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Abstract
This article compares social assistance incomes, or minimum income protection, for four
household types in the 10 Canadian provinces between 1990 and 2017 and relates these
incomes to a number of factors, including partisan dominance over time, trade union den-
sity, the presence or absence of poverty reduction strategies, provincial social expenditures,
overall redistribution efforts, debt service costs and social assistance recipiency rates. In
line with findings for the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD) welfare states, partisan politics does not play a strong role but, as power resources
theory predicts, union density and a province’s overall redistribution efforts do. Social
assistance recipiency rates, which capture the salience of social assistance incomes in a
province, also have a significant, positive impact on welfare incomes, confirming the “wel-
fare paradox” identified by Ivar Lødemel. Poverty reduction strategies, however, do not,
and they even have a negative influence on welfare incomes.

Résumé
Cet article compare les revenus d’assistance sociale, ou le soutien financier minimal, pour
quatre ménages types dans dix provinces canadiennes de 1990 à 2017, et il associe ces reve-
nus à différents facteurs, incluant la prévalence d’un parti politique dans le temps, la densité
syndicale, la présence ou l’absence de stratégie de réduction de la pauvreté, les dépenses
sociales provinciales, les efforts provinciaux de redistribution, les coûts du service de la
dette, et les taux de recours à l’aide sociale. Conformément aux résultats obtenus pour les
pays de l’OCDE, la politique partisane ne joue pas un rôle significatif, mais comme le
prédit la théorie des ressources du pouvoir, la densité syndicale et l’effort provincial de redis-
tribution importent. Le taux de recours à l’aide sociale, qui indique l’importance des revenus
d’aide sociale pour une province, a également un impact positif significatif, confirmant le «
paradoxe de l’aide sociale » identifié par Lødemel. Les stratégies de réduction de la pauvreté,
en revanche, n’ont pas un effet positif sur les revenus d’aide sociale.
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Introduction
In a rich democracy such as Canada, minimum income protection—known in this
country as welfare incomes—gives content to a basic social right (Bahle et al., 2011).
This right to aminimum income, however, is implemented differently over time, across
provinces and among different types of households. Concretely, the living conditions of
the country’s poorest citizens depend on yearly decisions made by provincial govern-
ments. Yet we know relatively little about these decisions. Anchored in the comparative
literature on the politics of social assistance, this article considers the Canadian prov-
inces from 1990 to 2017 to better identify the determinants of minimum income pro-
tection. The adequacyofwelfare incomes canbe associated, notably,with the strength of
trade unions, the importance of redistribution, and amechanism identified as a “welfare
paradox” by Ivar Lødemel, which links the adequacyof social assistance to its salience as
a program. When social assistance concerns more people, politicians pay attention.

Minimum income protection, or social assistance benefits plus associated trans-
fers, is related in the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD) to welfare state generosity and the level of public debt (Noël, 2019).
Comparing minimum income protection across countries, however, remains difficult,
because social assistance benefits must be estimated for a given family type, assuming
full take-up of benefits, a value for housing and other in-kind benefits, and residency
in a given city or region. In a federation such as Canada, where provincial govern-
ments have full jurisdiction over social assistance, it is possible to circumvent some
of these difficulties because systematic data on minimum income benefits are avail-
able. The provinces are also similar in many respects, having identical parliamentary
institutions, comparable party systems, close standards of living and fairly uniform
political cultures. A most-similar systems comparison is thus possible.

These advantages come with problems of their own. Indeed, the similarity of
Canadian provinces, their limited number and the relative stability of social assistance
benefits over time make it difficult to establish the significance of explanatory factors
in multivariate models. We can nevertheless consider four questions of interest:

1) Do political parties matter? Are leftist or centrist parties more likely to
improve minimum income protection than parties of the right?

2) Do social actors, and in particular trade unions, encourage generous benefits
for social assistance beneficiaries—the ultimate “outsiders”? Or do they con-
centrate their efforts on their members or, at least, on labour market “insid-
ers” (Rueda, 2007)?

3) Does the adoption of poverty reduction strategies by provincial governments
encourage an improvement in social assistance benefits? Or do these strate-
gies remain mostly “window dressing” (Plante, 2019)?

4) Is minimum income protection connected to welfare state generosity and
redistribution (Noël, 2019)? Or does it reflect instead the political impor-
tance of the program, as measured by the proportion of the population
that is dependent on these benefits, following the logic identified by
Lødemel (1997) as a welfare paradox?

To answer these questions, this article compares social assistance incomes for four
household types in the 10 Canadian provinces between 1990 and 2017 and relates
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these incomes to a number of factors, including partisan dominance over time, trade
union density, the presence or absence of poverty reduction strategies, provincial social
expenditures, overall redistribution efforts and social assistance recipiency rates.
Descriptive statistics, bivariate correlations and multivariate time-series cross-sectional
models are then considered, to establish trends and relationships. The final results
remain tentative because there are only 10 units and minimum income protection var-
ies little across provinces and slowly in time, but they point in the following direction:

1) Parties of the left do not help and parties of the right do not hurt, but cen-
trist, Liberal governments may have an effect over time, at least for the “most
deserving” beneficiaries: persons with a disability or families with children.
This effect, however, remains limited, in line with the international compar-
ative evidence (Noël, 2019).

2) Everything else being equal, provinces with a stronger labour movement, and
presumably more organized social forces, tend to be more generous, as is the
case across the OECD (Noël, 2019). This effect is particularly evident for the
“least deserving” single, able-to-work persons.

3) Poverty reduction strategies have inconsistent effects. In bivariate correla-
tions, the relationship between the presence of a strategy and welfare income
adequacy appears positive, but it becomes negative when we control for other
factors. All in all, as the evidence on poverty outcomes suggests, these strat-
egies do little for the income of social assistance recipients (Plante, 2019).

4) A provincial government’s propensity to redistribute, which is an indirect
measure of welfare state generosity, tends to be favourable to social assistance
beneficiaries, but so does the proportion of people claiming benefits. The
idea that minimum income protection reflects welfare state development
remains plausible, but so does the welfare paradox, whereby governments
pay attention to social assistance incomes when they concern more people
(Noël, 2019; Lødemel, 1997).

These results fit with the established representation of social assistance as a low-
profile, incremental program that evolves over time with limited political input,
except perhaps the diffuse support of what David Brady calls the “latent coalition
for egalitarianism” (2009). Without ever producing a strong push, centrist, liberal
parties favour benefit adequacy over time, whereas parties of the left and of the
right hardly leave a mark; strong trade unions also tend to help. Poverty reduction
strategies, however, make little difference. The overall generosity of the welfare state,
as measured by redistribution efforts, and the importance of the population con-
cerned by social assistance matter more for minimum income protection.

The article starts with a brief review of the literature on minimum income pro-
tection in the OECD and in Canada, followed by a theory section, and one on data
and methodology. A fourth section presents descriptive statistics and trends, and a
fifth considers bivariate and multivariate relationships. The final two sections wrap
up and draw the implications.

Literature Review
In comparative studies of minimum income protection, Canada really is Ontario.
To establish the adequacy of social assistance in Canada, the OECD takes the
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benefits offered by Ontario Works (Immervoll, 2009: 13; Bachelet et al., 2018: 12).
In the more reliable Social Assistance and Minimum Income Protection Interim
Dataset (SaMip) developed by Kenneth Nelson, data for Canada are also drawn
from Ontario (Nelson, 2008: 109; 2013). Provincial benefits, however, vary signifi-
cantly. In 2017, for instance, a single person considered employable received $7,433
a year in Nova Scotia, compared to $11,379 in Newfoundland and Labrador. A per-
son with a disability living in Calgary and not eligible for Alberta’s special disability
program obtained $10,225 a year, compared to $12,741 in Montreal. Income sup-
port for this person in Calgary stood at 50 per cent of the Market Basket Measure
(MBM) low-income threshold; in Montreal, it amounted to 71 per cent of this
threshold, which now constitutes Canada’s official poverty line (Tweddle and
Aldridge, 2018: 54).

In Canada, the provinces and territories are responsible for social assistance, and
they make their own decisions, with little influence from federal social transfers that
are basically unconditional block grants. As Gerard Boychuk notes, the result is not
a “single national system” but rather “13 distinct social assistance regimes” that
evolve at their own pace, in different socio-political contexts (2015: 35).1 Some
authors expected, following the end in 1995 of the shared-cost arrangements asso-
ciated with the Canada Assistance Plan (CAP), that benefit levels would decline and
that diversity across provinces would increase (Banting and Myles, 2013). Benefits
did go down in real terms in the late 1990s, but the trend started before the end of
cost-sharing, and it was later reversed. Provincial trajectories have their own deter-
minants (Boychuk, 2015).

These social assistance trajectories are likely to be associated with broader char-
acteristics of welfare state institutions. Using various redistribution indicators,
Rodney Haddow finds significant differences between provincial welfare states,
with Quebec standing out as the most distinct. Inter-provincial differences, he
argues, are on par with international ones among advanced welfare states, and
they are likewise related to the usual politics of social policy, with left and centre
party incumbency and trade union density as good predictors of redistribution
efforts (Haddow, 2014, 2015).

We know from the comparative literature, however, that the politics of minimum
income protection is not a perfect extension of that of the welfare state. In his semi-
nal study of Britain and Norway, Lødemel (1997) concluded that the overall gener-
osity of the welfare state could even work against minimum income protection by
making social assistance more residual and less politically visible and relevant. This
situation, he proposed, generated a welfare paradox, whereby an encompassing wel-
fare state such as Norway ended up being less supportive of persons receiving social
assistance than was a more restricted, liberal welfare state such as Britain. In the
following years, scholars reassessed this argument with a larger set of cases, better
data and more formal statistical tests. Nelson, in particular, built the best longitu-
dinal and comparative dataset of social assistance incomes in OECD countries and
put to test the power resources theory, which predicted, contrary to Lødemel, that
parties of the left, strong trade unions and a developed welfare state would favour
generous minimum incomes. Nelson’s findings were not entirely conclusive, how-
ever. While his earlier results, for 18 countries at one point in time, appeared con-
sistent with power resources theory (2003: 125), more elaborate tests with
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time-series cross-sectional models proved less convincing (2008: 114). The same
was true for Natascha Van Mechelen, who did not find a strong connection
between the welfare state and social assistance incomes (2009: 164). In recent
work on the 1990–2010 period, I do find a significant relationship between welfare
state and social assistance benefit adequacy, as well as a negative influence of public
debt, with indirect effects from left parties and trade unions, in a pattern akin to
that found by Brady for poverty reduction (Noël, 2019: 243; Brady, 2009). These
results set out theoretical expectations for the study of Canadian provincial
variations.

Theory
The natural starting point for a comparative investigation of the politics of social
assistance adequacy is the standard power resources theory, which asserts that social
policy is first and foremost a product of class conflicts, as expressed through par-
tisan politics and collective action (Van Kersbergen and Vis, 2014: 48–49). In
this perspective, the long-run presence in power of the left, the centre or the
right should make a difference, as should the strength of trade unions. This is
the logic used by Haddow to account for differences in redistribution across
Canadian provinces (2014). It is also the logic identified in more qualitative studies
of Quebec’s distinct social model within Canada (Noël, 2013; Van den Berg et al.,
2017; Arsenault, 2018).

For minimum income protection, however, the power resources theory may not
hold as well. Social assistance is a residual program that concerns a minority of per-
sons, seldom heard in political debates, and often despised.2 These benefits, observe
Pierre-Marc Daigneault and Daniel Béland, have “a bad reputation among the pub-
lic,” and they are rarely an object of electoral competition (2015: 1). Even social-
democratic parties tend to see persons receiving social assistance as labour market
“outsiders,” at a distance from their main working-class or middle-class electorate,
who may have little interest in improving the lot of the poor (Rueda, 2007; Iversen
and Soskice, 2019: 3, 21). If the power resources theory works for social assistance,
it would be less because the different actors relentlessly pursue their interest, as is
assumed in the standard power resources model, than because parties of the left
and trade unions are careful to craft orientations that can sustain a “latent coalition
for egalitarianism” (Brady, 2009: 103–4). In other words, ideological consistency
matters as much, and perhaps more, than the interplay of interests.

In this perspective, we can hypothesize that the incumbency of parties of the left
and of the centre should sustain generous welfare incomes, while the dominance of
the right should depress them. Likewise, a strong trade union movement should
support minimum income protection, even though such protection concerns pri-
marily labour market “outsiders”:

H1a: The cumulative presence in power of leftist or centrist parties has a positive
relationship with minimum income protection adequacy.

H1b: The cumulative presence in power of parties of the right has a negative
relationship with minimum income protection adequacy.
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H2: Trade union density has a positive relationship with minimum income pro-
tection adequacy.

If actors, interests and ideology play a role, so should policy ideas and institu-
tions (Daigneault and Béland, 2015). Consider, first, ideas. From the 1990s to
the 2010s, social assistance was a recurrent object of reforms, driven by a preoccu-
pation with incentives and activation (Cox, 2015). The new orientations, captured
by the notion of social investment, were often suspected of being oblivious and per-
haps detrimental to the poor (Cantillon, 2011). They could be implemented in var-
ious ways, however, and overall these new policies were not introduced at the
expense of the poor (Noël, 2018). Among Canadian provinces, it would be difficult
to take a systematic measure of such a social investment turn, but there is another
reform idea that is easy to track down: the adoption of poverty reduction strategies,
in line with a growing concern for poverty in global policy debates (Plante, 2019).
This type of intervention allows us to consider a simple, almost natural, hypothesis
about the power of ideas:

H3: The adoption of a poverty reduction strategy has a positive relationship with
minimum income protection adequacy.

Finally, concerning institutions, there is the basic power resources expectation of
a congruence between welfare state generosity and minimum income protection, in
contrast to what could be called the welfare paradox hypothesis, where the ade-
quacy of social assistance incomes evolves less with the welfare state as a whole
than with the salience of the issue, indicated by the social assistance recipiency
rate. We can measure welfare state generosity directly, by the level of social expen-
ditures as a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP), or indirectly, through an
estimate of a province’s redistribution effort. If we keep in mind the welfare paradox
argument about the salience of social assistance, we have the following three, some-
what rival, hypotheses:

H4a: The level of social expenditures as a percentage of GDP has a positive rela-
tionship with minimum income protection adequacy.

H4b: A province’s overall redistribution effort has a positive relationship with
minimum income protection adequacy.

H4c: The social assistance recipiency rate has a positive relationship with min-
imum income protection adequacy.

Relatedly, because it is a variable identified as significant in the comparative lit-
erature (Noël, 2019), we can test whether the level of public debt acts as a constraint
on adequacy.

H5: The level of public debt as a percentage of GDP has a negative relationship
with minimum income protection adequacy.
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As in any observational study, questions of endogeneity and reverse causation
may arise. One could think, for instance, that minimum income protection ade-
quacy actually boosts social assistance recipiency rates and social expenditures
and makes the adoption of a poverty reduction strategy easier. There is no fireproof
statistical test to settle such questions, and a full discussion of this possibility is
beyond the scope of this paper, but some theoretical and empirical observations
can be brought to bear on the matter. First, social assistance recipiency rates are
notoriously tied to the employment rate and, possibly, to structural changes in
the labour market (Kneebone and White, 2015: 67–69). Changes in social assis-
tance benefits are unlikely, for instance, to account for a drop in the recipiency
rate as important as that observed in Canada between 1994 and 2008 (see
Figure 3 below). Second, social assistance benefits account for less than 10 per
cent of the country’s social spending (9.5% in 2015; calculated from OECD,
2019). This relatively small envelope is unlikely to drive spending trends. Third,
while the adoption of a poverty reduction strategy may influence welfare incomes,
the reverse does not make much sense. Social assistance recipiency rates, social
expenditures and poverty reduction strategies are unlikely to be endogenous.

Data and Methodology
Comparing the adequacy of minimum income protection across provinces is rela-
tively straightforward because reliable data are provided by Maytree, a Toronto
organization that took over this mission from the Caledon Institute of Social
Policy in 2018, which itself undertook this task when the National Council of
Welfare was abolished in 2012. In an annual publication entitled Welfare in
Canada, Maytree collects provincial and territorial welfare incomes for four types
of households: a single person considered employable; a single person with a dis-
ability; a single parent with one child age 2; and a couple with two children ages
10 and 15. Welfare incomes correspond to what is called “minimum income pro-
tection” in the comparative literature, and they include not only social assistance
payments but also other transfers such as tax credits, child benefits or special-
purpose payments.

In a country where incomes and costs of living vary significantly across prov-
inces, raw annual amounts would not capture perfectly the adequacy of welfare
incomes in a given province. To do so, at least four options are available: the
first two are computed by Maytree; the third is proposed by Ronald Kneebone
and Katherine White (2015); and the fourth is that adopted here.

Maytree provides two measures of adequacy: welfare income as a percentage of
the Canada-wide Low-Income Measure (LIM; half the Canadian median income)
threshold; and welfare income as a percentage of the Market Basket Measure
(MBM; a Canadian measure based on the cost of basic necessities in a given region)
threshold. The LIM option seems to make sense because it refers to a standard,
international measure of poverty. To compare provinces, however, this option is
deficient because it relies solely on the overall Canadian median income, and we
know that provincial median incomes differ substantially (Noël, 2017). The
MBM, Canada’s new official poverty measure, is more helpful in this respect. Its
only drawback is that it is a purely Canadian measure, which is unhelpful in placing
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provincial incomes in a broad comparative perspective. A third option, proposed by
Kneebone and White, is to use the “basic needs” index developed by Christopher
Sarlo (Kneebone and White, 2015: 77). This option is also solely Canadian, and
even in this country, it does not appear very legitimate, as Sarlo’s index considers
only the needs “required to ensure physical survival,” an understanding of poverty
widely considered too restrictive (Kneebone and White, 2015: 77; CEPE, 2009). The
fourth option, adopted here, consists in measuring the adequacy of a province’s
welfare incomes by their value as a percentage of the provincial median income,
adjusted for household size. This option creates an adequacy measure identical
to that used in international comparative work, and it is thus easily readable for
non-Canadians. It also allows Canadians to situate provincial welfare incomes in
a broader international context.

Concretely, this measure of adequacy is based on the provincial after-tax median
income for persons not in an economic family (singles).3 For households with more
than one person, this median income is adjusted by multiplying it by the square
root of the number of persons in the household.4 Welfare income adequacy for a
given household is then estimated as a percentage of provincial median income
for this household.

In 2017, for instance, Alberta welfare incomes amounted to $8,027 for a single
person and to $28,989 for a family of four. The Alberta median income for a single
person stood at $36,500. Adequacy for a single-person household was thus 8,027/
36,500, or 0.220. Adequacy for a family of four was based on the same median
income multiplied by the square root of 4; that is 73,000, which gives 28,989/
73,000, or 0.397 (for more details, see the online supplementary material).

One should note that the adequacy of social assistance is also affected by a host
of administrative rules regarding a person’s marital and health situation, assets or
allowed earnings. These rules, however, are hard to capture with a single metric and
cannot be considered in a comparative analysis.

Partisan incumbency is based on the party of the premier in a given year, as estab-
lished in the Canada Guide (http://www.thecanadaguide.com/data/provincial-pre-
miers/). Each year a party is in power, starting 10 years before the period under
study, in 1980, an increment of 1 is added. For election years, the increment starts
the following year. The left includes the New Democratic Party (NDP) and the
Parti Québécois (PQ); the centre designates the Liberal party (except in British
Columbia); and the right includes the Conservatives, the Saskatchewan Party, and
the Social Credit and Liberals in British Columbia.

Trade union density combines data from two Statistics Canada series, one for
1997 to 2017 and one for earlier years.5 Adjustments for the two series are made
using Haddow’s estimations (2015: 43).

The existence of poverty reduction strategies is operationalized by a dummy var-
iable, according to the list established by Charles Plante (2019).

Social expenditures (health plus social services) and debt service costs are drawn
from a dataset compiled by Kneebone and Margarita Wilkins (2019). Expenditures
are then calculated as a percentage of provincial GDP, using Statistics Canada’s
GDP at market, current prices.6 Provincial redistribution efforts are estimated
using the OECD “standard approach,” with Statistics Canada inequality data
(Van Lancker et al., 2015): redistribution equals the Gini for market incomes
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minus the Gini for after-tax incomes, divided by the Gini for market incomes and
multiplied by 100.7

Social assistance recipiency rates represent the number of persons receiving
social assistance in proportion of the total of persons eligible (that is, individuals
between 0 and 64 years of age). The data used here are those compiled by David
Deault Picard and me for the years 1990–2015, updated with the Maytree Social
Assistance Summaries and recent Statistics Canada population estimates (Deault
Picard and Noël, 2016; Maytree, 2019; Statistics Canada, Table 17-10-0005-01 [for-
merly CANSIM 051-0001]).

Descriptive statistics are presented in the online supplementary material
(Table SM1). Because we have a small number of cases with modest variations
and slowly changing independent and dependent variables, we seek to keep the
statistical analysis simple, theoretically grounded and transparent, with an emphasis
on descriptive statistics, bivariate correlations and multivariate models including a
limited range of independent variables. Multivariate tests are conducted with
time-series cross-sectional models for the 10 provinces, over the 1990–2017 period.
The conventional fixed effect approach is not optimal in this case because it con-
trols out variation across provinces, making it difficult to assess the impact of var-
iables that change little over time, such as union density or debt service (Bartels,
2015; Bell and Jones, 2015). Following a methodology used in other studies of wel-
fare incomes, we opt instead for a random effect approach, explicitly modelling the
between-case and within-case effects (Noël, 2019; Parolin, 2019). Panel-corrected
standard errors (PCSE) and fixed effects models are nevertheless tested as robust-
ness checks.

Descriptive Statistics and Trends
Measuring minimum income protection adequacy in relation to the provincial
median income allows us to compare the Canadian provinces to other advanced
welfare states. Figure 1 ranks adequacy in the provinces and in a number of
OECD countries for a single employable person in 2010, complementing
Canadian data with benefits data from the Social Assistance and Minimum
Income Protection Interim Dataset (SaMip), available in the Social Policy
Indicators (SPIN) database (http://www.sofi.su.se/spin/), adjusted with OECD
data for the equivalized median disposable income (OECD, 2016).

This comparison between OECD countries and Canadian provinces remains
imperfect because it relies on different sources and measurements, but it neverthe-
less helps us locate Canadian welfare incomes in a global context. With the excep-
tion of Newfoundland and Labrador, Canadian provinces all stand at the bottom,
near the level of social protection offered in Spain. Wealthy Alberta is by far the
least generous province. Only the United States, where there is hardly any income
protection for single employable persons, ranks behind Canadian provinces.8

Over time, as Figure 2 indicates, the mean adequacy of welfare incomes did not
vary dramatically, and it displayed a constant hierarchy between more or less
“deserving” households. Incomes nevertheless fluctuated over the years. As
Boychuk points out, the decline started in the beginning of the 1990s (Boychuk,
2015: 45). It was particularly pronounced for single employable persons and was
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possibly a reaction to the steep rise in the average social assistance recipiency rate,
which went from 8 per cent in 1990 to a peak of 11 per cent in 1994, as Figure 3
shows. With the twenty-first century, social assistance recipiency rates declined
steadily and then levelled off, while adequacy slowly improved, in the 2010s in par-
ticular. The composition of the population concerned evolved as well, with a grow-
ing proportion of persons with a disability (Kneebone and White, 2015: 75).

Averages mask relatively similar provincial trajectories. As can be seen in
Figure 4, single employable persons are always the least favoured, and overall one
finds again the average pattern of retrenchment in the beginning of the 1990s,
stability thereafter and progress in the 2010s. Newfoundland and Labrador stand
out, however, with a major upward shift in the beginning of the century. There
was also a marked improvement, from a relatively low point, in New Brunswick.

Figure 1 Minimum Income Protection Adequacy, Employable Single Person, OECD Countries and
Canadian Provinces, 2010
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Elsewhere, movements remained limited. Social assistance incomes were obviously
not an object of much political attention.

Can we find, nevertheless, social and political correlates of minimum income
protection? To this question, we can now turn.

Bivariate and Multivariate Relationships
The previous sections suggest that a number of factors contribute to define the level
of minimum income protection—namely, partisan incumbency, trade union den-
sity, the adoption of a poverty reduction strategy, welfare state generosity, redistri-
bution effort, the social assistance recipiency rate and the importance of the public
debt. For the sake of simplicity, and because these cases capture the bottom line of
minimum income protection, unrelated to attitudes and policies about disability or
children, the following discussion focuses on the welfare incomes of single employ-
able persons. Table 1 reports correlations for the 10 cases over 28 years (N = 280).

Simple correlations allow us to assess the relationship between the different
explanatory factors and adequacy before turning to multivariate models. Most

Figure 2 Mean Adequacy of Minimum Income Protection, Four Household Types, Canadian Provinces,
1990–2017

Figure 3 Mean Social Assistance Recipiency Rate, Canadian Provinces, 1990−2017
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relationships are significant in the expected direction, except for public debt. First
come the power resources variables: partisan cumulative power and trade union
density. The left and the right have weak, hardly significant relationships, but the
presence of the Liberal party in power is associated positively to welfare incomes.
The relationship for trade union density is also consistent with our theory and
with the evidence for OECD countries (Noël, 2019). Ideas, operationalized by
the presence of a poverty reduction strategy, and institutions—redistribution and
the social assistance recipiency rate—also have the expected relationships. The pos-
itive effect of the social assistance recipiency rate is particularly interesting because,
for lack of comparable data on recipiency rates, the same hypothesis cannot be
tested for OECD welfare states (Noël, 2019).

Surprisingly, the social expenditures budget has only a modest relationship with
minimum income protection, and the public debt is not correlated significantly
with social assistance—both results contrasting with what is found for the OECD
(Noël, 2019). One possible explanation may be that provincial social expenditures,
being driven by health care spending, reflect less strongly a government’s commit-
ment to social justice than does the redistribution index. As for the counter-
intuitive result for debt service, one must take into account the unique position
of provincial governments as public borrowers.

Canadian provinces, explains Kyle Hanniman, are free to borrow on the domes-
tic and international bond markets, and they do so significantly, given their share of
the country’s public expenditures (2018). As such, they are exposed to market pres-
sures. At the same time, their very weight in terms of spending makes it obvious

Figure 4 Adequacy of Minimum Income Protection, Four Household Types, Canadian Provinces, 1990
−2017
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that the federal government would not let any of them default. Provincial govern-
ments are thus sheltered, to some extent, from market constraints. Unlike
American states, they borrowed abundantly in recent years to pursue counter-
cyclical policies and sustain social spending (Hanniman, 2018). The size of a prov-
ince’s debt service as a percentage of GDP may constitute less a constraint than an
indicator of a provincial government’s willingness to spend.

If we leave aside variables that have weak or nonsignificant bivariate relation-
ships with minimum income protection, we can identify the following equation
for a time-series cross-sectional analysis:

MIP Adequacyij = a+ b1 Centrist Cumulative Powerij + b2 UnionDensityij

+ b3 Poverty Reduction Strategyij

+ b4 Redistributionij + b5 Social Assistance Recipiency Rateij

+ uj + eij

Since many of the variables identified are slow-changing institutional factors that
vary more across than within provinces, a conventional fixed effect model would
prove insufficient, as it would obliterate variation between units and only identify
relationships within provinces, over time. Results for such a model are reported in
the online supplementary material (Table SM2), and they suggest that, over time,
centrist cumulative power, social assistance recipiency rates and poverty reduction
strategies have a positive relationship with adequacy.

To go beyond these findings and consider differences among provinces, as well,
we must adopt a random effect regression model that estimates specifically the
effects of variables between and within cases. This model is tested for our four
household types, with two different approaches: one using a regression with a
lagged dependent variable, to take into account the path-dependent nature of wel-
fare incomes (past values influence current values; Bartels, 2015), the other with a
panel-corrected standard errors (PCSE) procedure with first-order autocorrelation
(AR1) (as in Haddow, 2016). The two approaches yield similar findings. Results for

Table 1 Correlations between the Adequacy of Minimum Income Protection for a Single Employable
Person and Political and Institutional Variables, Canadian Provinces, 1990–2017

Independent variable 1990–2017

Left cumulative power 0.12*
Centrist cumulative power 0.20***
Right cumulative power −0.10*
Trade union density 0.32***
Poverty reduction strategy 0.33***
Social expenditures 0.13**
Redistribution 0.21***
Social assistance recipiency rate 0.17***
Public debt 0.05

***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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the first approach are displayed in Table 2; those for the second are presented in
Table SM3 (online supplementary material).

Between effects capture differences among provinces, and within effects track
change over time. Consider, first, differences among provinces. Most of the rela-
tionships we have identified as significant in bivariate correlations remain signifi-
cant, in the expected direction. Provinces that have a strong trade union
movement, a propensity to redistribute and a high social assistance recipiency
rate tend to provide more generous welfare incomes. The recipiency rate is signifi-
cant for all households except the four-person family; the redistribution effect mat-
ters for families with children, and the union effect is significant for single
employable and single parents but not for the other two households.

As expected from the fixed effect model, the presence of the Liberal party in
power and the adoption of a poverty reduction strategy have a positive relationship
with adequacy over time (within). Intriguingly, the presence of a poverty reduction
strategy yields a negative relationship between provinces. This is contrary to our
expectations but possibly consistent with Plante’s findings that poverty reduction

Table 2 Random Effect Model Separating Between- and Within-Province Effects for the Determinants of
Minimum Income Protection Adequacy, Four Household Types, Canadian Provinces, 1990–2017

Variables Single Single with Single Four-person
employable disability parent family

Lagged variable 0.847*** 0.352*** 0.0266** 0.0192
(0.0252) (0.0550) (0.0110) (0.0137)

Between effects
Centrist power −2.37e-05 0.00101 0.000704 −0.00153

(0.00237) (0.00181) (0.00119) (0.00213)
Union density 0.00434*** 0.00161 0.00205** 0.000444

(0.00165) (0.00118) (0.000880) (0.00149)
Poverty strategy −0.103** −0.162*** −0.238*** −0.0764*

(0.0477) (0.0355) (0.0292) (0.0451)
Redistribution 0.000432 −0.00258 0.00640*** 0.00893***

(0.00351) (0.00273) (0.00118) (0.00331)
Recipiency rate 0.0142* 0.0418*** 0.0333*** 0.00424

(0.00797) (0.00663) (0.00443) (0.00765)
Within effects
Centrist power 0.000168 0.00151** 0.00756*** 0.00979***

(0.000903) (0.000726) (0.00123) (0.00134)
Union density 0.000655 −0.00431*** −0.00386 −0.00188

(0.00117) (0.00138) (0.00280) (0.00257)
Poverty strategy 0.00966* 0.00318 0.0243*** 0.0153

(0.00559) (0.00433) (0.00759) (0.00985)
Redistribution 0.000488 0.00366*** −0.000138 0.00359

(0.000670) (0.00122) (0.00244) (0.00277)
Recipiency rate −0.000850* 0.00396** 0.00509 0.00179

(0.000446) (0.00163) (0.00313) (0.00340)
Constant 0.0276 0.140** −0.0359 0.109*

(0.0649) (0.0555) (0.0483) (0.0641)
Observations 270 270 270 270
R-squared 0.69 0.79 0.81 0.61
Number of provinces 10 10 10 10

***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Standard errors in parentheses.
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strategies follow, rather than precede, poverty reduction efforts (2019). More funda-
mentally, these results are consistent with the view that provincial governments are
keener to bring persons out of poverty, children in particular, than to alleviate the
fate of those who are deep in poverty, such as single persons relying on social assis-
tance, except perhaps by helping them integrate the workforce (Larocque, 2018).
Improving welfare incomes would alleviate poverty, but it would not reduce the
poverty rate.

To weigh the relative importance of each factor, Table 3 displays the same model
with standardized coefficients.

These results indicate that for single employable persons, the relationships for
union density and for the social assistance recipiency rate are about equivalent.
For persons with a disability, the main relationship is by far the recipiency rate.
For single parents, the key is also the social assistance recipiency rate, along with
provincial redistribution efforts and union density. With four-person families,
the most important variable is the redistribution effort. In all four cases, poverty
reduction strategies maintain a significant negative relationship with adequacy.

Discussion
Our first hypothesis (H1a) was that parties of the left and of the centre were asso-
ciated with the adequacy of welfare incomes. This hypothesis is only partly sup-
ported. First, parties of the left have no significant effect. Consider, for instance,
Manitoba. The NDP was in power for four terms between 1999 and 2016 but nev-
ertheless acted conservatively on social assistance, keeping benefits lower than in
most other provinces (Simpson, 2015: 206; see Figure 1 above). In British
Columbia in the 1990s, an NDP government also implemented market-oriented,
“get tough” social assistance reforms (Pulkingham, 2015: 144) and so did the
Parti Québécois at different occasions (Noël, 2015: 137). Surprisingly, Liberal gov-
ernments had more of an impact, at least over time (within cases). In Ontario, for
instance, adequacy for a single employable was at 24 per cent of median income in
2003 when Dalton McGuinty was elected, and it had risen to 31 per cent by 2017,
after 14 years of Liberal government (Graefe, 2015: 115). Overall, conservative par-
ties also proved more prudent than tough, as suggest our nonsignificant results for
the second part of our first hypothesis, about the right (H1b).

Findings for trade union density are consistent with the second hypothesis (H2)
and suggest that social actors matter more than political parties for welfare incomes.
Trade union density may indeed be an indirect measure of collective action capacity
in a province. Case studies point to the importance of active community and social
rights organizations in relatively generous provinces such as Newfoundland and
Labrador, Saskatchewan, and Quebec (Mondou, 2015: 241–42; August, 2015: 187–
88; Noël, 2015: 136–37).

Negative results for poverty reduction strategies seem more problematic (H3).
They may suggest, as mentioned above, that governments care more about the
rate than about the depth of poverty. One should keep in mind, though, that
these strategies are still relatively recent. Some of them also remain meagre, rela-
tively shallow documents, designed mostly as public recognitions that poverty
remains a problem.

Canadian Journal of Political Science 413

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423920000098 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423920000098


Contrary to the comparative literature, social expenditures do not correlate
strongly with minimum income protection (H4a), probably because spending
does not vary all that much between provinces. Redistribution efforts, however,
seem to matter, at least for families with children (H4b). Even more important is
the salience of the issue. When the social assistance recipiency rate is high, income
adequacy is also improved (H4c). Public debt, as mentioned above, does not appear
to be a constraint (H5).

Overall, these findings make sense, with a weak partisan effect, a strong relation-
ship for union density and the social assistance recipiency rate, a positive relation-
ship for redistribution, and the unhelpful consequences of poverty reduction
strategies. One should keep in mind that the adequacy of social assistance varies
little across provinces and over time, as do many of our independent variables.
Partisan incumbency variables and trade union density also constitute rough indi-
cators of a province’s politics, which leave aside a host of potentially relevant actors,
institutions and ideas.

Table 3 Standardized Random Effect Model Separating Between- and Within-Province Effects for the
Determinants of Minimum Income Protection Adequacy, Four Household Types, Canadian Provinces,
1990–2017

Variables Single Single with Single Four-person
employable disability parent family

Lagged variable 0.686*** 0.178*** 0.0815* 0.0636
(0.0204) (0.0278) (0.0337) (0.0455)

Between effects
Centrist power −0.00185 0.0851 0.0489 −0.132

(0.184) (0.153) (0.0829) (0.183)
Union density 0.311*** 0.125 0.131** 0.0350

(0.118) (0.0916) (0.0562) (0.118)
Poverty strategy −0.257** −0.437*** −0.529*** −0.209*

(0.119) (0.0958) (0.0647) (0.124)
Redistribution 0.0299 −0.194 0.395*** 0.681***

(0.243) (0.206) (0.0726) (0.253)
Recipiency rate 0.361* 1.149*** 0.751*** 0.118

(0.202) (0.182) (0.1000) (0.213)
Within effects
Centrist power 0.00785 0.0768** 0.316*** 0.505***

(0.0423) (0.0369) (0.0514) (0.0691)
Union density 0.0162 −0.116*** −0.0848 −0.0511

(0.0288) (0.0370) (0.0616) (0.0698)
Poverty strategy 0.0578* 0.0207 0.130*** 0.101

(0.0334) (0.0281) (0.0405) (0.0649)
Redistribution 0.0165 0.135*** −0.00415 0.134

(0.0227) (0.0450) (0.0736) (0.103)
Recipiency rate −0.0267* 0.135** 0.142 0.0617

(0.0140) (0.0554) (0.0874) (0.117)
Constant 0.0107 0.0199 0.0173 0.0150

(0.132) (0.106) (0.0513) (0.125)
Observations 270 270 270 270
R-squared 0.69 0.79 0.81 0.61
Number of provinces 10 10 10 10

***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Standard errors in parentheses.
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Consider, for instance, the possibility that welfare incomes embody a sense of
solidarity that is more or less pronounced across provinces. There are good theo-
retical reasons to consider such a relationship, and the link between subnational
identity and social solidarity is documented for different cases (Béland and
Lecours, 2008; Singh, 2015). To assess summarily this possibility, we can use a survey
conducted by the Environics Institute between December 2018 and January 2019,
which presents the proportion of Canadians who consider their region or province
“very important or somewhat important to their sense of identity” (Environics
Institute, 2019: 22). The scores range from 71 per cent in Ontario to 89 per cent in
Newfoundland and Labrador. The relationship between these scores for 2018–2019
and adequacy for a single employable person in 2017 is positive and quite strong
(R = 0.68), as is the relationship between identity and broader redistribution efforts
(R = 0.71).9 Figure 5 locates the provinces according to the strength of their identity
and welfare incomes adequacy. Newfoundland and Labrador stand out in the
upper left corner, as does Ontario at the opposite end. If we take out these two out-
liers, the relationship between identity and adequacy remains positive (R = 0.58).

Unfortunately, we do not have yearly provincial identity data that would allow a
full integration of this variable in the model. This perspective on subnational iden-
tity, for one time point only, is nevertheless indicative of the need to know more,
with additional concepts and indicators, about the politics of minimum income
protection. In a recent article, for instance, Zachary Parolin (2019) demonstrates
how the presence of black families within an American state influences the distri-
bution of Temporary Assistance to Needy Families funds, racial bias being stronger
where black families are more numerous.

Conclusion
Comparative and Canadian research on the welfare state has focused largely on pro-
grams aimed at workers or the middle class, leaving aside last-recourse measures
designed for the poorest. This article seeks to fill this gap with a comparative analysis
of the determinants of provincial welfare incomes and finds that a number of factors
contribute to define minimum income protection in Canada. While partisan incum-
bency has little effect, trade union density matters, as do an overall commitment to
redistribution and a sense of provincial identity. The salience of welfare incomes, tied
to higher social assistance recipiency rates, also contributes to boost welfare incomes.
Poverty reduction strategies, however, do not seem to help. All in all, the balance of
social forces (as indicated by trade union density, redistribution and a sense of pro-
vincial identity) and the saliency of the issue weight more than partisan politics.

The politics of minimum income protection in Canada can be summarized in
seven points. First, and this is not a surprise, with the exception of
Newfoundland and Labrador, Canadian provinces rank at the bottom compared
to other advanced welfare states, at least for single persons deemed employable.
Only the United States, where there is hardly any minimum income protection,
remains behind Canadian provinces. On average, in 2017, single employable
Canadians on social assistance received 30 per cent of the provincial median
income, well below the standard poverty line of 50 per cent. Still, this meagre
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level of income security constituted progress, minimum income protection having
increased throughout the 2000s and 2010s.

Second, in Canada as elsewhere in the OECD, social assistance adequacy hardly
constitutes a partisan issue dividing the left and the right. Social-democratic and
conservative parties have no significant impact on benefit levels, while centrist,
Liberal parties have a modest one over time, within provinces. Elections are not
won or lost over minimum income protection.

Third, contrary to the view that trade unions benefit exclusively their members
—or labour market “insiders”—we find a significant union effect on minimum
income protection, for the “least deserving” single employable persons in particular.
This result is consistent with power resources theory and with a number of findings
on union density and redistribution (Bradley et al., 2003). Trade unions also help
“outsiders,” possibly by reinforcing their members’ preferences for equality or by
consolidating the possibilities of collective action in a province (Mosimann and
Pontusson, 2017; Brady et al., 2013).

Fourth, poverty reduction strategies do not enhance the revenues of households
receiving social assistance. The effect of these strategies is, in fact, negative. This
sobering conclusion is consistent with Plante’s (2019) conclusions about the lack
of incidence of these strategies on the poverty rate. They also underline the fact
that improving minimum income protection rarely was the road to poverty reduc-
tion favoured by governments, who insisted instead on labour market integration.
In Quebec, for instance, which was the first province to adopt a poverty reduction
strategy, little was done to improve social assistance benefits for single employable
persons (Noël, 2013: 270). Newfoundland and Labrador, the second province with
a strategy, was perhaps the only one where improvements in social assistance
incomes were explicitly part of the plan (Hudson and Close, 2011: 85).

Figure 5 Relationship between Provincial Identity in 2018−2019 and the Adequacy of Minimum Income
Protection for Single Employable Persons in 2017
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Fifth, the welfare state matters, not so much in terms of social expenditures but
through the influence of a province’s overall redistribution effort. This mechanism
is consistent with power resources theory, and it accounts, in particular, for the ade-
quacy of minimum income protection for households with children.

Sixth, in line with Lødemel’s welfare paradox, the political salience of social
assistance, measured by the social assistance recipiency rate, contributes to enhance
welfare incomes—and for single adults, in particular (employable, with a disability,
or with a child). Debt service costs, on the other hand, do not seem to act as a con-
straint for provincial governments.

Seventh, and more tentatively, a strong sense of provincial identity may have a
positive impact on the adequacy of welfare incomes.

Among advanced welfare states, Canadian provinces stand near the bottom for
minimum income protection. Provinces nevertheless differ, in ways that are basi-
cally consistent with the comparative literature. Without ever being at the centre
of partisan debates, and hardly an object of poverty reduction strategies, welfare
incomes benefit from trade union strength and from provincial redistribution
efforts. They also appear more generous in provinces where more households
rely on social assistance, a result that could not be established in the comparative
literature, for lack of comparable data on social assistance recipiency rate. The wel-
fare paradox thus meets power resources theory. Provincial identity may sustain, as
well, redistribution, for all and for the poorest. In Canada, as elsewhere, politics
matter for minimum income protection.

Supplementary material. To view supplementary material for this article, please visit https://doi.org/10.
1017/S0008423920000098
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Notes
1 This article does not consider the three territories, which have much smaller populations, a strong reli-
ance on federal funding and quite distinct social and political circumstances.
2 In Quebec, no ethnic, religious, sexual or social minority is more disliked than persons receiving social
assistance, except for protesters (Noreau et al., 2015).
3 Statistics Canada, Table 11-10-0190-01 (formerly CANSIM 206-0011), https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/
tbl1/en/tv.action?pid=1110019001 (May 7, 2019).
4 Statistics Canada, Dictionary, Census of Population, 2016, Table 4.2, https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-
recensement/2016/ref/dict/tab/t4_2-eng.cfm (May 7, 2019).
5 Statistics Canada, Table 14-10-0070-01 (formerly CANSIM 282-0078), https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/
tbl1/en/tv.action?pid=1410007001 (May 7, 2019), and CANSIM 279-0025, https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/
tbl1/en/tv.action?pid=1410018701 (May 7, 2019).
6 Statistics Canada, Table 36-10-0222-01 (formerly CANSIM 384-0038), https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/
tbl1/en/tv.action?pid=3610022201 (May 7, 2019).
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7 Statistics Canada, Table 11-10-0134-01 (formerly CANSIM 206-0033), https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/
tbl1/en/tv.action?pid=1110013401.
8 For households with children—with one or two parents—Canadian provinces rank in the bottom half
but are not so clustered at the bottom. See Figures SM1 and SM2 in the online supplementary material.
9 The correlations for the other types of households are similar, except for single persons with a disability
(R = 0.73 for single parents; R = 0.64 for couples with children; R = 0.26 for single persons with a disability).

References
Arsenault, Gabriel. 2018. L’économie sociale au Québec: Une perspective politique. Québec: Presses de

l’Université du Québec.
August, Rick. 2015. “Saskatchewan: Development, Reform, and Retrenchment.” In Welfare Reform in

Canada: Provincial Social Assistance in Comparative Perspective, ed. Daniel Béland and
Pierre-Marc Daigneault. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Bachelet, Marion, Olga Rastrigina, James Browne, Herwig Immervol, Dirk Neumann and Daniele Pacifico.
2018. The OECD Tax-Benefit Model for Canada: Description of Policy Rules for 2018. Paris: OECD.

Bahle, Thomas, Vanessa Hubl and Michaela Pfeifer. 2011. The Last Safety Net: A Handbook of Minimum
Income Protection in Europe. Bristol: Policy Press.

Banting, Keith and John Myles. 2013. “Canadian Social Futures: Concluding Reflections.” In Inequality and
the Fading of Redistributive Politics, ed. Keith Banting and John Myles. Vancouver: UBC Press.

Bartels, Brandon. 2015. “Beyond Fixed versus Random Effects: A Framework for Improving Substantive
and Statistical Analysis in Panel, Time-Series Cross-Sectional and Multilevel Data.” In Quantitative
Research in Political Science, vol. 4, ed. Robert J. Franzese. Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Béland, Daniel and André Lecours. 2008. Nationalism and Social Policy: The Politics of Territorial
Solidarity. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Bell, Andrew and Kelvyn Jones. 2015. “Explaining Fixed Effects: Random Effects Modeling of Time-Series
Cross-Sectional and Panel Data.” Political Science Research and Methods 3 (1): 133–53.

Boychuk, Gerard W. 2015. “Federal Policies, National Trends, and Provincial Systems: A Comparative
Analysis of Recent Developments in Social Assistance in Canada, 1990–2013.” In Welfare Reform in
Canada: Provincial Social Assistance in Comparative Perspective, ed. Daniel Béland and
Pierre-Marc Daigneault. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Bradley, David, Evelyne Huber, Stephanie Moller, François Nielsen and John D. Stephens. 2003.
“Distribution and Redistribution in Postindustrial Democracies.” World Politics 55 (2): 193–228.

Brady, David. 2009. Rich Democracies, Poor People: How Politics Explain Poverty. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Brady, David, Regina S. Baker and Ryan Finnigan. 2013. “When Unionization Disappears: State-Level
Unionization and Working Poverty in the United States.” American Sociological Review 78 (5): 872–96.

Cantillon, Bea. 2011. “The Paradox of the Social Investment State: Growth, Employment and Poverty in the
Lisbon Era.” Journal of European Social Policy 21 (5): 432–49.

CEPE. 2009. Prendre la mesure de la pauvreté: Proposition d’indicateurs de pauvreté, d’inégalités et d’exclu-
sion sociale afin de mesurer les progrès réalisés au Québec. Québec: Centre d’étude sur la pauvreté et
l’exclusion.

Cox, Robert Henry. 2015. “International Trends in Social Assistance.” In Welfare Reform in Canada:
Provincial Social Assistance in Comparative Perspective, ed. Daniel Béland and
Pierre-Marc Daigneault. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Daigneault, Pierre-Marc and Daniel Béland. 2015. “Introduction: Understanding Welfare Reform in the
Canadian Provinces.” In Welfare Reform in Canada: Provincial Social Assistance in Comparative
Perspective, ed. Daniel Béland and Pierre-Marc Daigneault. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Deault Picard, David and Alain Noël. 2016. “Données: Nombre de prestataires et taux d’assistance sociale,
dans les provinces canadiennes, depuis 1990.” Département de science politique, Université de Montréal,
http://alainnoel.ca/recherches/donnees.html (May 7, 2019).

Environics Institute. 2019. “Confederation of Tomorrow 2019 Survey: Detailed Data Tables.” Toronto:
Environics Institute; https://www.environicsinstitute.org/docs/default-source/project-documents/

418 Alain Noël

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423920000098 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/tbl1/en/tv.action?pid=1110013401
https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/tbl1/en/tv.action?pid=1110013401
http://alainnoel.ca/recherches/donnees.html
http://alainnoel.ca/recherches/donnees.html
https://www.environicsinstitute.org/docs/default-source/project-documents/confederation-of-tomorrow-2019-survey---report-1/confederation-of-tomorrow-survey-2019---report-1-pulling-together-or-drifting-apart---banner-tables.pdf?sfvrsn=376b472_2
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423920000098


confederation-of-tomorrow-2019-survey---report-1/confederation-of-tomorrow-survey-2019---report-
1-pulling-together-or-drifting-apart---banner-tables.pdf?sfvrsn=376b472_2 (May 7, 2019).

Graefe, Peter. 2015. “Social Assistance in Ontario.” In Welfare Reform in Canada: Provincial Social
Assistance in Comparative Perspective, ed. Daniel Béland and Pierre-Marc Daigneault. Toronto:
University of Toronto Press.

Haddow, Rodney. 2014. “Power Resources and the Canadian Welfare State: Unions, Partisanship and
Interprovincial Differences in Inequality and Poverty Reduction.” Canadian Journal of Political
Science 47 (4): 717–39.

Haddow, Rodney. 2015. Comparing Quebec and Ontario: Political Economy and Public Policy at the Turn of
the Millennium. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Haddow, Rodney. 2016. “The Politics of Tax States in the Canadian Provinces after the Golden Age.”
Canadian Journal of Political Science 49 (1): 63–88.

Hanniman, Kyle. 2018. “Is Canadian Federalism Market-Preserving? The View from the Bond Market.” In
Federalism and the Welfare State in a Multicultural World, ed. Elizabeth Goodyear-Grant,
Richard Johnston, Will Kymlicka and John Myles. Montreal and Kingston: McGill-Queen’s
University Press.

Hudson, Carol-Anne and David Close. 2011. “From Neo-Liberal Populism to Inclusive Liberalism: The
Politics of Newfoundland and Labrador’s 2006 Poverty Reduction Strategy.” Canadian Review of
Social Policy 65/66: 76–91.

Immervoll, Herwig. 2009. “Minimum-Income Benefits in OECD Countries: Policy Design, Effectiveness
and Challenges.” IZA discussion paper series (December). No. 4627. Institute for the Study of Labor.
Bonn, Germany, https://doi.org/10.1787/218402763872 (May 7, 2019).

Iversen, Torben and David Soskice. 2019. Democracy and Prosperity: Reinventing Capitalism through a
Turbulent Century. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Kneebone, Ronald and Katherine White. 2015. “An Overview of Social Assistance Trends in Canada.” In
Welfare Reform in Canada: Provincial Social Assistance in Comparative Perspective, ed. Daniel Béland
and Pierre-Marc Daigneault. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Kneebone, Ronald and Margarita Wilkins. 2019. “Provincial Government Budget Data, March 2019.”
School of Public Policy. University of Calgary. https://www.policyschool.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/
03/Provincial-Government-Budget-Data-March-2019.xlsx (May 7, 2019).

Larocque, Florence. 2018. “Les politiques sociales du gouvernement Couillard: Une aide renforcée aux ‘per-
sonnes vulnérables méritantes.’” In Bilan du gouvernement de Philippe Couillard: 158 promesses et un
mandat contrasté, ed. François Pétry and Lisa Birch. Québec: Presses de l’Université Laval.

Lødemel, Ivar. 1997. The Welfare Paradox: Income Maintenance and Personal Services in Norway and
Britain, 1946–1966. Oslo: Scandinavian University Press.

Maytree. 2019. Social Assistance Summaries 2018: Canada. Toronto: Maytree.
Mondou, Matthieu. 2015. “Social Assistance in Newfoundland and Labrador.” In Welfare Reform in

Canada: Provincial Social Assistance in Comparative Perspective, ed. Daniel Béland and
Pierre-Marc Daigneault. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Mosimann, Nadja and Jonas Pontusson. 2017. “Solidaristic Unionism and Support for Redistribution in
Contemporary Europe.” World Politics 69 (3): 448–92.

Nelson, Kenneth. 2003. Fighting Poverty: Comparative Studies on Social Insurance, Means-Tested Benefits
and Income Redistribution. Stockholm: Swedish Institute for Social Research.

Nelson, Kenneth. 2008. “Minimum Income Protection and European Integration: Trends and Levels of
Minimum Benefits in Comparative Perspective, 1990–2005.” International Journal of Health Services
38 (1): 103–24.

Nelson, Kenneth. 2013. “Social Assistance and EU Poverty Thresholds 1990–2008: Are European Welfare
Systems Providing Just and Fair Protection against Low Income?” European Sociological Review 29 (2):
386–401.

Noël, Alain. 2013. “Quebec’s New Politics of Redistribution.” In Inequality and the Fading of Redistributive
Politics, ed. Keith Banting and John Myles. Vancouver: UBC Press.

Noël, Alain. 2015. “Quebec: The Ambivalent Politics of Social Solidarity.” In Welfare Reform in Canada:
Provincial Social Assistance in Comparative Perspective, ed. Daniel Béland and Pierre-Marc Daigneault.
Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Canadian Journal of Political Science 419

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423920000098 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://www.environicsinstitute.org/docs/default-source/project-documents/confederation-of-tomorrow-2019-survey---report-1/confederation-of-tomorrow-survey-2019---report-1-pulling-together-or-drifting-apart---banner-tables.pdf?sfvrsn=376b472_2
https://www.environicsinstitute.org/docs/default-source/project-documents/confederation-of-tomorrow-2019-survey---report-1/confederation-of-tomorrow-survey-2019---report-1-pulling-together-or-drifting-apart---banner-tables.pdf?sfvrsn=376b472_2
https://doi.org/10.1787/218402763872
https://www.policyschool.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/Provincial-Government-Budget-Data-March-2019.xlsx
https://www.policyschool.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/Provincial-Government-Budget-Data-March-2019.xlsx
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423920000098


Noël, Alain. 2017. “How Do We Measure Poverty?” Policy Options, November 9, https://policyoptions.irpp.
org/magazines/november-2017/how-do-we-measure-poverty/ (May 7, 2019).

Noël, Alain. 2018. “Is Social Investment Inimical to the Poor?” Socio-Economic Review, advance article,
October.

Noël, Alain. 2019. “The Politics of Minimum Income Protection in OECD Countries.” Journal of Social
Policy 48 (2): 227–47.

Noreau, Pierre, Emmanuelle Bernheim, Pierre-Alain Cotnoir, Pascale Dufour, Jean-Herman Guay and
Shauna Van Praagh. 2015. Droits de la personne et diversité: Rapport de recherche remis à la
Commission des droits de la personne et des droits de la jeunesse. Commission des droits de la personne
et des droits de la jeunesse, December, Montréal, https://www.crdp.umontreal.ca/files/sites/101/2016/01/
Rapport_Final_Diversite_Droits_Commission_2016.pdf (May 7, 2019).

OECD. 2016. Income Distribution and Poverty Database. Paris: OECD, https://www.oecd.org/social/
income-distribution-database.htm (May 7, 2019).

OECD. 2019. Social Expenditures Database. Paris: OECD, https://www.oecd.org/social/expenditure.htm
(May 7, 2019).

Parolin, Zachary. 2019. “Temporary Assistance for Needy Families and the Black-White Child Poverty Gap
in the United States.” Socio-Economic Review, advance article, May.

Plante, Charles. 2019. “Policy or Window Dressing? Exploring the Impact of Poverty Reduction Strategies
on Poverty among the Canadian Provinces.” Journal of International and Comparative Social Policy
35 (1): 112–36.

Pulkingham, Jane. 2015. “Social Assistance in British Columbia.” In Welfare Reform in Canada: Provincial
Social Assistance in Comparative Perspective, ed. Daniel Béland and Pierre-Marc Daigneault. Toronto:
University of Toronto Press.

Rueda, David. 2007. Social Democracy Inside Out: Partisanship and Labor Market Policy in Industrialized
Democracies. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Simpson, Wayne. 2015. “Social Assistance in Manitoba.” In Welfare Reform in Canada: Provincial Social
Assistance in Comparative Perspective, ed. Daniel Béland and Pierre-Marc Daigneault. Toronto:
University of Toronto Press.

Singh, Prerna. 2015. How Solidarity Works for Welfare: Subnationalism and Social Development in India.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Tweddle, Anne and Hannah Aldridge. 2018. Welfare in Canada, 2017. Toronto: Maytree.
Van den Berg, Axel, Charles Plante, Hicham Raïq, Christine Proulx and Sam Faustmann. 2017. Combating

Poverty: Quebec’s Pursuit of a Distinctive Welfare State. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.
Van Kersbergen, Kees and Barbara Vis. 2014. Comparative Welfare State Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.
Van Lancker, Wim, Joris Ghysels and Bea Cantillon. 2015. “The Impact of Child Benefits on Single Mother

Poverty: Exploring the Role of Targeting in 15 European Countries.” International Journal of Social
Welfare 24 (3): 210–22.

Van Mechelen, Natascha. 2009. “Barriers to Adequate Social Safety Nets.” PhD thesis. Faculty of Political
and Social Sciences, University of Antwerp.

Cite this article: Noël A (2020). The Politics of Minimum Income Protection in the Canadian Provinces.
Canadian Journal of Political Science 53, 399–420. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423920000098

420 Alain Noël

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423920000098 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://policyoptions.irpp.org/magazines/november-2017/how-do-we-measure-poverty/
https://policyoptions.irpp.org/magazines/november-2017/how-do-we-measure-poverty/
https://www.crdp.umontreal.ca/files/sites/101/2016/01/Rapport_Final_Diversite_Droits_Commission_2016.pdf
https://www.crdp.umontreal.ca/files/sites/101/2016/01/Rapport_Final_Diversite_Droits_Commission_2016.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/social/income-distribution-database.htm
https://www.oecd.org/social/income-distribution-database.htm
https://www.oecd.org/social/expenditure.htm
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423920000098
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423920000098

	The Politics of Minimum Income Protection in the Canadian Provinces
	Introduction
	Literature Review
	Theory
	Data and Methodology
	Descriptive Statistics and Trends
	Bivariate and Multivariate Relationships
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Notes
	References


