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Abstract 
An alternative formulation of the Social Assistance (SA) program in the standard 
labour-leisure model is proposed, which takes account of both SA eligibility criteria that 
limit access and barriers to mixing short-term work and SA.  Individuals facing 
employment barriers who do not or no longer qualify for Employment Insurance (EI) 
benefits may not be immediately eligible for SA.  Constraints in the SA program may 
limit their choices in mixing short-term jobs and SA, pushing individuals to withdraw 
from employment entirely.  The paper considers evidence on program incidence using the 
EI Coverage Survey for 1999, as well as changes in the incidence pattern between 1987 
and 1997 using the Survey of Consumer Finances.  The fact that relatively few 
individuals combine EI and SA receipt during the same year and the increase in 
long-term jobless dependent on SA are consistent with the importance of barriers to entry 
to SA and/or difficulties mixing short-term jobs and SA.  
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1.  Introduction 
Employment Insurance (EI) and Social Assistance (SA) are the two principal programs in 
Canada’s social safety net for the non-elderly population.  Interest in the interaction between 
the two programs in providing income support to the unemployed has been heightened by 
substantial policy changes during the 1990s affecting both programs, such as the succession 
of EI/UI policy reforms in 1990, 1993, 1994 and 1996.  The standard approach to analysing 
patterns of incidence of EI and SA uses the labour-leisure model, which emphasises principally 
monetary incentives of the two programs. This paper proposes a revised labour-leisure 
model that incorporates SA program constraints.  Furthermore, labour market constraints may 
interact with program eligibility constraints to influence patterns of EI and SA incidence, 
and potentially the pattern of labour market participation.  After a brief literature review, 
section iii suggests modifications to the standard labour-leisure model.  The paper then 
considers the aggregate incidence of EI and SA among the unemployed at one point in 
time using data from the EI Coverage Survey for 1999, including an assessment of the 
impact of household status.  Section v looks at shifts in the distribution of unemployed by 
EI and SA incidence between 1987 and 1997 and evaluates the increase in SA incidence 
within groups using the Survey of Consumer Finances (SCF).  A brief concluding section 
summarises the main findings. 



 

Employment Insurance and Social Assistance:  Evidence on Program Interaction 2 



 

Employment Insurance and Social Assistance:  Evidence on Program Interaction 3 

2.  Literature review 
Most studies explaining patterns of Employment Insurance (EI)/Unemployment Insurance (UI) 
and Social Assistance (SA) receipt among the unemployed tend to test the standard 
labour-leisure model, which emphasises relative program incentives. Using aggregate 
data, Arnau Crémieux and Fortin (1998) concluded that EI/UI program changes over the 
1990s were associated with a substantial increase in the incidence of SA.  Stark (1997) did 
not find that variables measuring EI/UI generosity had a significant effect on SA usage.  
Using a more disaggregated approach, Stark (1998) found that the availability of EI/UI had a 
significant effect on SA usage, though this was not the case with respect to SA generosity. 
Stewart and Dooley (1998) found that the adequacy of EI/UI did not have an impact on SA 
usage for any group, while SA benefit levels were related to SA usage by single men.  

Among studies using micro-economic data Barrett, Doiron, Green and Riddell (1996) 
found that there is a large overlap in the clientele of EI/UI and SA.  A large proportion of 
SA recipients also participated in the UI program in the same year and there is not a 
common pattern of differences in characteristics between the two groups.  Browning, Jones 
and Kuhn (1995) found that UI policy changes restricting benefits to voluntary quitters 
were associated with increased use of SA.  However, the availability of SA benefits does 
not apparently influence the probability of re-employment for individuals close to 
exhausting their UI benefits.  Christofides, Stengos and Swidinsky (1997) found that 
receipt of UI was associated with a lower incidence of SA use, though SA program 
parameters did not generally influence participation in SA.  Using a more complex but 
still very similar model to the labour-leisure model with EI/UI and SA as outlined in the 
next section, Fortin, Lacroix and Thibault (1999) found that increases in UI eligibility 
criteria and decreases in the UI replacement rate were associated with a higher re-entry 
rate into social assistance for single mothers.1 

                                                 
1 A large part of the observed effect of the UI replacement rate is likely to be purely mechanical, since eligibility for 

SA benefits is importantly determined by family income (including EI/UI benefits) falling below a threshold level.  
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3.  Explanations of Employment Insurance 
(EI) and Social Assistance (SA) incidence 

This section proposes modifications to the standard labour-leisure model that more accurately 
reflect the benefits available in the SA program and most importantly, constraints on SA 
receipt stemming from program eligibility criteria.  For individuals facing an employment 
constraint, program eligibility criteria can have a more important impact. 

3.1 The standard labour-leisure model 
The standard labour-leisure model emphasises relative program incentives, primarily 
monetary, as an explanation for the relative incidence of EI and SA use among the 
unemployed.  In the model of Fortin (1984), EI subsidises employment for part-year workers, 
who at best would just exhaust EI benefits before finding another job.  Arnau, Crémieux and 
Fortin (1998) and Fortin, Lacroix and Thibault (1999) both analyse participation in EI and 
SA by groups with a weaker attachment to the labour force using measures of the relative 
incentives of the two programs.  In a similar vein, Chart 1a presents a standard labour-leisure 
framework for an individual with a 52-week time horizon.  Line a shows the annual budget 
constraint in the absence of EI and SA for a wage/salary earner where earnings are assumed 
to be 2/3 of the average hourly rate for all employees for 1997.   

Chart 1a 
Budget Constraint with Employment Insurance (EI) and Social Assistance (SA) 

 

Line a) Earnings are based on 2/3 of average hourly earnings for all employees for 1997 or $11.27/hour.  Weekly earnings are 
based on a work week of 40 hours. 
Line b) Under current EI program for an individual living in a region where the unemployment rate is between 7.0 and 8.0 percent. 
The minimum entrance requirement is 18 weeks of work.  The individual reaches Max (where weeks of work + weeks of EI + 2 
weeks waiting period = 52 weeks) at 28 weeks of work. 
Line c) The average weekly SA benefit rate in 1996 was $177.  This was based on weighted average benefits by class of beneficiary 
by province.  Estimates are weighted by the number of beneficiaries in each class in each province [National Council on Welfare 
(1997) and unpublished data from HRDC].  Line c intersects line a at the origin as it is assumed there is no waiting period.   
Line d) This is based on both the EI criteria in line a and the SA criteria in line c. 

Line a = budget constraint for wage earner. 
slope = -w = $451/week 

Line b = Budget constraint for EI recipient 
with recent employment. 
b1: slope = -w(1-r) = $202/week 
b2: slope = -w(1+r * D/M) = $574/week 

Point e = Income for full-time SA recipient 
with no recent employment. 

Point f = Individuals with no SA and no 
recent employment. 
w = Wage rate (per week) 
s  = SA benefit rate (per week) 
r  = Replacement rate of EI benefits. 
D  = Maximum duration of EI/UI benefits 

 for a minimally – qualified worker 
M  = Minimum duration of employment 

 needed to qualify for EI/UI 

Income ($)

22,545

18,081

23,446

14,131

12,332

9,200
8,116 a

e

f
(24)
Max

(34)
Min Leisure (weeks)

(52)

b2

14,986

b1

= budget constraint with     
all alternatives.

(2)

Income ($)

22,545

18,081

23,446

14,131

12,332

9,200
8,116 a

e

f
(24)
Max

(34)
Min Leisure (weeks)

(52)

b2

14,986

b1

= budget constraint with     
all alternatives.

(2)
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Line b (sections b1 and b2) shows the income frontier for an individual who is both 
employed and unemployed part-year and qualifies for EI in the absence of SA.  This is an 
example of an individual who qualifies for EI under the EI Act of 1996 in an EI region 
where the unemployment rate is 7.0-8.0 per cent, who is eligible for EI after 18 weeks of 
insured employment, and who initially receives 17 weeks of benefits at a replacement 
rate of 55 per cent.  An individual receives 1 week of EI benefits for each additional week 
worked up to a maximum of 26 weeks.  At Min a worker just qualifies for EI, while at 
Max all weeks of non-employment are fully covered by EI.  Line b intersects line a at the 
standard two-week waiting period for EI benefits.  Individuals who are apt to switch from 
EI to SA are more likely to have relatively fewer weeks of work.  Arnau, Cremieux and 
Fortin (1998) and Fortin, Lacroix and Thibault (1999) implicitly assume individuals are 
to the right of Max by using a variable that measures the EI/UI “subsidy” to employment.  
SA is usually represented by a horizontal line extending from point e (full-year 
dependence on SA) to the wage curve, assuming a 100 per cent tax-back rate on earned 
income for SA recipients.  In Chart 1a, the income frontier for an individual facing all 
these alternatives is traced by the heavier line.  Corner solutions play an important role in 
that individuals will tend to be concentrated at Max on line b and at point e and many 
studies test the hypothesis that changes in the relative incentives of EI and SA will cause 
shifts between them.  

However, the modelling of SA in Chart 1a is not entirely accurate.  In keeping with the 
objective of showing the standard model, Chart 1b shows a revised budget for an 
individual who receives SA (in the absence of EI) for at least part of the year (line c).  
The standard representation of SA is true in the context of a one-month period where 
most of earnings are in fact taxed back.  However, on an annual basis it is possible to 
combine both employment and SA without a tax-back of earnings as SA benefit levels 
are determined by current income (defined in the context of one month) and current 
assets.  The slope of line c is based on a weighted average of annual SA benefit rates by 
class of SA beneficiary and province.  Line c intersects line a at 0 weeks assuming there 
is no waiting period for SA.2  

Individuals who combine part-year employment, EI and SA during the same year would 
fall on line d.  This is a better alternative than receipt of EI alone over the range of weeks 
of unemployment during the year which are not fully covered by EI, as receipt of SA 
benefits for the uncovered weeks increases income.  Line d begins at the same level of 
weeks unemployed as line b, and intersects line b at Max, where all weeks of the year are 
taken up by employment and unemployment covered by EI except the EI waiting period.  
Beyond Max, it does not make sense to substitute additional weeks of SA for weeks of 
EI, assuming as in this case that the benefit rate for EI is higher than that of SA. 

                                                 
2  In actual fact there is likely a waiting period but as SA regulations vary across provinces and eligibility for 

SA benefits within provinces depends on class of beneficiary, it is difficult to calculate a national estimate. 



 

Employment Insurance and Social Assistance:  Evidence on Program Interaction 7 

Chart 1b 
Budget Constraint with Employment Insurance (EI) and Social Assistance (SA) 

 

Line a) Earnings are based on 2/3 of average hourly earnings for all employees for 1997 or $11.27/hour.  Weekly earnings 
are based on a work week of 40 hours. 
Line b) Under current EI program for an individual living in a region where the unemployment rate is between 7.0 and 8.0 
percent. The minimum entrance requirement is 18 weeks of work.  The individual reaches Max (where weeks of work + 
weeks of EI + 2 weeks waiting period = 52 weeks) at 28 weeks of work. 
Line c) The average weekly SA benefit rate in 1996 was $177.  This was based on weighted average benefits by class of 
beneficiary by province.  Estimates are weighted by the number of beneficiaries in each class in each province [National 
Council on Welfare (1997) and unpublished data from HRDC].  Line c intersects line a at the origin as it is assumed there 
is no waiting period.   
Line d) This is based on both the EI criteria in line a and the SA criteria in line c. 

In the revised standard model presented in Chart 1b, individuals face a choice among: 
part-year work alone (points on line a); part-year work and EI (points on line b); 
part-year work and SA (points on line c); part-year work, EI and SA (line d); and SA 
alone (point e).  The income frontier for an individual with all these alternatives is traced 
out by the heavier line in Chart 1b.  As long as some portion of unemployment is not 
covered by EI, receipt of SA during the uncovered weeks provides a higher level of 
income.  Therefore, lines c and d provide the highest level of income-unemployment 
combinations over a significant range for those with relatively few weeks of employment, 
a range which rises as the wage rate declines.  

3.2 The introduction of constraints 
The way SA was graphed in Chart 1b is still not a very accurate modelling of the SA 
program which has a number of barriers to entry as well as barriers to exit. Means testing 
of SA based on household income and household assets limits eligibility.  In addition, 
the social stigma associated with SA, particularly the negative view of SA clients held by 
employers, limits access. This means that options along lines c and d will be available to 
fewer individuals as the unemployed with a working spouse or with sufficient assets will 

Line a = budget constraint for wage earner.
slope = -w = $451/week 
Line b = Budget constraint for EI recipient 
with recent employment. 
b1: slope = -w(1-r) = $202/week 
b2: slope = -w(1+r * D/M) = $574/week 
Line c = Budget constraint for SA recipient 
with recent employment. 
slope = -(w-s) = $274/week 
Line d = Budget constraint for EI and SA 
recipient with recent employment. 
slope = -w(1+r * D/M) + s(1+ DM) = $310/week
Point e = Income for full-time SA recipient 
with no recent employment. 
Point f = Individuals with no SA and no 
recent employment. 
w = Wage rate (per week) 
s = SA benefit rate (per week) 
r = Replacement rate of EI benefits. 
D = Maximum duration of EI/UI benefits for 

 a minimally – qualified worker 
M = Minimum duration of employment 

 needed to qualify for EI/UI 

Income ($)

22,545

18,081

23,446

14,131

12,332

9,200
8,116

a
e

f
(24)
Max

(34)
Min Leisure (weeks)

(52)

cb2

14,986

d

b1

= budget constraint with     
all alternatives.

Income ($)

22,545

18,081

23,446

14,131

12,332

9,200
8,116

a
e

f
(24)
Max

(34)
Min Leisure (weeks)

(52)

cb2

14,986

d

b1

= budget constraint with     
all alternatives.
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not be eligible for SA.  The unemployed in single-earner households are most likely to 
qualify for SA.  However, over the longer term, more households will come to meet SA 
eligibility criteria.  Households with insufficient income, potentially stemming from 
uncovered unemployment, will eventually exhaust their assets and households with more 
than one earner may become eligible for SA if both earners become jobless.  

Unemployed SA recipients are subject to constraints in the SA program that potentially 
limit mixing employment with SA.  The first is high effective marginal tax rates reflecting 
the withdrawal of SA benefits for recipients who take jobs.  The estimated net earnings 
replacement rates for SA in Ontario in 1995 varied from between 25 per cent for a single 
individual to 59 per cent for a single earner married couple with two children earning 
the average production worker wage.  This rises to between 35 per cent and 77 per cent 
respectively for individuals in jobs where earnings are two-thirds of the wage of the 
average production worker (OECD 1999a). The full or partial withdrawal of supplemental 
SA benefits such as a subsidy for housing or access to social housing, supplemental 
health and dental care coverage and day-care subsidies (National Council of Welfare 1993; 
OECD 1999b) adds to the cost of leaving SA.   

There are additional costs to leaving SA that become fixed costs of taking employment.  
The probability of incurring these fixed costs depends on the probability of returning to SA.  
This in turn is dependent on the risk of future unemployment and the probability that it will 
be covered by EI.  An important fixed cost is re-application for means-tested benefits which 
generates considerable uncertainty among claimants (Atkinson and Micklewright, 1991).  
The re-application process for SA, involving complex forms is another fixed cost of 
leaving SA.  The administration associated with the full or partial withdrawal of 
supplemental SA benefits such as housing subsidies or social housing when the individual 
takes a job, as well as the readjustment of these benefits when they return to SA, adds to 
the fixed costs of taking a temporary job.  These factors may discourage SA recipients 
from mixing short-term employment and SA with the result that they may leave the 
labour force and rely on SA full-time.  In addition, the SA program lacks the institutional 
structure to ensure that job-search requirements are adequately met compared to the EI 
program.  As a result, SA administrators may judge the job search of SA recipients who 
return to SA after short-term jobs, as inadequate. These costs may be relatively large compared 
to the net income gains from taking a short-term job, and mean that points on lines c and d may 
not really be part of the opportunity set of individuals receiving SA. 

The labour-leisure framework as represented in Chart 1c is probably a more accurate 
representation of the program incentives facing individuals. While it is difficult to 
incorporate the impact of non-monetary constraints associated with SA one approximation 
might be to model the SA program as a vertical line from point f to point e as shown in 
Chart 1c.  This captures both the impact of SA eligibility constraints which mean that line 
c is not an alternative for many potential SA recipients because they either do not meet 
household income or asset means tests.  As well, it reflects barriers to mixing part-year 
employment leading SA recipients to be constrained to non-employment.  The model 
represented in Chart 1c entails corner solutions, notably a shift from Max on line b or 
points to the right of it to point e, as did the original model presented in Chart 1a. 
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For individuals facing an employment constraint, incomes may be so low that SA provides 
significantly greater benefits than the alternatives.  Quantity-constrained individuals may 
either be unable to accumulate a sufficient number of hours of work to qualify for EI or, 
they may experience spells of unemployment that exhaust EI benefits.  In Chart 1c, 
a simple absolute constraint on the number of weeks worked at 17 weeks, less than 
the minimum necessary to qualify for EI is represented by the vertical dotted line.  
Phipps (1990 and 1991) develops a more sophisticated approach, where individuals 
are assumed to be constrained if they cannot work the number of weeks desired at 
their observed wage rate.  These unemployed therefore face a choice of points along line 
a up to the employment constraint or along the vertical segment f-e if they choose SA. 

For those who face employment constraints, the dynamics of the transition between EI 
and SA is very different from those who do.  In the standard model, individuals react 
principally to changes in relative program monetary benefits, though access to SA is 
more limited.  In the “constrained” model, the interaction of labour market constraints 
(the limit on the weeks of employment) with constraints stemming from program criteria 
is crucial.  Individuals become subject to a series of constraints that push them from 
part-year employment and EI to part-year employment and joblessness not supported by 
EI and then to complete withdrawal from the labour force supported by SA.  
The cumulative effect of these constraints can be to change the labour force participation 
patterns of individuals, in this case, causing abandonment of part-year employment.  

Chart 1c 
Budget Constraint with Employment Insurance (EI) and Social Assistance (SA) 

  

Line a) Earnings are based on 2/3 of average hourly earnings for all employees for 1997 or $11.27/hour.  Weekly earnings 
are based on a work week of 40 hours. 
Line b) Under current EI program for an individual living in a region where the unemployment rate is between 7.0 and 8.0 percent. 
The minimum entrance requirement is 18 weeks of work.  The individual reaches Max (where weeks of work + weeks of EI + 2 
weeks waiting period = 52 weeks) at 28 weeks of work. 
Line c) The average weekly SA benefit rate in 1996 was $177.  This was based on weighted average benefits by class of 
beneficiary by province.  Estimates are weighted by the number of beneficiaries in each class in each province [National 
Council on Welfare (1997) and unpublished data from HRDC].  Line c intersects line a at the origin as it is assumed there 
is no waiting period.   
Line d) This is based on both the EI criteria in line a and the SA criteria in line c. 

Income ($)

22,545

18,081

23,446

12,332

9,200
8,116

a
e

f
(24)
Max

(34)
Min Leisure (weeks)

(52)

b2

14,986

b1

= budget constraint with     
all alternatives.

(35)(35)

Line a = budget constraint for wage earner.
slope = -w = $451/week 

Line b = Budget constraint for EI recipient 
with recent employment. 
b1: slope = -w(1-r) = $202/week 
b2: slope = -w(1+r * D/M) = $574/week 

Point e = Income for full-time SA recipient 
with no recent employment. 

Point f = Individuals with no SA and no 
recent employment. 

W = Wage rate (per week) 
s = SA benefit rate (per week) 
r = Replacement rate of EI benefits. 
D = Maximum duration of EI/UI benefits 

 for a minimally – qualified worker 
M = Minimum duration of employment 

 needed to qualify for EI/UI 
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4.  The Incidence of  
Employment Insurance (EI) and 

Social Assistance (SA) in 1999  
The previous section outlined a revised standard labour-leisure model and a simple 
“constrained” model.  The EI Coverage Survey is a recent snapshot of the incidence of EI 
and SA.  It is a quarterly supplement to the Labour Force Survey conducted using a panel 
of the full survey sample.  It surveys a subset of those who are either currently 
unemployed or who have withdrawn from the labour force, but have been employed in 
the previous two years.  Over 1999, the sample included approximately 2,500 persons per 
survey.  The EI Coverage Survey provides information on the incidence of EI and SA 
among these individuals averaged over four points in the year, and permits a systematic 
evaluation of the categories of workers covered by the EI program as well as the 
characteristics of those who are not eligible to receive benefits. 

A general overview of the pattern of EI and SA receipt is presented in Table 1, which follows a 
recent convention of presenting data on EI receipt in a framework that distinguishes between 
potentially eligible and ineligible claimants [Statistics Canada (1999)].  The distinction 
between potentially and not-potentially eligible for EI benefits is largely based on EI program 
eligibility criteria.  Among the potentially eligible for EI, 54.7 per cent of the unemployed 
received EI benefits.  Receipt of SA benefits was relatively low accounting for only 
6.7 per cent of the potentially eligible unemployed. As would be expected, the receipt of 
EI sharply reduced the need to make use of SA:  the incidence of SA use among 
individuals who had met EI entrance requirements was relatively low at 3.0 per cent.   

However, some fraction of those who had recent work experience may have to turn to SA 
more rapidly if they are ineligible for EI or exhaust EI benefits and have no alternative 
means of support.  The incidence of SA use was highest (21.2 per cent) for individuals 
who were unable to accumulate enough hours of work to be eligible for EI.  It was higher 
than the incidence among individuals who had claimed EI during the previous 12 months 
but had exhausted their EI benefits (10.3 per cent). The lower incidence of SA use among 
EI exhaustees than those who did not qualify for EI may stem from better work histories 
and less time without income support. 

Those who had no employment in the previous twelve months accounted for the majority 
of individuals not potentially eligible for EI.  Among this group, the incidence of SA use 
was noticeably higher, at 21.7 per cent (See Table 1).  In fact, of the 159,000 unemployed 
who were in households that received SA, 97,000 or 61.1 per cent had been jobless at 
least 12 months.  This group included both the unemployed who are recent labour force 
entrants/re-entrants and unemployed job-losers who had become long-term jobless.  
The incidence of SA use was highest (33.4 per cent, Column 1e) among the long-term 
jobless (more than 12 months) who had previously worked compared to 9.7 per cent 
among new entrants/re-entrants.  New entrants/re-entrants may be able to depend on the 
income of other household members for income support as they had previously been able 
to remain outside the labour force and they also may not have experienced labour market 
difficulties for as long a period. 
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As the distinction between potentially and not potentially eligible for EI is based on 
particular criteria related to the EI program, it is not entirely appropriate in analysing the 
interaction between EI and SA because it mixes various reasons for non-receipt of EI. 
However, the main difference between the two groups is whether or not an individual 
worked in the previous year. As unemployed individuals potentially eligible for EI 
actually all had recent employment, they are individuals potentially at points on lines a, 
b, c or d in Chart 1b.  The unemployed who worked during the year include not only 
individuals classed as potentially eligible for EI in Table 1 but also the self-employed, 
individuals who left employment to return to school or those who left employment 
voluntarily without just cause.  

Chart 2 presents the distribution of unemployed using the framework proposed in Chart 1b 
as this chart has the largest opportunity set.  A more detailed explanation of the translation 
of data from Table 1 to Chart 2 is presented in Annex A, Table A1. The distribution is 
more consistent with the model presented in Chart 1c, which incorporates significant 
constraints on SA use.  The majority of all unemployed (40.2 per cent) was eligible to 
receive EI benefits in 1999 (on line b).  The next largest group of unemployed receiving 
public income support were the 8.5 per cent who were long-term jobless and in receipt of 
SA.  A total of 5.5 per cent of the unemployed had employment in the past 12 months and 
were in receipt of SA (sum of individuals on lines c and d), which is not large given that 
lines c and d would provide the highest level of income over a significant range of 
employment outcomes if these alternatives were more widely available.  

Chart 2 
Budget Constraint with Employment Insurance (EI) and Social Assistance (SA) 

Distribution of the unemployed, EI Coverage Survey 1999 
  

a) Point e includes individuals who received SA, EI or both EI and SA. 
Source: Statistics Canada, EI Coverage Survey unpublished data. 
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The pattern of the distribution of individuals potentially in between EI eligibility on line b 
and long-term joblessness dependent on SA (point e) is also consistent with both entry 
barriers to SA and barriers to combining short-term jobs and SA.  A much larger share 
(22.2 per cent) of the unemployed were on line a rather than on line c (4.2 per cent) in 
receipt of SA benefits, though line c is preferable to line a over a significant range.  
In particular, 36.7 per cent of individuals on line a did not have enough weeks of 
employment in the past 12 months to qualify for EI benefits and would therefore be on 
the lower part of line a, to the right of its intersection with line b.3  The relatively high 
share of individuals on the lower portion of line a also supports the existence of 
employment constraints affecting some individuals.  Relatively few individuals (1.3 per cent) 
combined part-year employment, EI and SA in the same twelve month period (line d), 
yet this alternative provides a higher income level where EI benefits do not cover the full 
period of joblessness during the year.  Moreover, the share of individuals on lines c and d 
who were combining part-year work and SA on a longer-term basis was likely even lower 
than shown in Chart 2, as some were in transit to point e.  Individuals in transit could 
have lost or quit their job, failed to qualify for EI or have exhausted EI and therefore 
turned to SA in the short term so that though they have recent employment, they are in 
fact moving to joblessness and complete dependence on SA.  Of the 4.2 per cent of all 
unemployed with employment in the past 12 months and in receipt of SA (on line c), 
2.2 per cent did not meet EI entrance requirements and 1.1 per cent had voluntarily quit 
their last job.  Of the 1.3 per cent who worked, received EI and were in receipt of SA 
(on line d), 0.5 per cent had exhausted EI benefits (see Table A1). 

Two bits of evidence support the assertion that a significant share of the unemployed were 
employment-constrained.  If the shift of individuals from line b to point e were a choice 
based on relative incentives, there is little reason for individuals to delay opting for SA, 
yet the incidence of SA rises significantly only after considerable time has elapsed since 
job loss.  Chart 3 shows that in 1999, the incidence of SA rose from 7.9 percent for those 
jobless 0-12 months to 23.7 per cent for those jobless 13-24 months to 33.1 per cent for 
those who last worked 37 to 60 months ago and 43.9 per cent for those who had worked 
more than 60 months ago.  Stark (1999) found that the incidence of SA use rose significantly 
beginning 50 weeks after separation.  This is more consistent with the exhaustion of other 
alternatives, such as would be the case if individuals were employment-constrained.  
Second, if moving from intermittent employment and EI usage to SA reflected the 
standard model, individuals choosing full-time reliance on SA would likely have qualified 
for EI, given the relatively long gap between employment separation and SA receipt.  
However, in 1998 among those who were jobless 13 to 24 months only 41.5 per cent had 
received EI benefits following separation.  This compares with an incidence of EI claims 
of 61.3 per cent for individuals who had worked and became unemployed within the 
previous 12 months.  

One explanation for the apparently long period with neither employment nor public 
income support is simply SA eligibility criteria.  According to this hypothesis, individuals 
with assets above SA specified means-tested levels were forced to rely on these assets 
until they were exhausted and they met SA entrance requirements.  However, this sort of 
behaviour seems more consistent with individuals facing an employment constraint.  
                                                 
3  This is based on results in Table A1 which show that 93,000 of the 253,000 individuals or 36.7 per cent on line a 

failed to work enough weeks during the previous 12 weeks to qualify for EI benefits. 
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Another explanation is that there may also have been other earners in the household, 
however it also seems unlikely that households would wait until the household was 
jobless so that they could opt for SA.  This explanation is also more consistent with 
individuals being employment-constrained.  

Chart 3 
Incidence of SA among the unemployed by duration of joblessness, 1999 

 

a) Based on revised estimates from the EI Coverage Survey.  These differ slightly from estimates used 
elsewhere in the paper. 

Source: Statistics Canada, EI Coverage Survey, 1999 unpublished data. 

Household status 
An important constraint on SA receipt is means testing based on household income.  
Separating the unemployed into those in households without an earner (Chart 4a)4 where 
this constraint is not binding and the unemployed in households with at least one earner 
(Chart 4b) where it is binding allows for an assessment of the impact of this constraint.  
There should be many more unemployed in households without an earner in receipt of 
SA as the unemployed in households with another earner are constrained in their ability 
to access SA benefits.  In Chart 4a, those in receipt of SA (the sum of c, d and e) 
accounted for 25.6 per cent of the unemployed compared to only 1.8 per cent of the 
unemployed in Chart 4b.  This included significant numbers with recent employment on 
lines c and d (9.7 per cent) in Chart 4a.  

                                                 
4  These unemployed are unattached individuals, single parent households and the unemployed in couple households 

with no earner.  The inclusion of unemployed dependent children tends to understate the importance of EI as a 
relatively low share of these individuals receives EI.  
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Conversely, part-year employment, without additional income from EI, and potentially 
even with EI benefits, may be less attractive or viable for the unemployed in 
single-earner households.  Among the unemployed in households without an earner there 
were only 16.6 per cent with part-year employment only (on line a) compared to 28.0 per 
cent of the unemployed in households with at least one earner. Those with part-year 
employment and eligible for EI (on line b) accounted for 36.5 per cent of all unemployed 
in households without an earner compared to 44.0 per cent of all unemployed in 
households with at least one earner.  The gap in the share of unemployed on line a 
between the unemployed in households without an earner compared to those with an 
earner suggests that this alternative is less viable and that therefore a share of the 
unemployed in these households may be pushed to SA.  

The evidence suggests that the difficulty mixing short-term work and SA may play a 
significant role in explaining the relatively high share of long-term jobless among the 
unemployed in households without an earner (37.2 per cent, sum of points e and f) in Chart 
4a compared to the unemployed in households with at least one earner (27.0 per cent) in 
Chart 4b.  The difference reflected a high incidence of SA use at 15.9 per cent among the 
former (point e) compared to only 0.8 per cent among the latter.  Given that 26.2 per cent 
of the latter were not in receipt of SA (at point f) compared to 21.3 per cent of the former, 
the unemployed in households without an earner may not necessarily have characteristics 
that make them more prone to long-term joblessness. The significant share of 
unemployed in households without an earner at point f may also be affected by SA 
eligibility criteria as it included individuals depending on savings, potentially because 
they do not meet the SA asset test.  Disincentives to take employment once on SA, 
was put forward by Gregg and Wadsworth (1996) as a reason why unemployment was 
becoming more concentrated in jobless households. 
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5.  Changes in Employment Insurance (EI)/ 
Unemployment Insurance (UI) and 

Social Assistance (SA) incidence, 1987-1997 
This section presents distributions for 1987 and 1997 from the Survey of Consumer 
Finances (SCF) using the same framework that was used to analyse data from the EI 
Coverage Survey. Between 1987 and 1997, there was a significant change in EI/UI 
parameters - the Sargent index fell from 143.9 to 96.0 between 1987 and 1997 (1970=100) 
(Sargent, 1995).5  A summary index of the level of real SA benefits was at approximately the 
same level in 1997 as it was in 1987, after increasing in the intervening years.6 The model 
presented in Chart 1c would therefore predict a shift in the distribution of unemployed 
from part-year employment and EI to long-term joblessness and SA receipt between 1987 
and 1997.  In general, labour market conditions for 1987 and 1997, as measured by the 
unemployment rate were relatively similar (8.8 per cent and 9.1 per cent respectively) 
so differences in the incidence of EI and SA are more likely to reflect structural changes in the 
use of the two programs than the economic cycle.  One notable difference is the share of 
long-term unemployed (53 weeks or more) which increased from 9.1 per cent of the 
unemployed in 1987 to 12.2 per cent in 1997. 

Chart 5a/b presents the distributions for these two years using the same framework that was 
used to analyse data from the EI Coverage Survey.  However, changes in the distribution of 
EI and SA incidence may have been influenced by changes in the distribution of the 
unemployed.  Therefore, first a simple decomposition analysis was undertaken to give an 
idea of the relative importance of changes in the distribution of unemployed to SA 
incidence compared to an increase in the incidence of SA within groups.  This is followed by 
a multivariate analysis, which confirms the increase in SA incidence within groups, controlling 
for a much broader range of individual characteristics. Finally, this section also considers data 
on the labour market attachment of the unemployed, particularly the long-term jobless, which 
is relevant to a comparison of the standard and constrained models. 

In the SCF data are available on the incidence of EI/UI and SA during a calendar year by 
the pattern of labour market participation during the same year. As the incidence of 
unemployment, EI/UI and SA are on an annual basis, measures differ from a point in 
time survey such as the EI Coverage Survey.  The number of unemployed in the SCF will 
be substantially higher than would be as measured using the EI Coverage Survey.  
In particular, individuals with very brief spells of unemployment will be potentially 
counted by the SCF but not by the EI Coverage Survey.  The incidence of public 
assistance programs among the unemployed will tend to be higher in the SCF than in 

                                                 
5  The Sargent index of EI/UI disincentives is a measure of the EI/UI program that combines information on eligibility 

criteria and benefit duration averaged across individual EI/UI regions. 
6  The estimate of the national composite SA benefit rate is based on a weighted average of provincial composite 

benefit rates.  Each provincial composite benefit rate is based on statutory benefit rates for different classes of SA 
case (Single employable, single parent, couple with two children) weighted by the shares of these cases in the total 
provincial SA caseload for 1995 (See National Council of Welfare (1997) for statutory SA rates).  A composite 
benefit rate for Canada is obtained from provincial estimates by weighting across provinces using the provincial 
share of unemployed.  A national estimate was also obtained using only provincial data on SA caseloads as weights.  
This composite value is somewhat higher than the estimate using provincial shares of unemployment. 
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cross-sectional surveys such as the EI Coverage Survey and can be difficult to interpret.7 
While there may be difficulties with the SCF in terms of under-reporting of EI/UI and SA 
use during the year, it at least provides an indication of trends, assuming that the degree 
of under-reporting does not change over time.  

5.1 Change in distribution, 1987-1997 
A general description of the pattern of change in EI/UI and SA incidence among the 
unemployed, as was done in the previous section, is a useful starting point.  Consistent with 
the analysis in HRDC (1998), the incidence of EI/UI among the unemployed has declined. 
Table 2 shows data from 1987 and 1997 on the incidence of EI/UI alone, SA alone, EI/UI 
and SA during the same year among individuals who were unemployed at some point during 
the year.  The number of individuals who had at least one spell of unemployment during the 
year remained relatively constant at approximately 3.0 million in both years.  The share of 
individuals unemployed during the year that received EI/UI fell 6.9 percentage points to 
52.6 per cent in 1997.  By contrast, the importance of SA among the unemployed increased. 
In Table 2, the share who received SA (including those who received both EI/UI and SA) 
rose 4.4 percentage points to 18.3 per cent, an increase of 127,000 to 540,000.  However, 
the share of unemployed that received SA alone rose more sharply by 5.3 percentage points 
to 14.3 per cent or an increase of 152,000 to 421,000.  The share of unemployed who made 
use of both EI/UI and SA declined slightly while the share of individuals who were 
unemployed but who received neither EI/UI nor SA, rose from 31.4 per cent of the 
unemployed to 33.1 per cent.  The incidence of SA use among the unemployed (including the 
unemployed in receipt of both EI/UI and SA) who also worked during the year rose from 
11.5 per cent in 1987 to 12.3 per cent in 1997.  The incidence of SA use among the long-term 
jobless increased more sharply from 36.0 per cent to 50.0 per cent.  

Given the changes in EI/UI parameters between 1987 and 1997, the model in Chart 1c would 
predict a decline in the incidence of EI/UI among the unemployed and an increase in the 
incidence of SA.  As shown in Chart 5a/b, the shift in the distribution of unemployed 
between 1987 and 1997 was from part-year employment and EI/UI to long-term joblessness 
and SA receipt. A description of how the figures in Chart 5a/b were arrived at is contained in 
Appendix A and Table A2.  The share of the unemployed who both worked during the year 
and received EI/UI benefits (on line b) fell from 51.6 per cent of the unemployed to 46.3 per 
cent.  The proportionately largest increase was in the numbers who had been jobless during the 
entire calendar year and had received SA, whose share of the unemployed rose from 6.6 per 
cent to 10.3 per cent, while there was almost no change in the share that had recently worked 
and received SA.  This suggests that there are barriers to access SA that make it more likely 
that the unemployed will qualify only after they become long-term jobless and/or barriers to 
mixing part-year employment and SA potentially pushing individuals towards full-time 
reliance on SA.  

                                                 
7  Relatively high measured incidence of the use of public assistance programs during a year among individuals who 

were unemployed during the year in the SCF may be compatible with much lower incidence measured by the EI 
Coverage Survey at a point in time.  The higher incidence as measured by the SCF still means that spells of 
unemployment may be incompletely covered, such as when individuals exhaust EI benefits of in the case of multiple 
spells of unemployment where only one may be covered by EI.  These cases would appear in the EI Coverage 
Survey as uncovered unemployment. 
A weakness of the EI Coverage Survey as a tool to measure the impact of EI/UI program changes on SA use is that 
short spells of SA between job loss and the time of the survey are not counted.  Incidence measure in the SCF, 
which provides information on the use of EI and SA over a one-year period, are at least one means of including 
shorter spells of EI and SA. 
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Table 2 
Unemployed by receipt of public assistance programs by  

labour market status, 1987 and 1997 
1 (2) 3 (4) 5 (6) 

 
All 

unemployed 

Incidence as 
a share of all 
unemployed 

(per cent) 

Unemployed 
and employed 

in year 

Incidence as a 
share of 

employed/ 
unemployed in 
year (per cent) 

Unemployed 
only in year 

Incidence as a 
share of 

unemployed only 
in year (per cent)

1987 
Employment Insurance/ 
Unemployment 
Insurance (EI/UI) 1,769,000 59.5% 1,658,000 61.8% 111,000 38.7% 

Received EI/UI only 1,625,000 54.7% 1,533,000 57.1% 92,000 32.0% 
Received EI/UI and SA 144,000 4.9% 125,000 4.7% 19,000 6.6% 

Social Assistance (SA)       
Received SA only 269,000 9.0% 184,000 6.9% 84,000 29.4% 

Received neither 
EI/UI nor SA 933,000 31.4% 842,000 31.4% 92,000 31.9% 
Total unemployed 2,971,000 100.0% 2,685,000 100.0% 287,000 100.0% 

1997 
Employment Insurance/ 
Unemployment 
Insurance (EI/UI) 1,553,000 52.6% 1,466,000 59.1% 86,000 18.3% 

Received EI/UI only 1,434,000 48.6% 1,366,000 55.1% 67,000 14.3% 
Received EI/UI and SA 119,000 4.0% 100,000 4.0% 19,000 4.0% 

Social Assistance (SA)       
Received SA only 421,000 14.3% 204,000 8.2% 217,000 46.0% 

Received neither 
EI/UI nor SA 978,000 33.1% 810,000 32.7% 168,000 35.7% 
Total unemployed 2,952,000 100.0% 2,480,000 100.0% 472,000 100.0% 

1987-1997 
 

Change in all 
unemployed 

Change in 
incidence as 
a share of all 
unemployed 

(per cent) 

Change in 
unemployed 

and employed 
during year 

Change in 
incidence as a 

share of 
employed/ 

unemployed in 
year (per cent) 

Change in 
unemployed 
only in year 

Change in 
incidence as a 

share of 
unemployed only 
in year (per cent)

Employment 
Insurance (EI) -216,000 -6.9% -192,000 -2.6% -24,000 -20.3% 

Received EI only -191,000 -6.1% -167,000 -2.0% -24,000 -17.7% 
Received EI and SA -26,000 -0.8% -25,000 -0.6% 0 -2.6% 

Social Assistance (SA)       
Received SA only 152,000 5.2% 20,000 1.4% 133,000 16.6% 

Received neither  
EI nor SA 44,000 1.7% -32,000 1.3% 77,000 3.8% 
Total unemployed -20,000 0.0% -205,000 0.7% 185,000 -3.8% 
Source: Statistics Canada, Survey of Consumer Finances, unpublished data. 

5.2 Decomposition analysis 
While the results presented in Chart 5a/b are consistent with the model presented in Chart 1c, 
it is possible that during the intervening period there was a change in the distribution of 
unemployed that influenced the results.  A simple decomposition analysis can be used to 
distinguish between a shift in the distribution of the unemployed towards long-term 
joblessness and an increase in SA incidence among the long-term jobless, which at least 
provides a first approximation of the extent to which the change in SA incidence was within 
groups or a result of changes in the distribution of the unemployed.  The decomposition 
equation is specified as follows: 
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−=−

 

where SA refers to SA beneficiaries, U to the unemployed, LTJ refers to long-term 
joblessness, STJ refers to the short-term jobless, ME refers to the unemployed in 
households with more than one earner, while SE refers to the unemployed in households 
with no more than one earner.8 

The sources of the increase in SA incidence can be broken down as follows:  the first is that 
attributable to a change in the distribution of unemployed between those with employment in 
the previous 12 months and the long-term jobless, where SA incidence is much higher.  
This is reflected in the first four terms of equation 1.  Apart from this, the change in the 
incidence of SA use within these two groups is likely to be important.  This is reflected in the 
second four terms of equation 1.  The last four terms, the interaction terms, play a role in the 
change in incidence, as their values depend on the change in SA incidence applied to the 
change in the share of unemployment.  According to the findings of Gregg and Wadsworth 
(1996) and the OECD (1998) one would expect to find that the rise in the share of the 
long-term jobless has been concentrated among households with no other earner, 
and therefore SA use among this group should account for an important share of the overall 
rise in SA incidence.  Consequently, the decomposition considers the share of individuals in 
single-earner households and those unemployed in households with more than one earner, 
within the long-term jobless and those unemployed with recent employment. 

                                                 
8  The definition of multiple-earner and single-earner household varies somewhat depending on whether the unemployed 

individuals had employment during the year.  For the unemployed who worked during the previous 12 months, 
a multiple-earner household is defined as one with two or more earners.  For the unemployed who were jobless for 
the previous 12 months, a multiple-earner household is defined as a household where one or more individuals had 
earnings.  This modification had only a very small impact on the results compared with restricting the definition of 
multiple-earner households to those with two or more earners.  
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The pattern of the increase in SA use between 1987 and 1997 as shown in Table 3 is 
consistent with the model presented in Chart 1c.  It also suggests that changes in SA 
incidence within groups played an important role and that therefore on a preliminary 
basis, the comparison in Charts 5a/b is valid.  In general, the results indicate that both the 
rise in the share of long-term jobless among the unemployed and the increase in the 
incidence of SA use among the long-term jobless were the key factors that explain the 
overall increase in SA incidence among the unemployed. Furthermore, the net effect of 
both the decline in the share of short-term jobless offset by the rise in SA incidence 
among this group was practically zero.  This pattern would be consistent with either the 
ineligibility of many recently unemployed for SA and/or barriers to mixing short-term 
employment and SA. 

Table 3 
Decomposition of the change in Social Assistance (SA) incidence, 1987-1997 

 Change in distribution of the unemployed  
a 0.36% 
b 2.32% 
c -0.74% 
d  -0.01% 

 Change in SA incidence  
e 0.38% 
f 0.65% 
g 0.04% 
h  0.60% 

 Interaction terms  
i 0.11% 
j 0.69% 
k 0.00% 
l  0.00% 
   
 Change in SA incidence within groups (e,f,g,h,i,j,k,l) 2.46% 
 Change in SA incidence among the long-term jobless (e,f,i,j) 1.83% 
 Change in SA incidence among the long-term jobless in multiple-earner households (e,i) 0.49% 
 Change in SA incidence among the long-term jobless in single-earner households (f,j) 1.34% 
 Change in SA incidence among the short-term jobless (g,h,k,l) 0.63% 
 Change in SA incidence among the short-term jobless in multiple-earner households (g,k) 0.00% 
 Change in SA incidence among the short-term jobless in single-earner households (h,l) 0.60% 
 Change in distribution of the unemployed (a,b,c,d) 1.94% 
 Change in share of long-term jobless among the unemployed (a,b) 2.69% 
 Change in the share of long-term jobless in multiple-earner households (a) 0.36% 
 Change in the share of long-term jobless in single-earner households (b) 2.32% 
 Change in share of short-term jobless among the unemployed (c,d) -0.75% 
 Change in the share of short-term jobless in multiple-earner households (c) -0.74% 
 Change in the share of long-term jobless in single-earner households (d) -0.01% 
 SA incidence 1987 13.90% 
 SA incidence 1997 18.29% 
 Total change in SA incidence 1987-1997 4.39% 
Source:  Statistics Canada, Survey of Consumer Finances, unpublished data. 
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The details are as follows.  Between 1987 and 1997, the incidence of SA use among the 
unemployed rose from 13.9 per cent to 18.3 per cent, or by 4.4 percentage points. 
The increase in the incidence of SA within the measured groups of unemployed (holding 
the distribution of unemployed across groups constant) accounted for the largest share, 
2.5 percentage points, of the total increase.  The chief factor was the 1.8 percentage-point 
increase in SA use among the long-term jobless.  This increase was largely a result of an 
increase in the incidence of SA use among single-earner households, which rose 
1.3 percentage points, while the incidence of SA use among the long-term jobless in 
multiple earner households accounted for 0.5 percentage points of the overall increase.  
While these groups are still very broadly defined, the pattern of increased SA incidence is 
consistent with the idea that SA eligibility criteria play an important role.  The remaining 
0.6 of a percentage point, a relatively small share, was a result of the increase in SA 
incidence among the short-term jobless in single-earner households.  These were 
individuals who met SA entrance requirements shortly after leaving employment.  

The change in the distribution of unemployed holding the incidence of SA constant 
within groups accounted for 1.9 percentage points of the overall increase in SA 
incidence.  This 1.9 percentage point increase can be decomposed into the following: 
the increase in the share of the unemployed who were long-term jobless accounted for an 
increase of 2.6 percentage points in the overall rise of SA incidence, the majority of this 
increase having occurred among the unemployed in single-earner households. 
Conversely, the decline in the share of short-term jobless accounted for a 0.8 percentage 
point decline in the overall SA incidence rate. 

5.3 Multivariate analysis 
A multivariate analysis can establish whether there have been increases in the incidence 
of SA with groups between 1987 and 1997, controlling for changes in the distribution of 
the unemployed, and so support the comparison made in Charts 5a/b.  A logistic 
functional form is used, defined as: 

x

x

e
eL β

β

+
=

1
 

where the dependent variable L equals 1 if the individual receives SA benefits during the 
year and 0 otherwise.  The model can be transformed into the following equation: 

uXY += β  

where 






−

=
P

PY
1

ln is the logistic, { }XLP |1Pr == , X is a vector of independent 

variables and 

β is the vector of associated coefficients.  The model is estimated using data from the SCF 
pooled over 1987 and 1997.  The sample is limited to individuals who recorded at least one 
week of unemployment during the calendar year. Therefore the equation is respecified as 

uXDXY ++= 97δβ  

with a dummy variable D97 used to identify observations from the second year.  
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Table 4 (C
ontinued) 

Logit R
egression for Social A

ssistance (SA
) Incidence, 1987 and 1997

a 

Variable 
coefficient 

M
ean  

(share of pop) 
B

*M
ean 

logit 
Likelihood %

 
Std Error of 
coefficient 

t statistic of 
coefficient 

relative 
likelihood 

Significance
b 

em
ployed 0 w

eeks, 1997 
0.4606796 

0.0796 
0.0367 

-1.6983 
15.4687 

0.165069 
2.791 

1.4946 
*** 

em
ployed 1- 5 w

eeks, 1997 
-0.0859966 

0.0221 
-0.0019 

-2.2450 
9.5784 

0.2317632 
-0.371 

0.9255 
 

em
ployed 6 - 10 w

eeks, 1997 
0.0436332 

0.0305 
0.0013 

-2.1153 
10.7614 

0.1954759 
0.223 

1.0398 
 

em
ployed 11- 15 w

eeks, 1997 
0.2842098 

0.0377 
0.0107 

-1.8748 
13.2991 

0.2003332 
1.419 

1.2850 
 

em
ployed 16- 20 w

eeks, 1997 
0.1899306 

0.0531 
0.0101 

-1.9691 
12.2491 

0.1801503 
1.054 

1.1835 
 

em
ployed 21- 25 w

eks, 1997 
0.2069632 

0.0300 
0.0062 

-1.9520 
12.4334 

0.2442026 
0.848 

1.2013 
 

em
ployed 26+ w

eeks, 1997 
0 

0.2454 
0.0000 

-2.1590 
10.3495 

0 
0 

1.0000 
 

N
o EI/U

I 
1.048211 

0.4391 
0.4603 

-1.5080 
18.1240 

0.0752154 
13.936 

2.5168 
*** 

EI/U
I 

0 
0.5609 

0.0000 
-2.5562 

7.2012 
0 

0 
1.0000 

 
N

o EI/U
I, 1997 

0.256101 
0.2362 

0.0605 
-1.9003 

13.0079 
0.1115748 

2.295 
1.2539 

** 
EI/U

I, 1997 
0 

0.2622 
0.0000 

-2.1564 
10.3738 

0 
0 

1.0000 
 

O
bservations 

24.391 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Pseudo R

2 
0.2049 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

M
odel C

hi Square 
1852.77 (34 D

F) 
(P=0.0000) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

a) The dependent variable for the logistic regression is 1 if the respondent w
as in a household that received SA during the calendar year and 0 otherw

ise. 
b) O

ne, tw
o and three asterisks represent significance at the 10, 5 and 1 percent levels respectively. 

N
A: N

ot Applicable 
Source: Statistics C

anada, Survey of C
onsum

er Finances, m
icrodata. 
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The independent variables assumed to be associated with SA incidence are: gender, age, 
household status, (single, couple – no earner, couple – 1 earner, couple – 2 earners, single 
parent and other family), level of education, weeks of employment during the calendar 
year and receipt of EI/UI.  All variables are measured as 0, 1 dummy variables with one 
group excluded (See Table 4).  The impact of variables on SA incidence in 1987 is 
measured by β while the change in SA incidence between 1987 and 1997 is measured by δ.  
Table 4 presents “odds ratios” rather than regression coefficients.  These indicate the relative 
likelihood of an individual with a particular characteristic of receiving SA during the 
year, relative to the excluded category.  All other characteristics are held constant at the 
value of the mean for each factor.  The estimated relative probabilities for the variables 
for 1997 show the change in the relative likelihood of SA use in comparison to the 
excluded group between 1987 and 1997. 

The results of this regression support the view that the risk of SA use is notably higher 
for some groups, potentially reflecting SA eligibility criteria in some cases.  Unemployed 
males were more likely to receive SA benefits than unemployed females.  Prime age 
unemployed individuals, 25 to 44 years of age, were more likely to receive SA benefits 
than either younger or older unemployed.  As expected, the unemployed who were in 
households where there is not another earner were significantly more likely to receive SA 
during the year, a feature of SA use that is directly related to SA eligibility criteria that 
use household income.  The risk was greatest among the unemployed who were in 
households of couples with no earner, which incorporated the impact of long-term 
joblessness in a household, which itself was expected to be associated with increased SA 
use.9  The unemployed classified by remaining household types at higher risk of SA were 
in descending order those in other families, single parents, couples with one earner and 
single individuals.  The unemployed with 10 or fewer years of education were almost 
twice as likely to receive SA as were the unemployed with at least some post-secondary 
education.  Those with between 11 and 13 years of education were about half again as 
likely to claim SA benefits as were those with at least some post-secondary education.  
For individuals unemployed at least one week during the year, non-receipt of EI/UI 
during the year was associated with a 2.5 times greater likelihood of receipt of SA.  
As the regression controlled for other factors likely to influence SA receipt, such as 
household status, weeks of work and level of education, this can be interpreted as a 
general estimate of the increased risk of SA use because an individual did not receive 
EI/UI benefits during the year. 

The evidence is also consistent with the potential presence of barriers to mixing short-term 
employment and SA as suggested in Chart 1c.  The unemployed with 0 weeks of 
employment during the year or with fewer than 10 weeks were at least twice as likely to 
receive SA.  As the equation controlled for EI/UI use, this finding supports the hypothesis 
that short duration employment without EI/UI is associated with a higher risk of SA use. 
There was not also a great difference in the risk of SA use for individuals with 10 or 
fewer weeks of employment annually compared to joblessness during the calendar year.  
Despite the relatively high risk of SA receipt for individuals with 10 or fewer weeks of 

                                                 
9 The variable for weeks of employment controls for the impact of long-term joblessness for an individual but not for 

other members of a household. 
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employment, there were relatively few individuals who mixed short-term employment 
and SA (See Table A2 and Chart 5a/b, line c).  This suggests that the reason why there 
were relatively few individuals who combined short-term employment and SA was not 
associated with the risk of SA for these individuals but with the fact that there were few 
individuals with few weeks of employment and who did not qualify for EI.  According to 
the standard labour leisure framework in Chart 1b, combining part-year employment and 
SA (points on line c) should be preferable to full-time dependence on SA (point e).  
Therefore, there must have been other factors that led individuals to leave short-term 
employment and turn to full-time dependence on SA.  One potential cause is SA program 
eligibility criteria that make it difficult to combine short-term jobs and SA.  

According to the modified labour-leisure model in Chart 1c, a decline in EI/UI incentives 
would lead individuals to switch from part-year employment and EI/UI to dependence on 
SA, though SA program characteristics explain their long-term joblessness.  The risk of 
SA use among those jobless the entire year increased by almost 50 per cent relative to 
those with more than 26 weeks of employment during the year, after controlling for 
changes in the measured characteristics of the unemployed.  This is a measured change in 
the incidence of SA associated with long-term joblessness itself and not with a change in 
the characteristics of the long-term jobless included in this regression.  As well, the lack 
of increase in the probability of SA use for those with part-year employment controlling 
for changes in the distribution of measured characteristics of the unemployed means that 
a change in the characteristics of those with part-year employment does not explain the 
stability of the incidence of SA among this group. This pattern was predicted by the 
model described in Chart 1c. 

Consistent with the modified model in Chart 1c, the link between non-receipt of EI/UI 
and SA increased in the range of 25 per cent between 1987 and 1997. Given the 
hypothesis that changes made to the EI/UI program over that period had led to a shift to 
SA use, a tighter link between non-receipt of EI/UI and receipt of SA would have been 
expected.  This pattern could reflect the presence of employment constraints in the face 
of tighter EI/UI eligibility criteria.  Employment-constrained individuals would have 
been less likely to qualify for EI/UI under the tightened eligibility rules and more would 
have exhausted EI/UI benefits at an earlier point in their unemployment spell.  
The increase in unemployment not covered by EI/UI may have led to increased use of SA 
by the unemployed.  Another exception to the general stability in SA incidence was 
single individuals, who face a less binding SA household income constraint, where the 
risk of SA use increased by approximately 58 per cent relative to the risk for the 
unemployed in two-earner households.  As the risk for the excluded group was relatively 
stable, this is a reasonable estimate of the actual change in risk for this group.  The risk of 
SA use for single parents who were unemployed did not increase, though it was already 
at a relatively high level in 1987. 



 

Employment Insurance and Social Assistance:  Evidence on Program Interaction 30 

5.4 Labour force attachment 
The labour market attachment of the long-term jobless is quite relevant to an assessment 
of whether significant numbers of individuals were employment-constrained.  The labour 
force withdrawal of marginal workers in the face of changed EI/UI incentives would lead 
to a decline in average labour force attachment.  Alternatively, an increase in the labour 
force attachment of the long-term jobless may stem from an increased number of 
individuals who may have failed to qualify for EI/UI and so ended up dependent on SA, 
combined with difficulty combining part-year work and SA. 

Charts 6a and 6b present the average weeks of employment, unemployment and inactivity 
for the unemployed as distributed according to the model in Charts 1b.  In general, the labour 
market attachment of the non-employed increased between 1987 and 1997.  There was an 
increase in unemployment, largely at the expense of inactivity, across almost all groups 
unemployed at least one week during the year, regardless of where they are found at 
(lines a, b, c and point e).  The only recorded decrease in average weeks of unemployment 
was for individuals with part-year employment, EI/UI and SA (on line d ).  The increase in 
unemployment duration was most marked for those not in receipt of EI, both among those 
who recently worked but had not qualified for EI/UI and among those who had not worked 
in the previous 12 months. 

One potential explanation for increased job search among SA recipients is increased job 
search requirements in SA programs and reduced SA benefits.  However, labour market 
attachment increased for both the long-term jobless in receipt of SA and those not in 
receipt of SA.  This suggests that labour force attachment of the long-term jobless 
increased for reasons other than changes in SA program criteria.  Growth in the average 
degree of labour market attachment of the long-term jobless would be consistent with the 
presence of significant numbers of individuals facing employment constraints.  Increased 
job search would be expected if individuals had to turn to SA because they were unable 
to find long-enough duration jobs.  It is not consistent with a withdrawal from the labour 
force based on an increase in the benefits of SA relative to part-year employment and 
EI/UI as predicted by the standard labour-leisure model. 
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verage w
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Line a = budget constraint for w
age earner. 

Line b = Budget constraint for EI/U
I recipient w

ith recent em
ploym

ent. 
Line c = Budget constraint for SA recipient w

ith recent em
ploym

ent. 

 
Line d = Budget constraint for EI/U

I and SA recipient w
ith recent 

em
ploym

ent. 
Point e = Incom

e for SA recipient w
ith no recent em

ploym
ent. 

Point f = Individuals w
ith no SA and no recent em

ploym
ent. 

a) Point e includes individuals w
ho received SA, EI/U

I or both EI/U
I and SA. 

Source: Statistics C
anada, Survey of C

onsum
er Finances, unpublished data. 
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6.  Conclusions 
Most research on Employment Insurance (EI)/Unemployment Insurance (UI) and Social 
Assistance uses (SA) a labour-leisure model with a corner solution for SA based on tax-back 
rates in SA programs.  This paper proposes an alternative model where the corner solution 
for SA reappears because of constraints both on access to SA benefits, notably means testing 
of both household income and assets, as well as the difficulty mixing short-term employment 
with SA.  Barriers to taking temporary employment once in receipt of SA such as a high 
tax back rate, uncertainty over the application of means-tested criteria if reapplying for SA 
and administrative barriers to starting and stopping benefits may push the unemployed in 
receipt of SA to leave employment entirely.  Therefore, individuals who face employment 
barriers may be pushed towards SA and subsequently, to abandon employment entirely 
by SA program requirements. 

Evidence from the EI Coverage Survey for 1999 is consistent with significant numbers of 
unemployed reacting according to the revised model of EI and SA which incorporates 
constraints on SA use.  EI use was concentrated among the unemployed with recent 
employment, while SA use was concentrated among the long-term jobless.  The fact that 
few individuals combined EI and SA during the same year is consistent with the 
importance of barriers to entry to SA and/or difficulties mixing short-term jobs and SA.  
There was less evidence that significant numbers of individuals were acting under 
employment constraints.  In general, the long period that elapsed between the moment 
individuals separated from employment and the moment when they claimed SA, suggests 
a longer-term transition which is more consistent with the presence of significant 
numbers of employment-constrained individuals.  In particular, the pattern of entry into 
dependence on SA is more consistent the presence of employment constraints, rather than 
incentives to opt for full-time dependence on SA over part-year employment and EI.  
On average, the transition from non-receipt of EI benefits to SA use was longer-term and 
relatively few long-term jobless qualified for EI in their last spell of employment, leading 
to a potentially long period of joblessness with no income support from public programs. 

Over the period 1987-1997, the shift was from part-year employment and EI to long-term 
joblessness supported by SA which is consistent with the modified labour leisure model 
proposed in this paper.  A multivariate analysis suggests that unemployed individuals not 
eligible for EI/UI face an increased high risk of SA use.  The fact that there were 
relatively few unemployed who combined part-year employment and SA suggests that 
there are barriers to combining short-term jobs and SA. Finally, job search among the 
long-term jobless has increased over time, suggesting that the employment constraints 
faced by individuals have become more binding rather than a withdrawal from the labour 
market in response to a decline in the relative incentives of the EI/UI program.  
Individuals facing employment barriers may therefore not appear as SA clients until some 
time has passed and their labour market participation may be altered by the structure of 
the SA program.  
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Annex A 
This annex contains a brief explanation of how the estimates of EI and SA incidence 
using the EI Coverage Survey for 1999 among the unemployed in Chart 2 were derived 
from Table 1.  Following this is a brief explanation of the derivation from Table 2 of EI and 
SA incidence in Charts 5a/b using the Survey of Consumer Finances for 1987 and 1997.  
Detailed estimates of the sources of the estimates in Chart 2 are presented in Table A1, 
where each category used in Chart 2, for example line a, is broken down into its 
sub-groups, as defined in Table 1. In panel a of Table A1, the actual estimates are given, 
as transcribed from Table 1.  A broad approach is taken to determining the numbers who 
received EI benefits.  In the case of the EI Coverage Survey, this was defined as the 
number who were eligible to receive EI benefits.  The numbers of individuals with recent 
employment but no public income support was comprised of among others of individuals 
who became unemployed but did not meet EI entrance requirements.  The total was 
118,000 in column 1a of Table 1 less 25,000 who received SA benefits in column 1c.  
Similar estimates were obtained for the other categories included under line a, namely the 
self-employed, unemployed who had left employment to go to school and those who had 
voluntarily quit without just cause.  None of these groups of unemployed were eligible to 
receive EI benefits.  Less the numbers of unemployed in these categories who received 
SA benefits gave a total of 253,000.  The share of all unemployed who did not receive 
either EI benefits or SA benefits was 22.2 per cent (Panel b of Table A1).  Their share of 
all unemployed who were employed during the previous 12 months was 32.8 per cent 
(panel c of Table A1). These percentages appear in Chart 2.  

The number who were classed as receiving EI benefits and not SA benefits (on line b) 
was 459,000.  This was derived from the number of unemployed who met EI entrance 
requirements, 473,000 in Table 1, less 14,000 of these who were receiving SA benefits.  
It is evident that not all of those who met EI entrance requirements were in receipt of EI 
benefits at the time of the survey.  However, it was assumed that those who have not will 
ultimately receive benefits that may be retroactive to the date of their job loss.  Those at 
point b included those who did not claim EI benefits, as it assumed that the reasons for 
not claiming benefits were complex, therefore it was difficult to exclude this group.  
They also included those who did not receive benefits, under the assumption that many 
would ultimately receive benefits.  As well, they included those who exhausted EI 
benefits, as these individuals had also worked in the last 12 months.  Finally, they included 
individuals waiting for benefits, assuming that benefits would shortly be forthcoming.  
Those at point b accounted for 40.2 per cent of the unemployed and 59.3 per cent of the 
unemployed with employment in the previous 12 months, both of which appear in Chart 2.  
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Table A1 
Underlying data from the EI Coverage Survey for Chart 2, 1999 

(a) 

 
With employment only in past 

12 months 
No employment in past 

12 months 

 

No public 
income 
support 

EI 
recipient 

SA 
recipient 

No public 
income 
support 

EI and/or 
SA 

recipient Total 
Line a, Employment in the last 
12 months, no EI or SA 253,000 

 
.. .. .. 

 

Did not meet entrance requirement 93,000  .. .. ..  
Self employed 47,000  .. .. ..  
Left to school 52,000  .. .. ..  
Voluntary quit with no just cause 61,000  .. .. ..  

Line b, Employment in the last 
12 months and eligibility for EI .. 459,000 .. .. .. 

 

Met EI entrance requirement .. 459,000 .. .. ..  
Line c, Employment in the last 
12 months, receipt of SA .. .. 47,000 .. .. 

 

Did not meet EI entrance requirement .. .. 25,000 .. ..  
Self employed .. .. 9,000 .. ..  
Left to school .. .. 1,000 .. ..  
Voluntary quit with no just cause .. .. 13,000 .. ..  

       
Line d, Employment in the last 12 months, 
eligibility for EI, receipt of SA .. 

.. 
14,000 

.. ..  

Exhausted EI benefits .. .. 6,000 .. ..  
Others who met EI entrance 
requirements .. 

.. 
9,000 

.. ..  

    .. ..  
Point e, No employment in the last 
12 months, receipt of SA .. 

 
.. 

.. 
97,000 

 

New entrant .. .. .. .. 11,000  
Worked more than one year ago .. .. .. .. 86,000  

Point f, No employment in the past 
12 months, non receipt of SA .. 

.. 
.. 270,000 .. 

 

New entrant .. .. .. 98,000 ..  
Worked more than one year ago .. .. .. 172,000 ..  

        
Total 253,000 459,000 62,000 270,000 97,000 1,141,000 
 774,000 367,000 

(b) 
 Percent of all unemployed  
 With employment only in 

past 12 months 
No employment in 

past 12 months 
 

 No public 
income 
support 

EI 
recipient 

SA 
recipient 

No public 
income 
support 

EI and/or 
SA 

recipient 

 

Line a, Employment in the last 
12 months, no EI or SA 22.2% .. .. .. .. 

 

Did not meet entrance requirement 8.2% .. .. .. ..  
Self employed 4.1% .. .. .. ..  
Left to school 4.5% .. .. .. ..  
Voluntary quit with no just cause 5.4% .. .. .. ..  

Line b, Employment in the last 
12 months and eligibility for EI .. 40.2%  .. .. 

 

Met EI entrance requirement .. 40.2%  .. ..  
Line c, Employment in the last 
12 months, receipt of SA .. .. 4.2% .. .. 

 

Did not meet EI entrance requirement .. .. 2.2% .. ..  
Self employed .. .. 0.8% .. ..  
Left to school .. .. 0.1% .. ..  
Voluntary quit with no just cause .. .. 1.1% .. ..  
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Table A1 (Continued) 
Underlying data from the EI Coverage Survey for Chart 2, 1999 
 No public 

income 
support 

EI 
recipient 

SA 
recipient 

No public 
income 
support 

EI and/or 
SA 

recipient 

 

Line d, Employment in the last 12 months, 
eligibility for EI, receipt of SA  .. 1.3% .. .. 

 

Exhausted EI benefits   0.5%    
Others who met EI entrance 
requirements .. .. 0.8% .. .. 

 

Point e, No employment in the last 
12 months, receipt of SA .. .. .. .. 8.5% 

 

New entrant .. .. .. .. 0.9%  
Worked more than one year ago .. .. .. .. 7.6%  

Point f, No employment in the past 
12 months, non receipt of SA .. .. .. 23.7% .. 

 

New entrant .. .. .. 8.6% ..  
Worked more than one year ago .. .. .. 15.1% ..  

        
Total 22.2% 40.2% 5.4% 23.7% 8.5% 100% 

(c) 

 
Percent of unemployed with 

employment in past 12 months 

Percent of 
unemployed with no 
employment in the 

past 12 months 

 

No public 
income 
support 

EI 
recipient 

SA 
recipient 

No public 
income 
support 

EI and/or 
SA 

recipient 

 

Line a, Employment in the last 
12 months, no EI or SA 32.8% .. .. .. .. 

 

Did not meet entrance requirement 12.0% .. .. .. ..  
Self employed 6.1% .. .. .. ..  
Left to school 6.7% .. .. .. ..  
Voluntary quit with no just cause 7.9% .. .. .. ..  

Line b, Employment in the last 
12 months and eligibility for EI .. 59.3% .. .. .. 

 

Met EI entrance requirement  59.3% .. .. ..  
Line c, Employment in the last 
12 months, receipt of SA .. .. 6.1% .. .. 

 

Did not meet EI entrance requirement .. .. 3.2% .. ..  
Self employed .. .. 1.1% .. ..  
Left to school .. .. 0.1% .. ..  
Voluntary quit with no just cause .. .. 1.6% .. ..  

        
Line d, Employment in the last 12 months, 
eligibility for EI, receipt of SA  .. 1.8% .. .. 

 

Exhausted EI benefits   0.7%    
Others who met EI entrance 
requirements .. .. 1.1% .. .. 

 

Point e, No employment in the last 
12 months, receipt of SA .. .. .. .. 26.4% 

 

New entrant .. .. .. .. 2.9%  
Worked more than one year ago .. .. .. .. 23.5%  

Point f, No employment in the past 
12 months, non receipt of SA .. .. .. 73.6% .. 

 

New entrant .. .. .. 26.7% ..  
Worked more than one year ago .. .. .. 46.9% ..  

        
Total 32.8% 59.3% 8.0% 73.6% 26.4%  
 100.0% 100.0%  
Source:  Statistics Canada, EI Coverage Survey, unpublished data, 1999. 
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Those who were employed in the past 12 months and received only SA benefits (on line 
c) numbered 47,000.  This is comprised of those in the same categories that were 
included in line a (i.e. those not eligible for EI) and who also were receiving SA benefits 
at the time of the survey.  They accounted for 4.2 per cent of the unemployed and 6.1 per cent 
of the unemployed who worked in the previous 12 months, both of which appear in Chart 2.  
The unemployed who had worked in the previous 12 months and who had received both EI 
and SA (on line d) numbered 14,000. They were those who met EI entrance requirement and 
who were receiving SA at the time of the survey.  They included those who had exhausted EI 
benefits and subsequently received SA benefits (6,000).  They accounted for 1.3 per cent of 
all the unemployed and 1.8 per cent of the unemployed with employment in the previous 
12 months, both of which appear in Chart 2. Those unemployed with no work in the previous 
12 months and who were receiving SA (at point e) numbered 97,000.  They were comprised 
of two categories taken from Table 1, new entrants and those who previously worked 
but more than one year prior, and among these two groups, those who received SA 
benefits. They accounted for 8.5 per cent of all the unemployed and 26.4 per cent of the 
unemployed with no employment in the previous 12 months, both of which appear in 
Chart 2.  Finally, those with no employment during the previous 12 months and who did 
not receive SA benefits (point f) numbered 270,000.  They comprised the same two 
categories as were included in point e (new entrants and those who previously worked but 
with no employment in the previous 12 months) however among these two populations, 
only those who did not receive SA benefits were included. They accounted for 23.7 per cent 
of all the unemployed and 73.6 per cent of the unemployed with no employment in the 
previous 12 months, both of which appear in Chart 2. 

Table A2 presents detailed data of the estimates presented in Charts 5a/b.  Panel a of A2 
contains the actual number of unemployed.  The description that follows covers 1987, 
however the same applies to 1997.  Those who were employed at some point during 
calendar 1987 and received neither EI/UI benefits nor SA during the year (on line a) 
numbered 842,000, taken directly from Table 2.  Their share of all unemployed was 
28.3 per cent (Panel b of Table A2), while their share of those unemployed with 
employment during 1987 was 31.4 per cent (Panel c of Table A2), both of which appear 
in Chart 5a.  Those unemployed who received only EI/UI benefits during 1987 and also 
worked during the year (on line b) numbered 1,533, 000, taken directly from Table 2.  
They accounted for 51.6 per cent of all the unemployed or 57.1 per cent of the unemployed 
with employment during 1987, both of which appear in Chart 5a.  The unemployed who 
worked in 1987 and who received SA benefits only (on line c) numbered 184,000, also 
taken directly from the estimate provided in Table 2.  They accounted for 6.2 per cent of all 
unemployed or 6.9 per cent of the unemployed with employment during 1987, both of 
which appear in Chart 5a.  The unemployed with employment during 1987 who received 
both EI/UI and SA benefits during the year (on line d) numbered 125,000, which also 
appears in Table 2.  Their share of all unemployed was 4.2 per cent and of the unemployed 
with employment in 1987 was 4.7 per cent, both of which appear in Chart 5a.   

The estimate of the unemployed who did not work during 1987 (the long-term jobless) 
but who received SA benefits (point e) numbered 195,000.  It included those who 
received only SA benefits (84,000), those who received both EI/UI and SA benefits 
(19,000) and those who received EI/UI benefits (92,000), all of which were taken from 
Table 2. They accounted for 6.6 per cent of all unemployed and 68.1 per cent of the 
unemployed who had no employment during 1987, both of which appear in Chart 5a.  
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The inclusion of individuals who received EI/UI benefits in point e reflected a greater 
importance given to their labour market participation of individuals than to their income 
support.  Though individuals received EI/UI benefits during the year, because they had no 
employment, these benefits reflected employment in the previous year.  Moreover, there was 
no employment following the end of benefit receipt.  Therefore, the labour market situation 
of these individuals would seem closer to individuals at point e than to those on line b.  
Those with no employment during 1987 and not in receipt of benefits from any program 
(at point f) numbered 92,000 or 3.1 per cent of the unemployed or 31.9  per cent of the 
unemployed with no employment in 1987, both of which appear in Chart 5a. 

Table A2 
Underlying data for Chart 4a/b from Table 2, 1987 and 1997 

1987 (a) 

 
With employment only in 

past 12 months 
No employment in past 

12 months 

 

No public 
income 
support 

EI/UI 
recipient 

SA 
recipient 

No public 
income 
support 

EI/UI 
and/or SA 
recipient Total 

Line a, Employment in the last 12 months, 
no EI/UI or SA 842,000  .. .. ..   
Line b, Employment in the last 12 months 
and received EI/UI  .. 1,533,000 .. .. ..   
Line c, Employment in the last 12 months, 
receipt of SA .. .. 184,000 .. ..   
Line d, Employment in the last 12 months, 
received EI/UI and SA .. .. 125,000 .. ..   
Point e, No employment in the last 
12 months, receipt of EI/UI or SA .. .. .. .. 195,000   

Receipt of EI/UI only .. .. .. .. 92,000   
Receipt of EI/UI and SA     19,000   
Receipt of SA only .. .. .. .. 84,000   

Point f, No employment in the past 
12 months, non receipt of SA .. .. .. 92,000 ..   
         
Total 842,000 1,533,000 309,000 92,000 195,000   
 2,685,000 287,000 2,971,000 

1987 (b) 
 Percent of all unemployed  

 
With employment only in 

past 12 months 
No employment in past 

12 months 

 

No public 
income 
support 

EI/UI 
recipient 

SA 
recipient 

No public 
income 
support 

EI/UI 
and/or SA 
recipient Total 

Line a, Employment in the last 12 months, 
no EI/UI or SA 28.3%  .. .. ..   
Line b, Employment in the last 12 months 
and received EI/UI  .. 51.6% .. .. ..   
Line c, Employment in the last 12 months, 
receipt of SA .. .. 6.2% .. ..   
Line d, Employment in the last 12 months, 
received EI/UI and SA .. .. 4.2% .. ..   
Point e, No employment in the last 
12 months, receipt of EI/UI or SA .. .. .. .. 6.6%   

Receipt of EI/UI only .. .. .. .. 3.1%   
Receipt of EI/UI and SA     0.6%   
Receipt of SA only .. .. .. .. 2.8%   

Point f, No employment in the past 
12 months, non receipt of SA .. .. .. 3.1% ..   
         
Total 28.3% 51.6% 10.4% 3.1% 6.6% 100.0% 
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Table A2 (Continued) 
Underlying data for Chart 4a/b from Table 2, 1987 and 1997 

1987 (c) 
 

Percent of unemployed with 
employment in past 12 months 

Percent of unemployed 
with no employment in 

the past 12 months 

 

 

No public 
income 
support 

EI/UI 
recipient 

SA 
recipient 

No public 
income 
support 

EI/UI 
and/or SA 
recipient 

 

Line a, Employment in the last 
12 months, no EI/UI or SA 31.4%  .. .. .. 

 

Line b, Employment in the last 
12 months and received EI/UI  .. 57.1% .. .. .. 

 

Line c, Employment in the last 
12 months, receipt of SA .. .. 6.9% .. .. 

 

Line d, Employment in the last 
12 months, received EI/UI and SA .. .. 4.7% .. .. 

 

Point e, No employment in the last 
12 months, receipt of EI/UI or SA .. .. .. .. 68.1% 

 

Receipt of EI/UI only .. .. .. .. 32.0%  
Receipt of EI/UI and SA     6.6%  
Receipt of SA only .. .. .. .. 29.4%  

Point f, No employment in the past 
12 months, non receipt of SA .. .. .. 31.9%  

 

        
Total 31.4% 57.1% 11.5% 31.9% 68.1%  
 100.0% 100.0%  

1997 (a) 

 
With employment only in past 

12 months 
No employment in past 

12 months 

 

No public 
income 
support 

EI/UI 
recipient 

SA 
recipient 

No public 
income 
support 

EI/UI 
and/or SA 
recipient 

Total 

Line a, Employment in the last 
12 months, no EI/UI or SA 810,000  .. .. .. 

 

Line b, Employment in the last 
12 months and received EI/UI  .. 1,366,000 .. .. .. 

 

Line c, Employment in the last 
12 months, receipt of SA .. .. 204,000 .. .. 

 

Line d, Employment in the last 
12 months, received EI/UI and SA .. .. 100,000 .. .. 

 

Point e, No employment in the last 
12 months, receipt of EI/UI or SA .. .. .. .. 303,000 

 

Receipt of EI/UI only .. .. .. .. 67,000  
Receipt of EI/UI and SA     19,000  
Receipt of SA only .. .. .. .. 217,000  

Point f, No employment in the past 
12 months, non receipt of SA .. .. .. 168,000 .. 

 

         
Total 810,000 1,366,000 304,000 168,000 303,000  
 2,480,000 472,000 2,952,000 
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Table A2 (Continued) 
Underlying data for Chart 4a/b from Table 2, 1987 and 1997 

1997 (b) 
 Percent of all unemployed  

 
Percent of unemployed with 

employment in past 12 months 

Percent of unemployed 
with no employment in 

the past 12 months 

 

No public 
income 
support 

EI/UI 
recipient 

SA 
recipient 

No public 
income 
support 

EI/UI 
and/or SA 
recipient 

Total 

Line a, Employment in the last 
12 months, no EI/UI or SA 27.4%  .. .. ..   
Line b, Employment in the last 
12 months and received EI/UI  .. 46.3% .. .. ..   
Line c, Employment in the last 
12 months, receipt of SA .. .. 6.9% .. ..   
Line d, Employment in the last 
12 months, received EI/UI and SA .. .. 3.4% .. ..   
Point e, No employment in the last 
12 months, receipt of EI/UI or SA .. .. .. .. 10.3%   

Receipt of EI/UI only .. .. .. .. 2.3%   
Receipt of EI/UI and SA     0.6%   
Receipt of SA only .. .. .. .. 7.3%   

Point f, No employment in the past 
12 months, non receipt of SA .. .. .. 5.7% ..   
         
Total 27.4% 46.3% 10.3% 5.7% 10.3% 100.0% 

1997 (c) 

 
Percent of unemployed with 

employment in past 12 months 

Percent of unemployed 
with no employment in 

the past 12 months 

 

 

No public 
income 
support 

EI/UI 
recipient 

SA 
recipient 

No public 
income 
support 

EI/UI 
and/or SA 
recipient 

 

Line a, Employment in the last 
12 months, no EI/UI or SA 32.6%  .. .. .. 

 

Line b, Employment in the last 
12 months and received EI/UI  .. 55.1% .. .. .. 

 

Line c, Employment in the last 
12 months, receipt of SA .. .. 8.2% .. .. 

 

Line d, Employment in the last 
12 months, received EI/UI and SA .. .. 4.0% .. .. 

 

Point e, No employment in the last 
12 months, receipt of EI/UI or SA .. .. .. .. 64.3% 

 

Receipt of EI/UI only .. .. .. .. 14.3%  
Receipt of EI/UI and SA     4.0%  
Receipt of SA only .. .. .. .. 46.0%  

Point f, No employment in the past 
12 months, non receipt of SA .. .. .. 35.7% .. 

 

         
Total 32.6% 55.1% 12.3% 35.7% 64.3%  
 100.0% 100.0%  
Source: Statistics Canada, Survey of Consumer Finances, unpublished data, 1987 and 1997. 
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