Sanctions faced by those who do not “play by the Workfare 
rules.” 
 
New cost-sharing agreement between province and local 
governments further devolves welfare. 

Context:  Ontario:  “Decliner” 



More empirical research necessary to determine association 
between particular policy contexts and poverty reduction 
effectiveness during the era of devolution, as well as to 
determine if a true “race to the bottom” occurred. 
 
Primary contributions of study: 
 
1.  Demonstrates impact of shift from CAP to CHST; 
 
2.  Provides useful information for the “policy-practitioner” 
who may have more influence during an era of devolution; 
 
3.  Emphasize the importance of using comprehensive, multi-
indicator approaches when assessing the poverty-reduction 
effects of policies/programs. 
 

Implications 



Thank you for coming!! 
 

Please direct any questions to Robert Weaver 
at: 

 
rdweaver@uwindsor.ca 

The End 


