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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This literature review was conducted as a part of the Vancouver Status of Women’s Women and Welfare Project, a three-year project focusing on an in-depth analysis of the BC welfare system and effect of regressive legislations that serve to dispossess and criminalize marginalized women.   Over the past few years, the Vancouver Status of Women has found and recognized that more and more women are in need of support, resources, and information regarding the welfare system in BC.  VSW recognizes that it is women’s reality to engage simultaneously with multiple government systems that impact their social and economic security.  Marginalized women affected by the welfare changes are facing compounded state oppression and legislated barriers at multiple fronts, such as: custody and access, child apprehension, housing, employment, childcare, education, immigration, legal aid, violence, health, family maintenance, and much more.

The three-year Project’s main goals are to: examine the impact of welfare changes on marginalized women in BC; raise awareness, educate, and mobilize the general public; and lobby the provincial government to restore funding and improve programs.

The report examines recent changes to British Columbia’s Employment Assistance Act and the Employment and Assistance for Persons with Disabilities Act through a feminist, anti-poverty perspective, effectively situating these changes within the context of historical colonization as well as current economic globalization.   This report addresses the following questions: Why is poverty increasing in our communities? Who benefits from poverty? Why are more women living in poverty in the world and Canada? Why are the poor being attacked?
The report identifies the following trends within the BC legislation as results of the dismantling of the welfare state in Canada and the offloading of government services:

· Changes reducing rates, exemptions, and duration of benefits, resulting in the undermining of labour and the meaning of minimum wage 

· Changes to disability benefits, propagating notions of “deserving and undeserving poor” 

· Changes to the duration of benefits for single parents, child support, and cuts to childcare subsidies, attacking and punishing women for stepping outside of patriarchal norms

· Changes to the eligibility criteria, appeals process, and sanctions, increasing and validating the depth of violence against women in Canada.

In conclusion, this report stresses that the changes and cuts to income assistance in BC are not just isolated welfare ‘reforms’, but rather are part of a global process of corporate colonization in which Northern companies are able to control the ‘market’ of social services, effectively reaping profits off of the backs of women and children living in poverty throughout the world.  
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Introduction

Women form the majority of poor in Canada. A girl child born today in Canada, just because she happens to be born female, has a one in five chance of growing up poor – and becoming one of the 2.8 million women currently living in poverty (Canadian Research Institute for the Advancement of Women [CRIAW], 2000).  Yet despite this statistical fact, current dialogues within media, government, and the general public, suggest that poverty in Canada is rooted in personal choice and responsibility (Swanson, 2001).  Common stereotypes depict poor women as lazy, fraudulent, neglectful mothers who are overtly and shamefully ‘dependent’ on the welfare system.  This kind of stereotyping serves to mask the systematic, structural ways in which poverty is legislated into Canadian society.  By focusing solely on the individual behaviour of women living in poverty, the colonial, patriarchal, and capitalist roots of poverty in Canada remain hidden out of reach, effectively maintaining and reinforcing the social, political, and economic hierarchies that operate in Canada and throughout the world today.   

This literature review is a feminist exploration of the ways in which poverty is legislated in Canada.  By focusing on changes to social assistance, and, in particular, recent changes to British Columbia’s welfare system, this report provides a feminist analysis of welfare legislation within the context of historical colonization as well as current economic globalization.  In doing so, we intend to situate the current ‘reforms’ carried out by the BC Liberals as a part of a process of capitalist imperialism that consumes resources, undermines labour, and exploits people as a means to ever-increasing profit.  This exploration seeks to uncover the ways in which a history of colonial theft and racist ideologies, patriarchy and male dominance, and a capitalist global economy work together to limit women’s choices and to perpetuate the on-going unequal distribution of wealth, both within Canada and worldwide, while at the same time inflicting state violence upon women through the legislated feminization of poverty. 

Chapter One: Who are “the Poor” in Canada?

Before exploring the specifics of Canada’s welfare system, a feminist anti-oppression approach requires an understanding of the construction of poverty in Canada.  This section explores the myths and stereotypes surrounding poverty, the framework used to define poverty in Canada, and the current statistics on the distribution of wealth in Canadian Society.

Myths and Stereotypes

In her essay “The Beautiful Strength of my Anger Put to Use,” Naomi Binder Wall comments,  “the stereotypes we may hold about poor women are rooted in the dominant white, middle-class culture, language, and institutions.  Among the most prevalent of these notions are the ‘standards’ regulating what good parenting is. According to the prevailing mythology, poor women live off the system, lack self-esteem, and need instruction in all aspects of their lives” (1993).  Feminist anti-poverty activists (in Moore, 2000) note that class stereotypes commonly reflect two mythologies:  

· The Just World Hypothesis is the assumption that good things happen to good people and bad things happen to bad people.  When applied to class differences, this belief leads to characterizations of people living in poverty as lazy, dirty, unreliable, inferior, uneducated, unambitious, unintelligent, dependent, dishonest, or bad parents.  

· The Bootstrapping Myth is the belief that success is a result of hard work and a lack of success is due to a lack of effort of application.  This assumption leads to the attitude that poor people simply do not work hard enough, try hard enough to find employment, want to work, or know how to apply themselves.  Neither the Just World Hypothesis nor the Bootstrapping myth account for or consider social barriers to hiring, promotion, sufficient wages, or treatment on the job, such as racism, sexism, ableism, classism, or homophobia.
These stereotypes are often expressed through various forms of poor-bashing, a practice that involves stereotyping, discrimination, and unequal power.  Examples of poor-bashing are “assuming that the rich are entitled while the poor must do without,”  “having your reality and your perceptions denied by people with more money than you have and “ignoring people who are poor when they propose what they need” (Swanson, 2001:15-16).  Poor-bashing ultimately leads to the criminalization of poor people as welfare workers are encouraged to control and monitor people receiving social assistance, landlords to judge and condemn tenants’ activities and police officers and social workers apprehend the children of aboriginal women (Swanson, 2001).  These myths, stereotypes, and practices all serve to place the responsibility for poverty solely on the shoulders of people living in poverty, effectively diverting attention from the question “who benefits from poverty in Canada?”   While poor women and their families are attacked for their ‘dependency’ on the welfare system, the rich are seen as successful contributors to society, despite their own ‘dependency’ on inheritances, family connections, and corporate deferred taxes (Moore, 2000). 

Wall draws attention to the intersection of patriarchy, poor-bashing, and racism in her discussion of violence in poor communities: instead of placing poverty to the forefront of discussions of violence in the home, the individual character and behaviour of poor men and women are targeted as the source of violence.  Again, this toxic mix situates poor women as responsible for the violence occurring in their communities and often perpetuates the assumption that all poor single mothers abuse their children (Wall, 1993).  As Wall notes,

Mothers subsisting on insufficient incomes are caught up in difficult and potentially dangerous situations that have nothing to do with the adequacy as parents and everything to do with the brutal material circumstances of their lives.  Poverty is dangerous for children.  It is itself violence against women and children.  It is in itself abuse (1993).

Wall’s analysis shifts the responsibility for poverty from individual women and children to the “material circumstances’” of their lives – namely, social, political, and economic systems such as racism, colonization, patriarchy, capitalism, and globalization.

The myths and stereotypes identified by Swanson (2001), Moore (2000), and Wall (1993) are also propelled by binaries deep within our social and individual consciousness.  Binaries are sets of opposing images or ideas in which one concept is often historically valued as superior to the other: common binaries in Canadian culture include rich/poor, man/woman, white/black, rational/irrational, technology/nature, Canadian/immigrant, insider/outsider.  Not only do binaries support a simplified worldview that values one side of the binary as standard and the other as deviant, but they also serve to enforce each other. Thus the rich white man is also the rational man, on the inside of Canadian society; while the poor black woman is irrational, outside of Canadian society regardless of her citizenship.  Within an anti-poverty context, binary thinking serves to perpetuate the notion of ‘deserving/undeserving poor.’  The stereotypes of ‘deserving poor’ include the ‘sick’, children, and those who accept poverty as their lot in life and graciously receive society’s handouts; ‘undeserving poor’ include ‘squeegee kids,’ drug users, and people with chronic, “hidden” disabilities.  As Jean Swanson notes in her book on poor-bashing, this binary thinking feeds into who gets charity and who doesn’t:  “babies are seen as the ‘deserving’ poor.  But if you’re seen as the undeserving poor, it’s more difficult to get charity.  Have you ever heard of Basics for Unemployed Single Men or Basics, for Hungry, Homeless Drug Addicts?  These people need food, shelter, and ‘basics’ too, but are less likely to get them because many people don’t consider them “deserving” (2001:136).  Binaries such as deserving/undeserving provide simple answers to complex situations: instead of condemning a society in which anyone goes without food, the deserving/undeserving binary encourages us to accept that it is okay for some people to starve.

In conjunction with the rich/poor binary, deserving/undeserving further constructs our thinking by situating the ‘deserving rich’ against the ‘undeserving poor.’  As Shelley Moore (2000) comments, “role models are constructed through ‘rags to riches,’ the ‘American dream’ and ‘small town hero’ stories.  Those who inherit or who acquire wealth are characterized as ambitious, industrious, independent of the system, valued contributing citizens, and skillful.”  Again, like poor-bashing, this ideology serves to mask the ways in which the rich themselves are undeserving of their wealth.  While middle class Canadians are bombarded with indignant examples of how the middle class is paying to subsidize the poor, the ways in which the middle class subsidizes the rich are rarely reported on.

The pervasive focus on individual behavior and culpability for poverty serves to deflect attention from the structural ways that poverty is legislated in Canada.  Swanson comments, 

I also believe that we shouldn’t let…individualized thinking about people who are poor insidiously reinforce individualized “solutions” to poverty.  This is a kind of poor-bashing itself: it ignores the many ways in which poverty is actually legislated by our governments, and it demands a higher standard of behaviour and sacrifice from people who are poor than from people who are not (2001).

While the myths and stereotypes surrounding poverty encourage the perception that people are individually responsible for their poverty, the reality is that poverty is a social construction rooted in the unequal distribution of wealth in Canadian society.

The State Construction of Poverty

While an analysis of myths and stereotypes assists in dismantling the assumptions inherent in common thinking regarding poverty in Canada, an even more critical feminist analysis asks the question: “what do we mean when we use the word poor?”  

The Chambers Twentieth Century Dictionary defines ‘poor’ as the following: “possessing little or nothing; without means; needy; deficient; lacking; unproductive; scanty; mere; inferior; sorry; spiritless; in sorry condition; humble; unfortunate; to be pitied” (in Moore, 2000). This quote is laden with a bias that frames ‘the poor’ as abnormal outsiders, aberrations to society, as opposed to complex human beings living within economic conditions that are constructed by Canadian society.

Even seemingly simple “facts” regarding poverty in Canada are constructed through systems of measurement used and developed by the state.  In measuring the poverty in Canada, the Canadian government uses “Low Income Cut-Off Lines” (commonly known as the “poverty line”) to determine levels of poverty.  In their backgrounder on measuring poverty, SPARC BC describes how these measures are set:

Low Income Cut-Off Lines (LICO) are based on data from the Statistics Canada Family Expenditure Survey which establishes average expenditures on food, clothing, and shelter, taking into account variation in different sized communities.  This average expenditure is expressed as a percentage of gross income (34.7% in 1992), and the LICO is set at 20% points above the average.  Thus a family is considered to have a low income if they spend more than 54.7% of their gross income on food, clothing, and shelter (2003).

The difficulty with this measure is that it is fairly arbitrary in nature; as SPARC notes, who establishes the number of percentage points to be added to average expenditures?  Moreover, by measuring only food, clothing and shelter, LICO measurements do not include transportation, despite the findings of census data which suggest that transportation is a greater expenditure for Canadians than clothing.  Most importantly, measurements such as LICO tend to encourage an understanding of poverty as the “point at which people’s physical/medical survival is at risk.”  SPARC notes that this is a fairly individual and restrictive concept of poverty, which does not “conceptualize poverty as the cost of meeting the physical, emotional, social, and spiritual needs of individuals and families” (2003).  Again, the ways in which poverty is conceptualized in Canadian discourse encourages us to think that it is acceptable for some people to be struggling at the brink of survival – and that we should simply strive for a society that pulls some of those people back from the edge as opposed to a society that meets the physical, emotional, social, and spiritual needs of all of its members.

Yet despite these considerations in measuring in poverty, the reality of poverty in Canada is that the distribution of poverty reflects the social hierarchies of society: 

In Canada

· Women and youth account for 83% of Canada’s minimum wage workers 

· 56% of lone parent families headed by women are poor, compared with 24% of those headed by men 

· 49% of single, widowed, and divorced women over 65 are poor 

· In 1990, 33% of Aboriginal women, 28% of visible minority women, and 21% of immigrant women were living below the low-income cut off. 25.2% of all adult women with disabilities were poor in 1991 (Assembly to End Poverty, 2003).
These statistics reflect the findings of Health Canada, which note “of women living in poverty today, there is an over-representation of immigrant, Aboriginal, and women of colour”(in Moore, 2003).  The disproportionate number of Canadian women living in poverty is reflected in high levels of disparity between genders globally:

Worldwide
· 70% of people living in abject poverty in the world are women. 
· women work 2/3 of the world’s working hours, produce half of the world’s food, but earn only 10 percent of the world’s income and own less than 1% of the world’s property (Assembly to End Poverty, 2003).
These statistics reflect that “the poor” in Canada and the world are primarily women, and that women’s experience of poverty is intensified for those who are marginalized by race, class, sexuality, disability, and age.  This social, economic, and political reality has been termed the feminization of poverty, namely that:

· Women are most likely to be poor

· Women who do not live with or are not dependent upon men are at higher risk for poverty

· Aboriginal women, immigrant & refugee women, older women, women of colour, women with disabilities, single moms, queer women, and young women are more likely to live in poverty 

When poverty is understood as a social construction that is the result of the unequal distribution of wealth in Canadian society, a different definition of “poor” and “poverty” emerges:

Poverty: In our society women’s poverty is constructed like a house.  It is based upon a foundation of women being economically dependent upon men or the government.  It is then built with walls in which women are doubly discriminated against based on race, culture, ability and [other oppressions].  It is these walls resting on the foundation of women’s economic dependence that cause increasing numbers of women to live in poverty (Health Canada in Moore, 2000).

The Distribution of Wealth in Canadian Society: Who Pays the Cost?

The costs of the feminization of poverty are increased health risks for women.  As reported by Marika Morris (2000) in CRIAW’s report, poverty has wide-ranging physical and mental effects, including:

· Acute and chronic ill health, including susceptibility to infectious and other disease, increased risk of heart disease, arthritis, stomach ulcers, migraines, clinical depression, stress, breakdown, vulnerability to mental illness and self-destructive coping behaviours, increased reliance on health care system

· Increased vulnerability to violence and abuse, as poverty traps women and limits choices.

The feminization of poverty in Canada impacts women in deeply personal way.  It writes itself onto our bodies in the form of illness, undermines our self-determination by removing choices regarding how and where to live, devalues our unpaid labour within the home and our low-waged, part-time, seasonal labour outside the home in agricultural, service, and textile industries.  Unwaged and underwaged work is worth sixteen trillion dollars internationally, two thirds of which is contributed by women (in Moore, 2000).  It is for this reason that M. Nourbese Phillip has suggested that a more accurate terminology than “women and poverty” would be “women and theft,” to acknowledge the theft of women’s labours, bodies, and production” (in Moore, 2000).  Within Canada, this theft is rooted in a colonial, patriarchal, and capitalist history that has served to perpetuate a social system that economically, socially, sexually, and politically exploits women.

Chapter Two: The Roots of Poverty in Canada

In their analysis of women’s experience of poverty in Canada, End Legislated Poverty (2001) identifies the key issues by using the analogy of a tree:
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(ELP,2001)
By exploring the question “who benefits?” an anti-oppression analysis of poverty in Canada shifts the attention from the individual characteristics and responsibilities of women living in poverty and focuses on the systems that make Canadian poverty beneficial for the dominant race, gender and class: namely the systems of colonization, patriarchy & male dominance, and capitalism.

Colonial Roots

‘In the Aboriginal community, our poverty is unique in that it is tied to the land.  The government keeps us in oppression and poverty while they continue to steal our lands and resources’ -- Aboriginal women’s focus group (ELP, 2001).

Canadian poverty is built on the blocks of a racist colonial history that disposed and displaced Canada’s first peoples from their lands and forced them onto crowded reserves based on resource-impoverished lands.  This forced removal has a legacy of limited access to food, shelter, and water.  As Wall comments, “Less than fifty percent of Native houses have sewer and water connections.  Almost forty percent of the homes on reserves have no central heating” (1993).

Federal legislation such as the Indian Act imposed European, patriarchal values and stereotypes upon disparate nations, including the categorizing of “status & non-status Indians,” effectively tying aboriginal women to the private sphere by ensuring their dependency on male partners.  As the Canadian state developed, so did systematic and structural control, resulting in a prolonged, generational attack on Aboriginal peoples throughout Canada in the form of residential schools.  End Legislated Poverty’s Women & Poverty Kit asserts, 

Displacement of Aboriginal people from our traditional territories has been happening since contact.  This has been on-going.  Our children have always been who governments and churches have come after.  First through residential schools, then through the government ministries (15).  

In BC today, this control is carried out under the jurisdiction of Ministry of Children and Families through the apprehension of Aboriginal children.  Jean Swanson reports that BC’s Child & Youth advocate recently admitted that although Aboriginal people make up eight per cent of BC’s population, thirty five per cent of children in government care are Aboriginal (2001).  Again, the mythology of the Just Hypothesis and poor-bashing stereotypes place the responsibility of poverty upon individual Aboriginal mothers and the system punishes them accordingly.  As the work of Karen Swift suggests, the determinants of “neglect” reflect the realities of living in poverty:

Mothers in poverty, especially those who are racialized, are vulnerable to child welfare authorities because they are living under the conditions of depravation imposed by the state – inadequate food, substandard shelter, inadequate childcare, inadequate clothing, and generally impoverished environments – that make parenting extremely challenging.  Apparently neutral designations like “neglect” obscure the fact that those accused of neglect are almost exclusively poor mothers, a disproportionate number of whom are non-white (Swift in CEDAW, 2002)

In effect, the criteria of neglect enables the state to punish individual women and children for the poverty that the state itself is culpable in creating. 

Simultaneously with its decimation of the nations of Aboriginal peoples, the Canadian state achieved “nation building” through the labour of immigrants (Bunjun, 2003).  Building first upon the poor displaced by the enclosures in Britain and then upon immigrants from southern countries, the Canadian state, and by extension, the white, property-owning upper-class entrenched their position in society through the development and propagation of racist ideology which, intersecting with poor-bashing, maintained a racialized labour force unable to access higher-waged work.   Legislated in the early 1900s through immigration policies such as the Chinese Head Tax, this racism continues to permeate current immigration legislation today and is evident in the effects of policies such as the Live-in Caregiver Program (LCP).  This program is designed to increase Canada’s temporary migrant labour force by enabling the migration of third world women as domestic workers; unfortunately, once women are within Canada, their access to education, health, and housing is considerably restricted.  In effect, this program places thousands of (primarily racialized) women at considerable risk, as temporary migrant workers are vulnerable to physical, psychological, and sexual abuse at the hands of their employers (Grassroots Women Childcare Committee, 2003).  

This legislation serves to situate racialized women as outside of Canadian society (unable to access Canadian citizenship) and yet literally & simultaneously present inside the private sphere of the home.  This kind of “othering” serves a dual purpose: first it undermines the possibility of creating a national childcare system since rich and upper middle-class women pay lower wages for “the Canadian government’s unofficial childcare program” in order to access the privileges of the professional sphere (Grassroots Women Childcare Committee, 2003, p.7).  Second, this racist ideology serves to mask and neutralize the ways in which the Canadian state is involved in the extraction of international resources that spark the flow of immigration to begin with.  For example, despite the involvement of transnational corporations in the Three Gorge Dam project in China’s Fuijan province, the women who migrated to BC seeking refuge were quickly criminalized and detained in prisons by the Canadian government in 1999 (ELP, 2001)

Patriarchal Roots

Just as Canada’s history of colonization and racism plays out in specific legislation and practice, so too does male dominance and patriarchy, especially with regards to violence and the entrenchment of gender norms.  Patriarchy situates women as attachments to their fathers, husbands, brothers, sons, uncles, nephews and boyfriends.  Despite the assurances of mainstream media and public institutions, the heterosexist patriarchal roots of Canadian are evident beneath the surface.  The inadequacies of legislation to adequately protect young women, especially queer and transgendered women is evident in the statistic that “20-40% of street youth in Canada are lesbian and gay, many of whom have had to leave home because of homophobia, have been evicted from their homes for their sexuality, or have left because of peer homophobia, bashing, or threats” (Moore, 2000).  The heterosexism entrenched into Canadian society means that many women face physical, sexual, and psychological abuse if they cross gender norms; for many women, it is the threat of violence or experience of abuse that pushes them into poverty.
The judicial system based on patriarchal roots which has historically treated women and children as chattel serves to legislate women’s poverty by undermining and negating the reality and intensity of the violence women experience in the ‘private’ sphere of their homes.  The DisAbled Women’s Network (1994) stresses that women with disabilities often experience abuse at the hands of their parents, caregivers, teachers, attendants or siblings while in the home.  Joan Meister comments, “Often the only cushion between a disabled woman and poverty on social assistance or poverty on minimum wage is the financial support of family.  Yet dependence on family is a demeaning and even dangerous place to be for many women with disabilities … battering, incest, and other forms of abuse are endemic and unrecognized by the support services which are largely inaccessible” (Meister in Moore, 2000). When women with disabilities attempt to challenge this patriarchal violence using legal tools, they are often undermined by the sexism and ableism inherent in the judicial system:
Despite the high rate of assault and sexual assault of women and girls with disabilities, only 20% fo all adult rape cases are reported to social service agencies or the police.  This is not surprising when one considers the barriers – such as lack of credibility – disabled women face in court.  Women with psychiatric and developmental disabilities, as well as women who have difficulty communicating and use alternative devices such as bliss boards, are almost never believed (DAWN, 1994).

In effect, the judicial system actually serves to perpetuate the ideology that male dominance against women is acceptable, especially when the women involved transgress gender norms of what is/is not female.  For example, women with disabilities are often encouraged to remain in violent and abusive relationships by professionals because they should be “grateful for any attention [they] get since [they] probably would not have sex any other way” (DAWN, 1994).  This assumption assumes that it is more important for women with disabilities to be “normalized” through a heterosexual intercourse with a man, regardless of violence or abuse, than it is for her to gain independence and meet her physical, social, sexual, and spiritual needs as a whole human being. Thus both the judicial system and the professionalization of care create instances in which male dominance and violence is normalized as an acceptable tool for keeping women within strict Euro-western gender roles (Moore, 2000).

The Canadian state’s complete failure in providing adequate protection against violence for its most vulnerable members results in high numbers of aboriginal women, queer women, racialized women, women with disabilities living in poverty. Indeed, the Canadian law enforcement system often serves to perpetuate violence by deliberately targeting poor women as responsible for their poverty.  As Wall notes, “the fact that here in Canada we have some laws that are supposed to protect women from violence and sexual assault has not stopped or prevented the abuse.  On the contrary, violence and sexual abuse against women is systemic in this society, and for women of colour and Native women, the entire policy apparatus designed to deal with it is rife with racism and danger” (1993).  In effect, the law enforcement system is used not only to police/punish civil and criminal crime, but also to punish “gender crime,” or the breaking of gender rules (Moore, 2000).  Moore notes that according to a 1995 sociological MA thesis at SFU, of 420 lesbian, gay, Two-Spirit, and bisexual members of the Greater Vancouver community, 5% of women and 11% of men had been bashed by the police. Other “punishments and penalties leveled against the breach of gender norms include the denial of rights to non-heterosexuals; lack of inheritance rights, no protection from testifying against one’s partner in court, no hospital visitation rights, lack of tax benefits, welfare discrimination, teacher dismissals, and no family benefit cheques or co-parenting rights” (2000).  Moreover, in maintaining Euro-western gender norms, these penalties also serve to maintain the split between the private and public sphere as normal and acceptable: a hegemony that reinforces women’s roles as unpaid labourers within the home.

Capitalist Roots

Finally, poverty in Canada is rooted in a capitalist economy that is sustained by the unpaid work of women, resource extraction, and low-waged, seasonal, part-time labour.  

As the women involved in the development of End Legislated Poverty’s Women & Poverty kit stress, women’s unpaid work is one of the key factors in their continued poverty:

Despite the fact that women contribute to society through our labour, 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, we are not paid for this in a system that values all things by the dollar.  Women also have to perform this unpaid work with their own resources.  For example, we provide for our own washing machines, transportation, etc, limiting the time and resources for us pursue an education and paid work.  Without our work being valued, we are sentenced to being economically dependent and to live below the poverty line (2001).

Women’s unpaid labour includes work within the home, such as housework and childcare, and work outside of the home in the community, such as informal teaching, and community organizing.  This unpaid labour contributes to the success of paid workers who are able to sacrifice long hours to the workplace while women take care of their families’ needs.  However, while a person’s success in the workforce is often directly dependent on the kind of support they are receiving at home, the individualism inherent in the bootstrapping myth works to devalue the importance of women’s unpaid labour: employees succeed because they are a hard workers, not because they have a hard workers meeting all their other needs outside of work.  In doing so, this ideology downplays the ways in which employers are dependent upon the unpaid labour of women for their success, masking the ways in which people, classes, government and corporations are interdependent.  Anti-poverty, feminists such as C. L’Hirondelle (2003) stress that women’s free work is one of the primary, continually renewable resources that enables, the Canadian market system to function: “just like it is considered ‘natural’ that nature can keep providing us with things we need to live for free, it is also considered ‘natural’ that women will keep bearing and caring for new generations of humanity for free.”  The dominant ideology suggests that it is ‘natural’ for the Canadian market system to be dependent upon the exploitation of resources – both women’s unpaid labour and the extraction of environmental resources worldwide.

Since its inception, the Canadian state has been dependent upon the extraction of natural resources both locally and globally.  Locally this dependence has been carried out in the decimation of old growth forests, the depletion of fish stocks, and the excavation of minerals and oil through mining. Internationally, the Canadian state has succeeded in the global economy because of the gains it has received from resource extraction and development in the South.   Historically, the Canadian economy developed through the system of colonialism in which plantations in Latin America, Africa, and Asia produced fruits, vegetables, coffee, tea, sugar and chocolate for the Canadian market.  The success of this system was dependent upon the exploitation of agricultural workers, either as indentured workers or as slaves (Friedman, 1999). 

Over the past twenty years, this system of colonization has emerged in the form of globalization, a radical restructuring of the global economy that promotes the privatization of social services, the deregulation of the state and trade liberalization, or “free trade.”  This ‘new’ system has renewed and intensified the dependency of the Canadian state on the labour of women throughout the world.  Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, Northern institutions such as the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank have demanded that Southern countries follow Structural Adjustment Policies as terms for receiving monetary funds or aid.  These Northern policies control the decision-making process of Southern governments by demanding that countries slash social spending, privatize nationalized industries and loosen or dismantle environmental and labour standards.  In effect, the IMF, and, more recently, the World Trade Organization, are in the business of creating spaces in which Northern corporations and governments can access the cheapest possible labour and so make the greatest amount of financial profit.  The profits gained by Canadian corporations and by extension the Canadian government and the Canadian economy, are dependent upon severe underemployment of women and often children.  Just as Canada was dependent upon colonial plantations for its food in the 19th century, today Canadians are dependent upon the labour of Latin & Central American, Asian and African workers underemployed in manufacturing factories and agricultural export-businesses owned by trans-national, Northern-based companies (Friedman, 1999). 

Within Canada, globalization has led to the restructuring of all industrial sectors, resulting in massive layoffs in manufacturing, mining, forestry, and fishing.  At the same time, companies who are unable show gains by relocating to Southern countries have pursued profit by importing cheap labour instead.  This rise in underemployment has been well documented in the garment and agricultural industries in Canada where temporary migrants work seasonal and part-time jobs for wages often below the minimum wage (Bunjun, 2003; Bolaria & Bolaria, 1994; Jiwani, 1993).  Women are often legislated into this low-waged work by Canada’s immigration policies which deny temporary migrants access to rights within the Canadian system, such as access to health care, education, and social assistance.  Just as women with disabilities are often legislated into dependence upon abusive partners, refugee, migrant, and immigrant women are often legislated into dependence upon their sponsors, employers, or immigration officials, a dependence which results in increased exploitation and abuse.   Bolaria & Bolaria report that the vulnerability of agricultural workers in Canada is based in immigration laws, the lack of labour legislation, the lack of alternative work options, and the absence of unions. “In the case of low-cost labour, management’s control rests primarily on the powerlessness of workers” (1994).  These exploitive power-relations between employer and employee have been reinforced on the provincial level by the BC’s government’s recent changes to the Employment Standards regulations in 2003.  These changes exclude farm workers from hours of work, overtime, and statutory holiday pay regulations and open the door for child labour (Austin, 2003). 

The ways in which Canada’s immigration policy, racism, and the system of globalization intersect to ensure the impoverishment of women is also evident in the garment industry in Canada.  Gupta (in Bunjun, 2003), notes that 77% of garment industry workers are made up of non-English speaking racialized immigrants. Moreover, the pay of garment workers depends on their citizenship status, ranging from four to two dollars per hour (Bunjun, 2003).  Again, recent changes to British Columbia’s employment standards suggest that this downward pressure on wages will continue as legislation such as the $6 ‘training wage’ enables employers to access cheaper labour unregulated or monitored by unions.  Moreover, as levels of waged work that women have access to diminish the dominant ideology of the ‘just world hypothesis’ continues to sell the idea that women earn less because they do not work hard enough, not because higher-paying employments are unavailable.  Within corporate media, the question ‘who does low-waged, underemployment benefit?’ is rarely articulated or addressed.

This chapter has explored the intersections of Canada’s colonial history, partriarchal ideology, and capitalist economy in order to shift the responsibility of poverty from individual women and men to the systems which uphold and reinforce poverty both in Canada and worldwide. The rise of globalization as the only model for economic and social development has resulted in the intensification of imperialist, interventional practices that encourage the exploitation of women’s unpaid labour, the extraction of resources from the environment, and the proliferation underemployment and low-waged, unstable work.  Globalization encourages Northern institutions such as the IMF and the World Bank to impose conditionalities upon Southern countries which undermine the ability of nation-states to run social programs, protect the environment, and regulate labour.  In the corporate North’s ever-expanding search for new markets, all previously state-controlled services such as health, education, welfare, housing, and water are increasingly under the threat of privatization (Barlow and Clarke, 2003).  In Canada, the demands of globalization have lead to the increasing commodification of welfare rights – a process that will be explored in more detail in the next chapter. 

Chapter Three: Dismantling of the Welfare System in Canada 

We are taken advantage by everyone – it happens at all levels of society by individuals, agencies, government policies.  When coming from so little means it is difficult for women to strive for more because the so-called security of our system i.e. health care, dental care – are no longer covered as you get student loans.  I feel that way! And no mother would jeapordize her children’s health. – women from the Downtown Eastside (ELP, 2001). 

The rapid economic globalization of the past twenty years has been facilitated by the increasingly neoliberal policies adopted by governments throughout the world.  Along with US and British governments, the Canadian government has pursued policies that support a complete restructuring of the economy, including downsizing, deskilling, deregulation, privatization, and cuts to social services (Man, 2002; Swanson, 2000; Wall, 1993).  Strongly promoted by corporate lobby groups such as the Business Council on National Issues
, the C.D. Howe Institute and the Fraser Institute, this neoliberal approach places the economy as central to all aspects of governance (Swanson, 2001).  The logic of neoliberalism states that economic growth will only occur through a free market, unfettered by government regulations, especially with regards to tariffs and duties on goods and services traded between nations.  From this perspective, the government’s main role is twofold: 1) to reduce the deficit and 2) to open the economy up to “trade liberalization,” or free trade.  

Under this neoliberal ideology, during the 1980s and 1990s, the Canadian government’s role shifted from that of protecting the universal rights of its citizens to focusing solely on reducing Canada’s “debt problem.”  As Jean Swanson comments:

Debt hysteria was to become an effective weapon in the corporate drive to mangle social programs, especially the social programs used by the poor.  To deal with the debt, said the [C.D. Howe] Institute, government should cut pensions and income security programs, slash UI, and reduce funding for health, education, and welfare (2001:65). 

The neoliberal discourse surrounding debt and social spending is often reinforced by patriarchal analogies that justify an ideological shift from social responsibility to corporate gain.  One such analogy is the idea that the Canadian economy resembles a middle-class, heterosexual nuclear household in which the husband is responsible for making long-term financial decisions while the wife is responsible for ‘frivolous’ day-to-day spending.  This analogy is destructive and offensive in several ways: first, it undermines the unpaid labour of women in balancing daily budgets to meet their families needs, second, the analogy reinforces heterosexist, reductionist notions of what is and is not a ‘true’ family. Single mothers raising small children, women of colour with large extended families, and queer couples are all seen as “others,” or deviants from the norm.  

In the context of the political system and the national economy, this analogy uses patriarchal stereotypes to encourage the public to pass non-critical judgment on the goals set by the social-democratic governments of the sixties and seventies.  The sexist stereotype thus “stands in” as a shorthand explanation for economic events, namely, that ‘frivolous’ social-democratic governments have acted like ‘bad housewives’, ‘frittering’ away the country’s money on shiny social programs.  By using this patriarchal stereotype the neoliberal corporate lobby has avoided responding to the critiques of other economists and social policy critics who have identified and that in reality, “the deficit was caused almost entirely by high interest rates and low taxes on the rich” (Swanson, 2001:65). The analogy of the Canadian economy as nuclear-household also serves to perpetuate the notion that Canadians need to “save funds for a rainy day,” by cutting social programs, again obscuring the reality that the government continues to hemorrhage funds to rich Canadians in the form of reduced income tax rates and the deferral of corporate taxes.

The conflation of the nuclear family and the Canadian economy also serves to enable the state to attack and persecute anyone who is outside the norm of the white, heterosexual, middle-class family.  This patriarchal analogy and the Canadian economy are so entwined that it has become common-place to target single mothers, immigrants & refugees, and lesbians as responsible for the demise of the economy.  As ‘debt hysteria’ has increased throughout the 1990s, so has the scapegoating of the poor and, by extension, the entire welfare system as responsible for poverty in the first place.  Swanson tracks this institutionalized poor-bashing in her analysis of the 1994 Federal policy “green paper” entitled ‘Improving Social Security in Canada”:

By 1994 the Canadian government had adopted the US theories that said the welfare state causes poverty.  The green paper suggested that the UI system, not lack of jobs, encourages “repeat users”; that the welfare system, not its inadequate benefits, the lack of jobs, and decent wages, or stereotyping of people on welfare “traps people”; that unemployment insurance “discourages adjustment” and that social programs in general don’t “foster self-sufficiency”(2001: 70).

In effect, the green paper is an institutional expression of the same myths and stereotypes explored in chapter one – that people are poor because they are bad citizens, and that poverty exists in Canada because poor people don’t work hard enough. Again, this approach masks the structural reasons for poverty such as lack of decent jobs, affordable housing, racism, sexism, and classism (Klein and Long, 2003).

This ideological shift from poverty as a responsibility of society as a whole, to poverty as the fault of individual people also minimizes the devastating effects of free trade workers, both in Canada and worldwide.  Over the past fifteen years, the Canadian government has negotiated a series of increasingly expansive trade deals that have undermined the labour movement, dismantling universal labour standards and opening up environmental standards to international corporate challenges (Barlow and Clarke, 2003). As Maude Barlow and Tony Clarke comment in their recent report “Making the Links: A Citizen’s Guide to the World Trade Organization and the Free Trade Area of the Americas,” the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) has in fact served to deepen the level of poverty throughout North America.

The experience of NAFTA [the North American Free Trade Agreement] in Mexico, Canada and the U.S. shows how free trade regimes serve to weaken peoples’ economic security.  As companies relocated their production to Mexico to take advantage of U.S. $5 per day wages for Mexican workers, the U.S. lost over a million manufacturing jobs.  While these laid-off U.S. workers often find new jobs, they come with much less security and lower wages.  Meanwhile, without enforceable labour rights in NAFTA, Mexican workers have been unable to organize effectively to increase their wages … Since NAFTA came into effect in 1994, it is estimated that eight million Mexicans have fallen from middle class into poverty (2003).

Free Trade Agreements are developed and drafted by Northern governments such as Canada, the U.S. and Europe and as such, deepen the historically unequal power relationships between North/South countries by placing pressure on Southern countries to eliminate all policies that are seen as a “barrier to trade.”  In effect, while the terms “free trade” suggests an equal relationship between partners, the experience of Southern countries has been that when Northern governments discuss free trade what they really mean is free access to Southern natural resources and labour with no corresponding responsibility to people living in the South.  Free trade with the US and Canada in both Mexico, Central America, and Latin America has led to a rise in temporary, insecure, unprotected jobs in manufacturing and the displacement of millions of small farmers who are unable to compete with “the flood of heavily subsidized agricultural imports from the US” (Barlow & Clarke, 2003).  Indeed, the irony of a “free trade” which simultaneously exploits Southern countries and continues to insulate Northern countries-- through the protection of agricultural subsidies, for example -- is all too apparent to many social activists and critics in many Latin American countries, where people have characterized the FTAA and the WTO as the “two-headed monster of liberalized trade in the global economy” (Barlow & Clarke, 2003).  

As Bunjun (2003) notes, the pressures of globalization in Canada, and more specifically, Free Trade Agreements, has been expressed in consistent cuts to the social security net, including, health, education, and social assistance.  Indeed, when read together, Canada’s trade policy and social policy seem intertwined in a “race to the bottom,” reducing women’s choices and forcing more and more poor women into part-time, temporary, low-waged work (Man, 26). As Swanson notes, unregulated free trade and the social policy that accompanies it ensures “that the little bit of choice that Unemployment Insurance and welfare had given people about the type of jobs they could take should end, and people should be forced to take low-wage jobs with poor conditions, just like the workers in the countries Canada [is] trading with in the new free trade world” (64).  In effect, Free Trade agreements pit workers in the North against workers in the South, all to the benefit of U.S., European, and Canadian corporations and states.

Indeed, when changes to Canada’s social policy is read in the context of the signing of Free Trade Agreements, a domino-like pattern emerges in which legislation designed to assist people living in poverty has been systematically eroded on all levels.  As the Canadian government has developed and ‘signed-on’ to increasingly complex trade and investment treaties, it has, almost simultaneously, initiated a process of downloading of social services that includes the dismantling of national health, education, and welfare standards.  This downloading of responsibility has fallen first to provincial governments, then to municipal governments, and now, in British Columbia at least, to community-based non-profit agencies, and individual families.  Regarding the welfare system in particular, the signing of NAFTA in 1994 and the formation of the World Trade Organization in 1995 created the conditions in which it was possible to dismantle the Canada Assistance Plan (CAP) despite a huge outcry from women groups and anti-poverty activists across Canada.  As Swanson charts in her discussion of the creation of the Canada Health and Social Transfer (CHST), by eliminating the CAP program, the federal government effectively eliminated four economic rights, including: 

1) The right to welfare in need, 

2) The right to an amount of welfare that meets basic requirements,

3) The right to appeal welfare decisions you disagree with, and 

4) The right to not have to work or train for welfare

(2001:108).  

Moreover, by eliminating the federal policy, the Federal government has effectively reneged on its responsibility to monitor or evaluate Provincial governments.  Although they are receiving funds from the Federal government, the CHST encourages Provincial governments to restructure social assistance programs without fear of intervention from the Federal government.  In British Columbia, this restructuring was legislated almost immediately through the NDP government’s 1996 introduction of the BC Benefits ACT, an act which included cuts to benefit rates, mandatory job club participation, and forced work searches for single parents (Swanson, 2001:115). Other regressive Federal legislative changes that have resulted in the downloading of services include the 1997 implementation of the Canada Child Tax Benefit, and the 1997 restructuring of Unemployment Insurance to Employment Insurance.  

Because of the feminization of poverty, these changes to federal and provincial policy have resulted in a prolonged, intensified attack on women and children in Canada.  As the BC CEDAW Group reported in their presentation to the UN Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination Against Women, “because more women than men are poor, because their employment is more marginal and less well-paid, and because they have greater responsibilities for childcare, more women are likely, at one time in their lives or another, to need publicly-provided income assistance” (2003).   Policies such as the Canada Child Tax Benefit are designed to punish women living in poverty for their needs; by providing funds to working poor parents but clawbacking funds from parents living on Welfare, the Federal government effectively pits women on welfare against the working poor, forcing them into low-waged work.  At the same time, changes to UI have insured that fewer working women receive benefits from part-time work: Marika Morris reports that as of 2000, only 30% of unemployed women were covered by EI--as opposed to 70% in 1990 (2000). 

Individual women’s vulnerability has been compounded by the reduction of funding for community organizations.  In the last three years, federal ministries, such as the Status of Women, have shifted from providing on-going program (core) funding to only providing project funding.  This change in funding has undermined the stability of women’s organizations and has limited the ability of community organizations to act as government watchdogs.  At the same time the change from program to project funding has reduced the resources available to women’s centres at a time when the downsizing of the welfare state has resulted in an increased, urgent need for community-based, feminist , and women centered services.

In British Columbia, this process of offloading of responsibility from the state to individual women and children has intensified through the introduction of the Employment Assistance Act and the Employment and Assistance for Persons with Disabilities Act in April, 2002. 

.  

Chapter Four: “A New Era” of Poverty: 

A feminist analysis of current changes to BC’s Welfare Legislation

‘I used to live in a Single Room Occupancy Hotel.  Living in that place was very dangerous for an elderly woman – I wouldn’t even leave my room because I was so scared.  I became very isolated and depressed’ – Elderly women’s focus group (ELP, 2001).

As of April 2002, the Liberal government of BC introduced wide-ranging changes to income assistance, affecting approximately 150,000 British Columbians.  These changes are designed to enable a cut of $581 million, approximately one third of the Ministry of Human Resources’ operating budget over the next three years.  Thirty-six welfare offices across the province are being closed, resulting in cuts to 459 full time equivalent positions (Klein & Long, 2003).  These changes occurred (and are occurring) at the same time as intense restructuring of almost all other government services, including health, education, labour, and the environment.

In the context of Canada’s trade policy and the pressures of globalization, the BC government’s 2002 overhaul of the welfare system is not necessarily a radical and new introduction of “reforms” but rather an intensification of the process of downloading and the dismantling of the welfare state in Canada.   A closer study of these “reforms” illustrates the effect of current policy in:

· undermining labour and the meaning of minimum wage (Swanson, 107) 

· propagating notions of “deserving and undeserving poor” 

· attacking and punishing women for stepping outside patriarchal norms 

· increasing and validating the depth of violence against women

The following analysis of current changes should be understood both in relation to the US social policy that it is closely modeled on (Klein & Long, 2003) and in relation to the larger corporate forces at play on a global scale.

1. Changes to Rates, Exemptions, Eligibility, and Duration of Benefits 

The following outlines current changes to the Act and corresponding regulations:

a) Cuts to Rates & Benefits 

· Welfare benefit rates for employable single parents have been cut by $51 a month.  CEDAW notes that “the overwhelming majority of the members of this group are single women with children.  This reduction of the support portion of social assistance affects families in which approximately 60,000 children live” (2003).

· Support allowances for single “employable” welfare recipients between the ages of 55 and 64 have been cut by between $47 and $98 per month, while couples in this age group have lost up to $144 per month (Klein &Long, 2003; BC CEDAW, 2003).

· Shelter allowances have been reduced for families with three or more people (Klein & Long, 2003).

· Numerous cuts to additional benefits have been made, including the capping of crisis grants, the elimination of short-term homemaker services, the reduction of allowable cash asset levels and the elimination of work entry benefits such as money for transportation, childcare, or clothing (Klein & Long, 2003).

These cuts further deepen the inadequacy of welfare rates that already only partially meet the costs of food, clothing, household supplies, transportation, childcare, and shelter.  As stressed by researchers at the Social Planning Research Council of BC, even before the cuts, welfare benefits only covered 45-65 percent of single parent families and single adults minimum living costs (Klein & Long, 2003; BC CEDAW, 2003).  By reducing benefit rates for the elderly and single parents, the government has effectively eliminated any recognition of the greater barriers to employment these groups face, dealing a disproportionate blow to elderly women and single mothers (Klein & Long, 2003).  

 b) Elimination of Earnings Exemption

· “Earnings Exemptions” have been eliminated so that anyone on income assistance who is also engaged in paid work will have their pay deducted dollar-for-dollar from their assistance cheque.  At the same time, earnings exemptions for people with disabilities has been increased to up to $400 per month, although the arduous reassessment process (see below) has aimed to reduce the numbers of people who fall under this classification.

c)  Introduction of the “Three Week Wait” and Employment Plans

· Applicants for income assistance are now required to carry out a three-week job search under “reasonable work search guidelines” prior to applying for benefits. As CEDAW notes, “most people exhaust all other avenues of survival before turning to welfare and appear at welfare offices having no income, assets, or other means of support … in practice, there is a waiting period of approximately six weeks” (2003).

· People approved for income assistance now have to undergo a profiling process that establishes an “employment plan” outlining a client’s “work-search, training, and/or workfare obligations.” (Klein and Long, 2003).  If a person’s caseworker finds that she or he is not complying with the workplan, benefits can be reduced or suspended.

d)  Two-Year Time Limit to Receiving Benefits

· Single and couples without children classified as “employable” by the Ministry of Human Resources will only be entitled to receive benefits for two out of every five years, starting April 1, 2002.  In addition, after the two-year time limit, benefits for single parents and two-parent families will be reduced by $100 and $200 per month respectively.

Analysis: Forced to Work: “Incentives” to Exploitive Employment

‘As an immigrant woman there are lack of opportunities, we hang on to low-paying jobs to support our kids.  We are always separated from our families, or women has to stay home to look after their children.  I get depressed and angry, because I cannot give them the things they are crying for’ – Filipino and Latin American women’s focus group (ELP, 2001).
Together, these changes to rates, exemptions, eligibility criteria, and duration of benefits serve to force women living in poverty into low-waged, exploitive employment, a restructuring that ensures profits for corporate Canada.  Swanson tracks this relationship between the welfare system and the capitalist state in her study of the development of welfare in both 19th century Britain and 20th century Canada.  One of cornerstones of the welfare system is the long-standing notion that welfare benefits should never fully meet the needs of the unemployed.  The “Principle of Less Eligibility,” a concept which was developed 19th century Britain, is the principle that benefits, or income assistance should never be as “desirable” as the wages of the lowest-class worker. This is an assumption that has permeated the development of social policy in Canada, an assumption that is evident in the justification of severely inadequate benefit rates as an “incentive” for people living in poverty to work (2001).  

Swanson also notes that the idea that welfare recipients should always receive less than the lowest paid worker is “often accompanied by another unstated rule: that the wages of the lowest-paid workers, even when they are too low to provide a reasonable living standard, cannot or should not be increased.  Workers must be forced to do with less, and the unemployed with even less than that” (2001).  These assumptions work to create and ideological hegemony that supports and enforces corporate gain through a consistent downward pressure on wages.  This process of selling exploitive employment as ‘fair’ and ‘natural’ is evident in the public discourse surrounding the welfare system in Canada, a discourse that often includes discussions of ‘incentives.’  This argument suggests that “welfare and unemployment insurance payments are so comfortable and generous that recipients won’t look for paid jobs” (Swanson, 2001).  Like the bootstrapping myth, this myth deflects attention from the increased profit that corporate Canada gains on the backs of marginalized men and women through low-waged labour.  Swanson identifies that “whenever you see or hear the phrase “incentive to work” in welfare or social policy talk, you know that the topic has been changed from poverty or reducing poverty to making people work at low –wage, poor quality jobs” (2001).  

The most recent cuts to welfare rates, then, are a part of a long-standing “tradition” that values the maintenance of a low-wage, disposable labour force over the establishment of a meaningful, living wage.  By reducing rates of benefits, ensuring that people cannot keep earnings from paid-work, tightening eligibility, and cutting off assistance entirely, the current system succeeds in forcing workers into any job, regardless of quality or security.  For women, especially racialized women and Aboriginal women, who already face systemic racism in the workforce, these cuts and changes basically guarantee direct route to exploitive paid work in the abysmally-waged garment, farm, and service work industries which are traditionally outside of union protection, labour, health, and environmental standards.  Indeed, this work is often carried out as piece work within women’s homes, often in violation of labour standards.  Bunjun notes that although the BC Employment Standards Act explicitly recognized homework as a category of work with all rights, including minimum wage, statutory holidays, employee benefits and workers compensation in November 1995, by May 1996, not one company had registered homeworkers nor had any firms been fined for violating the law (2003). Mothers and other women who are physically or logistically unable to work the long hours and shift-like nature of these industries more likely to be forced to work on the “underground” market, resulting in more and more women facing exploitation, violence, and abuse in the sex and drug trades (BC CEDAW, 2003).  

Moreover, not only do enforced “employment plans” take away welfare recipient’s choices as to what kinds of jobs they will and will not take, but “workfare” projects also serve to provide employers with subsidized labour at costs below minimum wage.  Thus there is not much difference between the “workfare” of the twenty first century and the workhouses for the poor in 19th century England – both projects serve to increase corporate profits at the cost of a living wage (Swanson, 2001).  In effect, this structuring of income assistance effectively pits unemployed workers against the working poor, cheapening labour and undermining minimum wage.   Combined with the decrease in services as a result of Federal and provincial downsizing, workfare steps in to fill the gaping holes left by the laying off of public service employees and unionized workers.

When understood in the context of changes to employment standards, including the six dollar training wage, the breaking of contracts with public employees and the elimination of overtime for farm workers, these changes to income assistance act as a part of a deliberate attack on the anti-poverty, labour, and women’s movement in Canada.  In doing so, the Canadian government strengthens the rights of corporations while undermining the rights of workers, just as Canadian corporations have undermined labour standards in Mexico and Central America through the establishment of maquiladora factories and “free trade zones” (Barlow and Clarke, 2003).  

2. Changes to Disability Benefits

As of September 2002, the BC government also introduced various changes to welfare system that affect people with disabilities:

· The Disability Level One (DB1) has been changed to “Persons with Persistent and Multiple Barriers to Employment (PPMB).  This change required all recipients to undergo a re-application process including an “employability screen,” the provision of medical documentation that their health condition has lasted for one year and is likely to continue for two or more years, and proof that they have “taken all reasonable steps to overcome their barriers to employment” (Klein & Long, 2003).
· Disability Level Two category has been changed to “Persons with Disabilities” (PWD).  Similarly to DBI recipients, DBII recipients have also had to re-establish their eligibility through an arduous reassessment process.  This process includes the completion of a 23-page form with the assistance of the applicant, the applicant’s doctor, and a qualified “assessor.”  As of August, 2003, 19,000 DBII recipients were reassessed. The new regulations also include a functional definition of disability based solely on a person’s ability to perform the tasks required for daily living (Klein & Long, 2003).
· People designated as either PPMB or PWD qualify for an earnings exemption of up to $400 per month.
Analysis: The “Undeserving” and “Deserving” Poor
 ‘Poverty sucks me down, spiral around.  It prevents me from having the ability to house myself, feed myself, clothe myself, entertain myself, travel – even cross town.  I can only afford to look’ – Vancouver-Richmond Mental Health Network (ELP, 2001.)

Just as the changes to benefit rates and eligibility criteria have a disproportionate effect on marginalized women, the reconfiguration of disability benefits also places undue hardship on immigrant and illiterate women.  The intense, bureaucratic process of re-application has unduly impacted non English-speaking immigrant and illiterate women who are unable to process forms without assistance or who may not have known they needed to fill out forms to continue to receive benefits in the first place.  In addition, cuts to funding for community-based advocates and settlement workers means that many women are dependent upon the unpaid labour of community workers to help them complete the forms.

Secondly, the dependence of the evaluation process on the health care system at a time when resources are already completely limited situates women as particularly vulnerable to the whims of individual doctors, nurses, physiotherapists, etc.  Feminists have well documented the power imbalances that tend to occur between individual doctors and patients within a paternalistic model of health care; as more and more doctors and health care professionals are faced with high caseloads their ability (and willingness) to engage with their patients in a thorough diagnosis in the first place is likely to diminish.  Indeed, the preliminary findings of community advocates suggest that the entire process places applicants at a higher risk of loss of privacy, stress, and fear (BC CEDAW, 2003).

These barriers are compounded by the very limited definition of functional disability outlined in the regulations.  As the Disabled Women’s Network and the BC Coalition of People with Disabilities note, the new definitions of disability excludes many kinds of “hidden” or chronic disabilities such as chronic fatigue, fibromyalgia, arthritis, and depression, all disabilities which disproportionately effect women (BC CEDAW, 2003; Klein and Long, 2003).  

Inherent in these changes to benefits is the construction of who is and who is not “deserving” of assistance.  Again, the visibly sick, weak, and the physically impaired are deemed worthy of society’s ‘charity’ while anyone who might possibly fall under the category of ‘employable’ is not.  By limiting the definition of disability, the legislation effectively increases the numbers of ‘undeserving poor’, reducing the sheer number of people that the state is responsible for.  Ironically, the inclusion of earnings exemptions for people on PPMB and PWD suggests that even the ‘deserving’ poor should be trying at all times to find employment, to work, in order to contribute meaningfully to society.  Again, women’s unpaid work in the home or their volunteer contributions to their communities are not counted in the equation. Along with the tightening of the eligibility criteria, the redefinition of disability enforces an ideological shift from seeing welfare as a universal right available to all to framing welfare as a charitable handout available to those who make the cut.

3. Changes to the Duration of Benefits for Single Parents, The Elimination of Child Support Exemptions, and Cuts to the Childcare Subsidy

The following changes severely affect single parents on income assistance:

· Single parents categorized as “employable” are expected to work as soon as their youngest child turns three.  SPARC & CCPA note that “as of April 2002, this change affected approximately 8,900 single parent families whose status changed from “temporarily excused from work” to “expected to work” (Klein & Long, 2003).
· All child support payments are deducted dollar-for-dollar from parents’ social assistance cheques.
· The criteria for receiving the childcare subsidy has been tightened, reducing the maximum income for families to be eligible by $185.  The subsidy will also be clawed back from some modest income families (Klein & Long, 2003).
· Full-time students in programs eligible for loans are no longer eligible for income assistance.
Analysis: Good (Married) Mothers vs. Bad (Single) Mothers 

‘As a single mother poverty means that I feel like a failure some of the time and I feel frustrated the rest of the time.  I feel that I have to be constantly proving myself because I am a poor single mother.  Not having money isn’t really a big problem I’m used to that, having to get the message that I am a huge problem for society all of the time is way harder to deal with (ELP, 2001).

The above changes to the Employment and Assistance Act send a clear message to parents in BC – single mothers are undeserving of assistance.  The excessively punitive nature the above changes is particularly unsettling in that the repercussions will fall almost entirely upon single mothers since 88.5% of single parent families receiving income assistance are headed by women (BC CEDAW, 2003).   BC CEDAW reports:

The policy of deeming recipients ‘employable’ when their youngest child is three creates a trap for many mothers.  It is extremely difficult, if not impossible, for a single mother to pursue paid employment while looking after a three year old child, unless she has access to safe affordable day care (2003).

Since the BC government has also recently cut programs and funding for childcare services in BC, the return-to-work clause will place many women in a ‘catch 22’ situation between losing income assistance on the one hand and being unable to pay for childcare services on the other.

Inherent in these changes is a neoconservative, heterosexist, patriarchal conception of family that entrenches a public/private split for “normal” (white, middle–class) families where fathers earn a living wage and mothers are responsible for unpaid childcare, healthcare, housework, and education within the home.  In contrast to these “healthy” families is the myth of the “welfare queen” – the lazy, indolent mother riding on the coattails of her children to avoid a hard day of “honest work.”  While the myth perpetuates notions that single mothers living in poverty are immoral, selfish, and lacking judgment, the reality is that single mothers struggle daily to keep their children safe, fed, and housed, and often go without food themselves (Field, 1999).  The all-too real violent effects of this destructive stereotype are evident in the recent case of Kimberley Rogers, an Ontario woman who committed suicide in her apartment in 2001 while eight months pregnant.  Rogers was serving a six-month house arrest after pleading guilty to a charge of welfare fraud for receiving income assistance while also receiving student loads to cover her studies at a local college).  In contrast to the stereotype, Rogers was literally imprisoned in her home with only eighteen dollars per month for food and other expenses (Frenschkowski in Assembly to End Poverty, 2003).  The BC government’s elimination of access to income assistance while pursuing post-secondary education ensures that women will face similarly unbearable situations.  Faced with a lifetime entrapment in low-waged work or criminalization and state violence under the guise of “welfare fraud,” it is conceivable that more and more women will “choose” death as a viable option.

A closer look at the legislation and corresponding ideology reveals a racist double-standard. According to Klein and Long, “these twin policies of increased single parent work requirements and decreased support for child care also expose a double-standard common among neo-conservatives; namely the refusal to adequately fund child care reveals a belief that women should stay home with their children, unless they are low-income women, in which case they are expected to quickly engage in paid work” (2003).  Ironically, this paid work is often as nannies, cleaners, and cooks in the homes of the very upper-middle class families that propagate “family values.” Thus while middle class mothers should stay at home and subsidize the education system with their unpaid labour, it is acceptable for rich (white) women to pay low wages to racialized women to provide round-the-clock care.  As stressed by the Grassroots Women’s Collective universal childcare will never become a crucial issue for the Canadian upper and middle class as long as they can find are poor racialized women to fill the void with their cheap labour. 

 Regulations such as these legislate sexism, racism, and poor-bashing into the fabric of Canadian society, ensuring the disenfranchisement of marginalized women and their children.  As regulated childcare is reduced and poor women are pushed into the workforce, it is likely that more and more poor women will have to place their children into cheaper, unlicensed childcare arrangements (Klein & Long, 2003).  Along with changes to the public school system, children living in poverty are on the receiving end of a two-tiered educational system, one that serves to reinforce the class boundaries between “workers” and “professionals,” ensuring the unequal distribution of wealth for generations to come.

Finally the hundred per cent clawback of childcare support payments encourages an insidious process in which the BC government profits on the backs of poor women and their children.  By clawing back funds provided by Family Maintenance payments, the BC government is able to shift responsibility for assistance onto individual men and women, exacerbating unequal power-relations between women and men and placing single mothers at an increased risk of financial instability and violence.  

4. The Two Year Independence Rule

· Applicants age 19 and over are required to demonstrate that they have been financially independent for two consecutive years before they are eligible to apply for income assistance. 

Analysis: Forcing Dependency -- Legislating Violence Against Women

A number of welfare requirements force dependency upon women, and when there is abuse increase the risk of violence.  As Klein and Long note, the two year independence rule is especially hard on young women, requiring youth to either enroll immediately in a post-secondary educational program, an option which due to cuts to financial assistance is increasingly impossible for many young women, or to work regardless of wage or conditions (2003).  Immigrant service advocates have also noted that this rule will place undue hardship on immigrants and refugees as “proving” their prior work history is often impossible due to lack of documentation. Women who are unable to meet this criteria are forced to remain within the ‘family home’, increasing isolation and the risk of potential violence.

Again, upon a closer look, this legislation reflects a highly patriarchal ideology that transfers social responsibility from the state and returns it to the “hidden” private sphere of the home.  While people who are pregnant or have a dependent child, spouses who have been supported by a partner for two years and “people leaving an abusive situation” are exempted from the rule, the regulations do not define abuse (Klein and Long, 2003). The lack of clarity in the regulations suggests that decisions will be carried out not on the basis of a concrete anti-violence stance but rather according to the individual perceptions (and prejudices) of individual caseworkers.  Without a comprehensive understanding of violence, the criteria for identifying abuse becomes physical assault by a heterosexual intimate partner, effectively negating all other forms of abuse.  Even within the limited heterosexual criteria, a woman’s word is often question as invalid without ‘proof.’  Will lesbian, bisexual and transgendered women be protected from queer-bashing?  Will youth be protected from abusive teachers? What about youth trying to escape foster homes and state care? It is well documented in studies of decisions made by immigration boards regarding violence and abuse faced by refugee women that without the benefit of detailed regulations, state systems often fall back on and perpetuate racist, heterosexist notions of family (Razack, 1998).  

This state perpetuation of violence is apparent in caseworkers’ practice of insisting that women receiving welfare pursue their ex-spouses for family maintenance payments.  Although the regulations state that women leaving abusive relationships are exempt from this requirement, in practice, many women feel pressured into ‘going after’ maintenance payments, and fear for their and their children’s safety.
  As Nancy Drewitt of the Vancouver Custody & Access Support & Advocacy Association (VCASAA) notes, women who are leaving abusive relationships often know that it is dangerous to apply for child support. Making an application for child support can mean risking losing custody of their children since abusive men will often apply custody rather than pay the child support, and many women are rightfully fearful that pursuing child support will anger their former partners and increase the likelihood of violence.  Cuts to legal aid have meant that if their abusive former partners decides to go for custody it is most likely that the woman will have to self-represent, regardless of whether or not she even speaks English. Since men can more readily afford lawyers women are left to their own devises trying to obtain court orders to protect themselves and their children from former abusive partners who are represented by lawyers, and since the courts do not necessarily consider violence as relevant it is not unusual for abused women to loose custody. What appears to be a request by the state for men to take responsibility for their children is in fact an offloading of the state to the private family sphere at the expense of the safety of women and children (2003). 

Thus these regulations not only fail to reflect a comprehensive understanding of the multiple ways in which women are jeopardized by violence, but they also actually intensify the sexual, physical, and mental exploitation of women.  As such, the provincial government’s welfare policy intersects both with federal immigration policies and with other changes to provincial social policy.  Under the current immigration act, women are able to enter the country as either independents sponsored dependents, refugees, and temporary migrants.  As feminist scholars such as Yasmin Jiwani have documented, the sponsorship class reinforces patriarchal gender relations between racialized men and women, effectively increasing the dependency of women on their spouses and isolating them from extended family or alternative social networks (Jiwani, 1993).  Women who apply for sponsorship from within Canada are particularly vulnerable since their immigration status is based upon an intact relationship. When women without landed status leave abusive relationships and go to welfare immigration is notified that sponsorship has broken down. To remain in Canada after leaving the relationship non status women must qualify under the point system (virtually impossible for most women) or hope that immigration will allow status under humanitarian and compassionate grounds. In any event, the state is not particularly interested that women have left under duress and a long and complicated process is opened up during which women and children await the states decision whether or not they can stay. During this time women are left in limbo and while they qualify for welfare they are not entitled to many of the benefits, and children are unable to attend school. Women whose applications are not yet processed have absolutely no entitlement to welfare and must stay in dangerous relationships or find a transition house that is able to keep them for months or a year.  Further dependency and risk of violence is incurred by the policy of the ministry to send sponsors a letter informing them that the woman has applied for welfare and that they will be required to pay back any money she receives. While this is waived where there is violence the violence must be identified, and physical violence frequently starts or increases in severity after the woman leaves (Drewitt, 2003).  

The state’s off loading of responsibility to the private sphere results in a high number of women who are forced to remain in abusive relationships. While policies tend to have provisions for excluding cases where there is abuse, such as allowing 8 hours of legal aid where there is violence, or being required to apply for child support, the three week waiting period or exemption from the two year independence rule, the violence needs to be identified and women are frequently not believed.  Advocates have seen women who report not being able to get past reception/intake gatekeepers even when saying there has been violence.  Other changes to policy and practices increase the likelihood that women leaving abusive relationships will not be believed. For instance to qualify for 8 hours of legal aid a woman must show there is abuse and that she needs a restraining order, however, if she has the police attend and the man is arrested and given a no contact order (a criminal order which also prohibits contact) she may not be seen as qualifying for legal aid. In a ‘dammed if you do and dammed if you don’t’ dilemma women face the choice of having the police attend and documenting proof of violence which may disqualify them for legal aid, or have problems proving there is a sufficient emergency or proof to qualify for legal assistance. In BC, this dependency will be compounded by recent changes to the pro arrest (VAWIR) policy (Drewitt, 2003).  Scholars, rape crisis line workers, and police officers have all noted that the new policy actually willfully hides, silences, or minimizes violence against women in BC: 

The Vancouver Rape Relief Society states that “[w]ithout the explicit direction of the Attorney General to Crown Counsel to prosecute in all cases, wife assault cases will only be heard in rare cases and we fear they will be heard only after serious injury or death” … In a policy report, the [Vancouver] police department said the planned move will decriminalize ‘violence when it takes place in the domestic/private sphere’” (BC CEDAW, 2003).

In effect, provincial legislation and law enforcement practice work together to create a social and political silence regarding the devastating violence women face from their partners and families. Cuts to services and programs for women such as women’s centres serve to further this social “amnesia” regarding violence. Without the support of trained advocates, women are increasingly left to battle their individual cases without adequate information and cases will continue to remain unreported.  Moreover, as funding for community advocates is cut, women are left without non-governmental bodies who can track and monitor cases, undermining women’s ability to organize and to advocate against violence on a larger scale.  

5. Changes to the Appeals Process, Poverty Law Legal Aid, and Sanctions

Extensive changes have been introduced, including the replacement of the BC Benefits Appeals Tribunal and Appeal Board, the decentralizing of the decision-making process, and the elimination of all poverty law legal aid throughout the province (Klein & Long, 2003).
A range of detailed and punitive sanctions have been introduced, including:
· Reduced rate or total loss of benefits for up to two months for quitting a job without cause or being fired

· Reduced rate or total loss of benefits for up one month for failure to demonstrate a “reasonable work search”

· Ineligibility for a whole family for failure of one member to comply with an employment plan

· One to two year bans for people with first and second year convictions of welfare fraud under the Employment and Assistance Act

· A lifetime bans on receiving welfare for people convicted a third time of welfare fraud under the Act or convicted of welfare fraud under the Criminal Code

Analysis: The Criminalization of Poor Women and the Erosion of “Equality” Under the Law

“Poor: “Those whom society feels justified to scrutinize, investigate, spy on, legislate against, or legislate on behalf of, exploit, overwork, and underpay, and tabloidize”--a woman who identifies herself as one of society’s dispossessed “ (Moore, 2000).      

In effect, these changes have a drastic and immediate effect on the already questionable “equality” that women face under the law.  BC CEDAW stresses, “the elimination of poverty law assistance disproportionately affects women, who make up the majority of poor adults.  The end to legal aid for poverty law matters will effectively deny legal representation to the most vulnerable women in matters that affect their ability to pay for food and shelter for themselves and their children” (2003).   The level of concern that cuts to poverty law legal assistance undermines the validity of the justice system is evident in the vote of non-confidence towards the Attorney General passed by the Law Society of British Columbia in May, 2002 (BC CEDAW, 2003).  The violation that these changes pose to women’s human rights was also identified internationally by the United Nations Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination Against Women (2003), who recommended that Canada “finds ways for … ensuring that sufficient legal aid is available to women in all jurisdictions when seeking redress in matters of civil and family law and in those relating to poverty issues” (CEDAW, 2003).

Along with the other legislative changes described above, the elimination of women’s access to due process and the severe penalties introduced intensify the level of social monitoring and control that women living in poverty continually face from all directions of society.  Women living in poverty are constantly required to justify the validity of their needs to caseworkers, social workers, teachers, psychologists, food bank employees, and members of the police (Wall, 1993). As evidenced by Kimberly Rogers’ death in Ontario, this policing and control is often so prohibitive and violent that death becomes a viable alternative. The intense scrutiny that women face due to their poverty is even more oppressive in the light of complete lack of social controls that require corporate accountability.  Thus while women living on income assistance are subjected to harsh, life & death penalties for failure to account for a $100 gift from a family member, corporations are rarely held to account for the variety of state-sponsored million dollar “gifts” including tax credits and deferrals (Ontario Federation of Labour in Bunjun , 2003).

The attack on women living on income assistance as fraudulent is part of a continuum of criminalization that penalizes women for their “individual choices” within a social hierarchy that provides no options. As Moore (2000) explains:

Being poor in Canada is treated as a crime.  It implies accountability (explaining your actions, and your poverty); it implies apology (for being poor); it implies punishment (welfare is a punitive and distrusting system); it implies the loss of rights and privileges (such as privacy); it implies fines and incarceration (prostitution, panhandling, loitering, busquing); it brings condemnation of character and morality; it brings surveillance and rehabilitation (parent training; job hunt reports; house checks).  The poor are kept hidden and invisible, through gentrification, arrest sweeps, detox sweeps, hotel closures, psychiatric commitments, segregation, and imprisonment.

By punishing, attacking, and imprisoning women for living in poverty, the Canadian state ruthlessly abdicates its responsibility for all those who are marginalized: those who are on the ‘wrong’ side of the binaries of man/woman, settler/aboriginal, straight/queer, abled/disabled are disappeared and killed.  Thus aboriginal single mothers, queer women with disabilities, and elderly women of colour are scapegoated for the crime of poverty: this destructive logic enforces the implicit myth that poverty exists because marginalized women exist – destroy the women and you destroy the poverty.  This myth becomes reality in Canada on a daily basis as thousands of women and children suffer at the hands of a global economic system that perpetuates exploitation and violence in the name of greed and profit.

Conclusion:
This paper seeks to bring a feminist perspective to current discussions of BC’s welfare system by analyzing the recent changes to income and disability assistance within the historical impacts of colonization and the current pressures of economic globalization.  We must understand the current changes and cuts to social assistance as a part of an on-going project to shift welfare from a universal right entrenched in legislation to a privatized service provided only to those who are deemed worthy of assistance.  

The move towards privatization will likely not lead to increased access to assistance, higher labour standards or the elimination of poverty as a societal goal.  Rather the privatization of the welfare system will enforce oppressive social hierarchies while at the same time providing the rich with increased profit.  As the following trends suggest, the only guaranteed outcome is that privatization provides is that corporations will profit off the endangerment of women’s lives: 

· A recent study from the CCPA reports that privatization of welfare in Ontario has resulted in inadequate services: “The Harris-Eves government paid Accenture $246 million ($66 million more than budgeted) to revamp the Ontario Works computer system.  The provincial Auditor has since criticized the new system as “a step backward from what had previously been available”(Oliphant & Slosser, 2003).

· The BC Ministry of Human Resources has engaged in contracts potentially worth $17.4 million with private pre-employment contractors.  Contractors are paid for every person who never returns to income assistance.  As the BC Coalition of Women Centres notes, “whether women are employed, in jail, in hospital, on the streets panhandling, selling their bodies, or involved in other crime, with or without their children, as long as MHR ever sees them again, the BC government will declare it a success.”  The Coalition stresses that in effect, the government is creating a state-endorsed mechanism for the disappearance of women (The Long Haul, 2003).

When the welfare of society’s most dispossessed is placed in the hands of corporations, profit, not whole, complete human beings, becomes the most important goal.  From this perspective, it becomes acceptable to pay professional consultants $246 million instead of providing adequate benefits; it becomes acceptable for contractors to gain profit from the exploitation of women living on welfare.  Moreover, as studies of “successful” US models suggest, while initial caseloads may have decreased privatization has actually increased the number of working-poor who are dependent on other support programs such as “Food stamps, Medicaid, child care assistance, and other low-income programs” (Klein & Long, 2003). While the problems inherent in privatization may be unsettling enough, even more problematic is the neoliberal push towards the transference of welfare to “faith-based” charity organizations.  Anti-poverty researchers and activists stress that the problem with depending on charities for the provision of welfare is that services are short-term, band-aid-like and donor-dependent at the best, while demeaning, abusive, racist, patriarchal, and homophobic at the worst (Bunjun, 2003; Klein & Long, 2003; Swanson, 2001, Field, 1999, Wall, 1993). 

Nonetheless, perhaps the most sinister of ramifications for the privatization of income assistance is the loss of national control in the face of free trade agreements.  As Barlow and Clarke note in their comprehensive guide to current WTO and FTAA negotiations, once welfare services are privatized on the national level, the protections in place to exempt welfare services from international competition are eliminated by default:

The [World Trade Organization’s] General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) [is] the first multilateral, legally enforceable agreement covering trade in services.  Negotiations are now underway to expand the scope of the GATS to potentially cover all services [including] … health care, hospital care; home care; dental care; childcare; education; museums; libraries; law; social assistance; architecture; energy; water services; environmental protection services; tourism; postal services; publishing and broadcasting – among many others.  The ultimate goal of the GATS is to “progressively liberalize” until all these services are fully commercialized … technically, governments are allowed to exempt certain services from GATS discipline; however, these measures have to be totally free from commercial influence to qualify… Once privatization has been established in a sector, the exemption becomes essentially null and void (2003).

The recent changes to income assistance in BC are not just isolated welfare ‘reforms,’ but rather are a part of an overall strategy for foreign-owned US and European companies to profit off of BC women and children living in poverty.   In the centuries-long race for more and more markets, social services like welfare are simply the next locus for resource extraction and low-waged labour – and the next stage of US-led imperialism.

From a feminist anti-poverty perspective, the most crucial aspect in analyzing current changes and trends regarding welfare policy is the question “who benefits?”  While the binaries of deserving/undeserving; rich/poor, North/South often serve to mask the individual identities of the beneficiaries of globalization, it is becoming increasingly obvious that the war on the poor benefits the conglomeration of Northern (US dominated) corporate and governmental power.  British Columbia’s “New Era” corresponds with the “New Era” of global colonization that extracts profits from all aspects of society.  This unchecked expansion requires wide-ranging ideological and violent control, a function currently carried out by the US-dominated multi-billion dollar industrial-military complex, an industry the Canadian state seems only too willing to support.
   As prison-activist Ann Hanson writes, “Without prisons as a social control mechanism, the poor would rightfully take back what is theirs; the rebellious would no longer obey laws they know are unjust; and the revolutionaries would win the just war” (Assembly to End Poverty, 2003).

We need make the links between local and global poverty; and explore how systems of racism, sexism, classism, heterosexism, and ableism intertwine to dominate and suppress the resistance of the world’s majority.  By identifying these intersections of dominance, we can also identify possible avenues of change and the connections between the anti-poverty, anti-racism, anti-globalization and women’s movements both in Canada and globally.  As the ‘monster’ of corporate colonization threatens communities across the globe, it is women’s resistance – the resistance of Aboriginal women, immigrant women, queer women, women with disabilities, elders, and young mothers—that will lead the way forward in the struggle for social, political, and economic justice. 
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APPENDIX: The Offloading of Social Services in Canada 1989-2003

	InternationalTrade
	Federal Policy
	Provincial Policy

	
	
	

	1989
Free Trade Agreement in effect


	1989-99 

Federal government opposes

fair pay equity settlement for its own workers, until forced to comply by the courts. 
	

	1994

North American Free Trade

Agreement (NAFTA) in effect

1995 

The World Trade Organization (WTO) in effect
	1995 Elimination of the Canadian Advisory Council on the Status of Women

1996 Elimination of the Established Programs Financing (EPF) and the Canada Assistance Plan (CAP) into the Canada Health and Social Transfer (CHST)

· Elimination of 4 economic rights:

1. the right to welfare in need

2. the right to amount of welfare that meets basic requirements

3. the right to appeal welfare decisions you disagree with

4. the right not to have to work or train for welfare

· Provinces are enabled to restructure social assistance programs without intervention from the Federal government

· “The CHST was a poor-bashing law.  It destroyed the legal rights of low-income people to adequate welfare and freely chosen work” (Swanson, 109)

1997 Implementation of the Canada Child Tax Benefit

· Benefit is available to working poor but is clawed back from welfare payments. The benefit effectively pits parents on welfare against the working poor and encourages single parents to take on low-wage work.

1997 Unemployment insurance is changed to Employment Insurance.  Entry criteria is more stringent and benefits are reduced

· As of 2000, only 30% of unemployed women are covered by EI as opposed to 70% in 1990


	1996 

BC’s NDP government introduces the BC Benefits Act, which includes the following:

· Cuts to support allowances for single people to rates below 1980 rates.

· Mandatory job club participation required for youth

· Single parents forced to look for work after their child turns 7



	2001 – 2005

Negotiations for the WTO “Doha Development Agenda”

Negotiations for the Free Trade Area of the Americas
	1999-2001 Federal Ministries such as Status of Women Canada and Canadian Heritage shift from providing on-going program (core) funding to women’s centres and other non-profit organizations to providing project funding only.  Project funding is highly restrictive and limits the capacities of non-profit organizations to undertake advocacy or long-term capacity building.
	2002 BC Liberal government implements wide-ranging cuts to all social services, including health, education, environmental and labour standards. Welfare is restructured through the Employment and Assistance Act and the Employment and Assistance for Persons with Disabilities Act




The leaves: our everyday struggles


These leaves represent the impacts of our poverty: depression, helplessness, isolation, struggling to survive, anger, frustration, no money for transportation, violence, family conflict, addictions or social issues





The trunk: the policies or institutions that push us into poverty


The trunk represents the policies and institutions that maintain our poverty


Government policies: immigration, welfare, health, education, labour, Indian act


Free trade deals like the North American Free Trade Agreement, Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation, the General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs


Global Institutions: World Trade Organization, World Bank, International Monetary Fund





The roots: the political and economic system that determines the roles of women


The roots represent the causes of women’s poverty.  The roots, we came to understand, is the political economy of capitalism that uses sexism to use women to make money.  We came to this answer by looking at the question “who benefits from our poverty?”








� Now the Canadian Council of Chief Executives, the CCCE represents the 150 largest corporations in Canada (Barlow & Clarke, 9)


� For a comprehensive list of all changes to government services implemented by the BC liberals and their impact on women see “Impact of Provincial Government Cuts on Women,” BC Coalition of Women’s Centres, � HYPERLINK "http://www.bcwomen.cjb.net" ��www.bcwomen.cjb.net�





� For more information on recommendations to be developed on this criteria, see “an internal memo from MHR,” in The Long Haul, September 2003, p. 11.


� End Legislated Poverty will be investigating this practice as a part of their work exploring the effect of the welfare cuts on women leaving or in abusive relationships, forthcoming 2003.


� The committee also recommended that the government of BC “analyse the negative impact of women of its recent legal and other measures and amend the measures as necessary”


� The Canadian legislature recently voted 156/73 in favor of continued “strong support” for NORAD. (Libby Davies, Update, � HYPERLINK "http://www.libbydavies.ca/update/militarism.html" ��www.libbydavies.ca/update/militarism.html� 
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