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introduction

Family is ane of the deepest and most abidi 1g of human needs. Few things matter more to
most of us than the well-being of our familie«, Collectively, families remain the foundation of
society whatever the age, whatever the changes with which they must contend.

Profiling Canada’s Familics identifies significant trends and forces affecting Canada’s
families and the changes they are undergoing. Through a process of asking questions about
what family is: how, where and with whom Canadians live; how they get by; and what it
actually feels like to live in Canadian families, The Vanier Institute of the Fantily goes beyond
the raw numbers to examine more closely the textures of Canadian family life as it is lived
today. In the course of this examination, the Institute has uncovered some remarkable facts
and disposed of a number ot persistent misconceptions.

This book examines the details of Canadian family life by presenting charts and graphs
coupled with written explications of the numbers and trends. Many of the research findings
presented here have been previously unavailable. It then looks more closely at the numbers,
asking the questien: “And so what?” What do these numbers and data mean to our families,
our communities, our work places and our governments?

In this, the International Year of the Family 1994, it is appropriate that pcople be able to
ask good questions and apply a well-grounded perspective to the task of answering them. It
is the hope of The Vanier Institute of the Family that this book will stimulate thoughtful,
informed discussion and debate throughout 1994 and well beyond.
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$o what is a family, anyway?

The things families do

Families and their members generate a lot of activity. They serve one another and themselves.
They earn, purchase and consume. They save and spend, care and nurture, borrow, share and
give, Here are some glimpses of family members as they fulfill some of the basic functions of
families.

Physical maintenance and care of family members

A tired lone mother spending a slecpless night with a sick baby who can’t
quite fall asleep

A teenage boy going to the store for Uncle Arnold, who fell off the pe :h and sprained
his ankle

Father and daughter putting up storm windows and then taking half of them down and
washing them again because they are smudged

A young father learning to iron shirts properly and clean behind toilets

Addition of new members
Nervous, expectant parents attending birthing classes
Couples with infertility mastering the fine points of basal thermometers

A childless couple waiting at the airport for the arrival of an adoptive baby from abroad

Socialization of children
Two parents puzzling over the latest math teaching technique with their ten-year old
A father and mother taking turns getting up at 5 a.m. to take their sonto
hockey practice
A 14-vear old going with his folks to visit his grandparents on Sunday when he'd really
rather be skateboarding

Social control of members
A young girl apologizing - under parental orders ~ to the neighbours for
breaking a window
A teenager bringing lier boyfriend home to meet the folks for the first time
Three adult siblings worrying over coffee about the woman their elderly father
plans to marry

Production, consumpticn and distribution of goods and services
A voung father putting in a day on the production line
A 45-year old single mother working as a teller at the local bank
A family of five burdened with bags of groceries, clothes and hardware forgetting where
their car is parked at the shopping mall

An elderly couple welcoming the working mother delivering meals-on-wheels

Love und affective nurturance
Two new parents spending an entire day gazing at their newborn - and leaving the
phone unplugged
Middle-aged newlyweds spending an entire day in bed ~ and leaving
the phone unplugged
A teacher calling in sick so she can take the day oft to spend with her dying mother -
and leaving the phone unplugged
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Why family definitions matter

For most people, the word “family”™ means precisely the kind of family that they, themselves,
grew up in,

For many, that family consisted of 4 husband who worked outside the home, a
homemaker wife, and children. This family unit is sometimes called the “traditional” family,
Most older adults in Canada grew up in families like this, which may explain why so many
opinion leaders, most of whom are older adults, refer to it as traditional,

This family structure, however, was a fairly recent development, and it never was
universal, Many Canadian adults did not grow up in such families. Twenty, forty, or sixty
years ago, there were many Canadians growing up with two parents that worked, or with
only one parent, or with step-parents and step-siblings. Today, two-parent, one-carner
families are in the minority, So when it comes to the traditional family, tradition is a matter
of perspective,

How we define family can have far-reaching implications, It affects such matters as
government planning, emplovers’ personnel policies, pension plans, the procedures of
schools and other public institutions, and, of course, relationships within families. Who is
considered a dependent for tax purposes? Who is allowed to visit a dying patient in a
hospital? Into whose care is a school allowed to deliver a student who must be sent home on
account of illness? Who belongs to “our” family: the live-in lover? the step-child? the former
in-laws or grandparents? Confusion over the definition of family can lead to tension,
controversy and unhappiness.

Family living also means different things to different people. Families are amazingly
diverse. Life experiences vary greatly for individuals, depending on cultural traditions,
heritage and family types. These different family types are distinguished from one another by
both their structures and by how they function.

Sometimes family is defined by reference to a marriage, sometimes by reference to
biological relatedness of individuals. Sometimes it depends on whether individuals live under
the same roof. For other purposes, family seems to he defined on the basis of relationships of
dependency or inter-dependency. Some definitions include only family units that have or
have had children.

Each of these definitions serves a specitic purpose or reflects a particular interest in one
aspect of family life. For example, the Provinee of Quebec has a definition that is consistent
with the compelling interests of the government in protecting the rights and interests of
children. To the extent that its definition emphasizes the parent-child relationship, it is also
consistent with the province’s interest in ensuring the reproduction of its distinet language
and culture. [t may leave out, however, the interests of childless couples, both married and
common-law, and their kinship networks or extended families.

The aefinition used by statisticians and demographers may be useful for counting the
number of people who live together in a household and are related in some way. It cannot do
justice, however, to the family commitments of individuals not living together.

When the term “family” appears in the statistical profiles in this hook, it refers to the
Statistics Canada definition of family. This defines family as a currently-married or
common-law couple with or without never-married children, or a single parent with
never-married children, in the same dwelling. In other words, for Statistics Canada, {amily
is people living under the same roof who are either a couple, a couple with children who bave

never married, or a single parent and one or more children who have never married.




This definition may be adequate for counting households, but it is both limited and
limiting in that it does not reflect the familial relationships of a diverse collection of familial
groups such as:

« adult siblings who live together

« divorced or widowed people who live with their parents

+ related persons who do not live under the same roof but support one another

«  peaple who may not be immediate relations but who do live under the same roof.

Definitions of family are important because they ca. »rve cither as an appropriate or
misleading basis for public policies and other attempts to support families, We need a notion
of family that accurately reflects the real experiences of individuals and the intimate
relationships that they establish and attempt to sustain over time. Qur definition of family
must also acknowledge how families evolve and change.

1t would be far casier for all of us if we could simply say “OK, this is what a family is, they
all laok like this.” Every time we wanted to support families, we would only have to say that
this policy or this program or this therapeutic intervention has this kind of effect on familics.
But that would ignore the different needs of mother-led tamilies, father-led families,
common-law couples with and without children, married couples without children, *blended
familics,” and so on. We can't do that. Defining family is all the more difficult because we're
dealing with a number of populations - cultural, ethnic, linguistic, regional - not simply one.
This diversity is acknowledged by Margrit Eichler in what she offers as a realistic, even it not

very useful or satistying, definition of the family:

A family is a social group that may or may not include adults of both sexes {¢.g. lone-
parent families), may or may not include one or more children (e.g. childless couples),
who may or may not have been born in their wedlock (e.g. adopted children, or children
by one adult partner of a previous union). The relationship of the adults may or may not
have its origin in marriage (¢.g. common-law couples), they may or may not share a
common residence (e.g. commuting couples). The adults may or may not cohabit
sexually, and the relationship may ¢ may not involve such socially patterned feelings as
love, attraction, piety, and awe.!

To arrive at a definition, we need to be sensitive 1o and in touch with family life as
Canadians live it. This is a very different view from simply trying to promote any one
idealized image of fan..li s,

If we are to arrive at a family definition that is relevant, we must do two things. The first
is to acknowledge that there are a lot of different types of families out there. Second, we must
look at the social environment within which people live. If we are going to understand how
people can actually maintain and sustain their family commitments, we must assess the
broader patterns of sacial, political, ecconomic, technological and cultural change within
which they, as individuals and family members, are embedded.

More concretely, how we define family is crucial because the definitions will entitle
certain famiiv members to various kinds of benefits while denying them to others. This is
especially true when it comes to the distribution of property when marital relationships break
down, and where questions arise about the exercise of responsibilities over the children of
former spouses. These definitions matter a lot when a government introduces tax policies
that affect single-carner families differently from dual-carner, or married couples differently

from cohabiting couples.
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There was a time when marriage was the key criterion to designate whether groups of
people were or were not families. In recent years there has been a marked increase in the
number of common-law or cohabiting relationships. This lifestyle was frowned upon twenty
or thirty vears ago, but it enjoys wider acceptance today. Currently there are many people
living as family that are not married. Should they not be acknowledged and respected as
family members?

Another concrete example is the tendency of commentators to look at how new

»

government budgets or other programs affect “the average family.” If the family is defined as
the “traditional” family of the 1950s, we will have inaccurate information about how
budgetary provisions affect other kinds of families. Recently, analysts have become a little
more astute. Some newspaper accounts, for example, compare the effects of new government
programs on single-parent and two-parent families. Still, there’s not a lot of sophistication
about how, for instance, a budget will affect a single wage-carning family differently from a
dual wage-carning family.

On the legal front, there are challenges being made by various people who feel that they
have been denied rights and bencfits accorded to other families simply because they are not
marricd. There are disputes within law as to what constitutes a spouse as, for example, in the
case of same-sex couples who have sought to be recognized as families. Although there have
been various legal challenges to date, this area of law remains very grey.

The conclusion is that in a lot of public policy analysis there is an implicit image or
definition of the family. If that image is limited or has only one kind of family in mind, it is
likely to be discriminatory. It can have the effect of entitling certain people and certain family
members to various kinds of benefits while denying them to others.

Exceptions have become the rule

Some argue that society should not make legal exceptions. They say that we shouldn’t call
people family if they knowingly choose to live in non-traditional relationships that aren’t
legally certified. “That’s their business,” say those who hold this view, “and they should
accept the consequences.” This view, hawever, overlooks many realities of family life today.

For example, a woman may get married with all the expectations of a lifelong
commitment. Then a separation or divorce dramatically changes her circumstances. Should
her future or the future of her children be put in jeopardy because her family unit no longer
corresponds to certain definitions now that she heads a single-parent family? Her single-
parent family needs to be acknowledged and supported even if it departs from what people in
the past have said was a family or even from her own original aspirations.

Marriage is not the same as family. A marriage can be dissolved quite readily, but the
obligations that family eutails canmot be dissolved. And therefore, like it or not, families are
torever.

Two individuals may decide to have a non-traditional relationship. Their decision does
not really affect anyone clse and it may be acceptable socially. It gets more complicated,
however, if there are children involved. The state has a compelling interest in the needs of
those children. With children on hand, it may be necessary or useful to treat those
individuals in the same way that the state would treat two married individuais. In making
policies that affect families, the needs of children are of central concern.

Sharing money, income and the resources that family members purchase or produce is
one of the most important aspects of family life. In a marriage, ecconomic benefits such as
income, services and products are provided by each partner and also received by cach partner
by virtue of their relationship. This economic interdependence is disrupted when a marriage
breaks up, along with the break-up of joint residence, sharing of assets, and so on.
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The dependence of some family members on others, however, does not end so cleanly.
Nor do other familial relationships, commitments and obligations. Therefore, it is in the
interests of both the individuals whose lives will remain intertwined, and in the interests of
the state, that particular members of the family be protected. This is especially so in the case
of women, children and other potentially vulnerable family members.

What if an unemploved adult moves in with her clderly mother and the mother’s second
husband in order to assist them with their daily living needs? This grouping would not fall
into many traditional definitions of family, yet they certainly fulfiit many of the functions
that families have always fulfilled - nurturing, mutual support, companionship and love,

We very often tend to think of families as groups of people wha live under the same roof.
Yet family commitments extend beyond the front door, They extend to other generations and
to other kin within the community. They may extend, for example, to former spouses and
children that were the progeny of a relationship that is now ended. Therefore it’s important
wh 1 we're talking about family not simply to stop at that front door but to acknowledge
that tisere are many people who may be, in strict statistical terms, living alone, but who are,
in fact, carrying family responsibilities for children who no longer live with them. Simitarly
there are people who carry family responsibilities, either physical, economiic, or
psychological, for aging relatives who may be living on their own or in institutions.

The extended family living i= a single household such as might have been found in a rural
community of the last century has given way to the smaller households typical of a modern
urban society (See diagram on p. 8). Family does not come to an end when children leave
home and establish their own houscholds. Siblings may continue to support ane another.
Grandparents are often quite important in the lives of their grandchildren, although fewer
live in the same household with them as they might have on yesterday’s rural homestead.
Others, such as divorced spouses and formier in-laws may be important family members
despite remote physical location.

So, we have much the same group of people in today’s mobile, changing families as in
vesterday’s more stable ones, Their roles and relationships are nearly identical. They are
merely living in separate houscholds now. Te respond to all the realities of today’s family

relationships, we need definitions of family that include those non-houschold relationships.
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Households are not families

The famiiy leaves home, at least...
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The need for @ brouder definition of family

‘There is a need to ackiowledge the diversity of various family forms to avoid subordinating
varsous tamily menmbers within a presumably all-encompassing notion of families, Hhe
interests of women, children, and the elderly need to be distinguished within a broader
defintion of family that does not subordinate their individuality.

Ultimately, it is casier, fairer and more practical to define families by what they do rather
than what they look like. We need to respect all these different kinds of families and to
develop a definition that is inclusive rather than exclusive of them. As a result, family cannot
be defined simply by reference to structure, 1€s not whether there aie two parents and Kids,
or three generations or whatever, Given the incredible diversity of today's families, what is it
that all their structures have in commaon? What are the common functions that families
perform te the benetit of both the individual members of wamilies and to the benefit of the
larger society?

Over the past twenty years, a more inclusive definition has been welcomed and largely
accepted by the majority of Canadians, implicitly or explicitly. There are relatively few groups
who would refuse today to acknowledge the young, upmarried single mother and her ¢hild as
a family, There are few who would deny that in certain dircumstances at least, divoree is the
hest resolution. And there are also few who would deny that when someone with children
divorces and remarries, a new kind of family with distinct characteristics is created. There are
few who would deny that the extended family of the First Peoples or of Maritime outports
are indeed legitimate fornss of family,

Although a broader definition has not tound favour with all groups in society, it is
gaining acceptance in many areas. [tis, for example, now evident in many family law
provisions. Family law is trying as best it can to protect the interests of individual women and
children following separation or divorce.

Rescarchers are looking morve and more closely at the characteristics of different types of
families, Over the last fifteen to twenty years, family counsellors have faced the need 1o find
ways of lending support to different kinds of families, ways that are sensitive to their different
structures, 1t remains tricky, however, for policy-makers, educators and family professionals
to deal effectively with the diversity that families represent today,

Canadians are by no nieans alone in struggling over family definitions, Definitions of
family and tamily policy plaved a major role in the 1992 U8, presidential elections, for

instance. The debate goes on almost universally. Throughout the industrialized world, people

are discussing and debating how to deal with the diversity of families.
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Definitions of family

“Family is defined as any combination of twe or more persens who are bound tegether over
time by ties of mutual consent, birth and/or adoption/placement and wha, together, assume
responsibilities for variant combinations of some of the following:

+  physical maintenance and care of group members;

+ addition of riew members through procreation or adoption;

¢+ socialization of children;

+ sacial control of members;

+ production, consumption and distribution of goeds and services; and

+  affective nurturance - love.”

The Vanier [nstitute of the Family'

“Refers to a now-married couple (with or without never-married sons and/or daughters of
either ar both spouses), a couple living common-law (again with or without never-married
sons and/or daughters of cither or both partners), or a lone parent of any marital status, with
at least one never-married son or daughter living in the same dwelling.”

Statistics Canada’

“...the family is referred to as the basic unit of society; it is appreciated for the important
socio-economic functions that it performs. In spite of the many changes in socicty that have
altered its role and functions it continues to provide ‘he natural framework for the
emotional, financial and material support essential to the growth and development of its
members, particularly infants and children, and for the care of other dependents, including
the elderly, disabled and infirm. The family remains a vital means of preserving and
transmitting cultural values. In the broader sense, it can, and often docs, educate, train,
motivate and support its individual members, thereby investing in their future growth and
acting as a vital resource for development.”

The United Nations®

“A parent-child group bound by many and varied ties of mutual, lifetime support and for
furthering the development of persons and societies at their source.”
Government of Quebec

“For the purposes of this program, the term “family” refers to a grouping of individuals who
are related by affecdon, kinship, dependency or trust.”
Social Scietices and Humanities
Research Council and Health and Welfare Canada’s
joint initiative on Family Violence
and Violence Against Women®

37




E

O

RIC

“Today's stay-at-home mother s tomorrow's working mother. Today's carcer woman is soon
pregnant and thinking about how she can quit her job to stay home for a while. One day, the
QOzzie and Harriet couple is eating a family meal at the dining roont table; the next day, they
are working out a joint custody arrangement in a law office,”

Rarbara Dafoe Whitehead

“There is a lot of talk about family these days, a lot of hand-wringing over its demise, But
even those most distressed about threats to the family have few ideas about how to
strengthen it Some cling to the form, wishing that somehow we could promote marriage or
encourage parents to better enforce rules in the home,

“But families aren’t marriages or homes or rales. Families are people who develap
intimacy because they live together, because they share experiences that come over the years
to make up their uniqueness - the mundane, even silly, traditions that emerge in a group of
people who know each other in every mood and circumstance. 1t is this intimacy that
provides the ground for our lives,”

Frances Moore Lappé”

“.Cthe family' is not an institution, but an ideological, symbolic construct that has a history
and a politics.”

Judith Stacey™

~
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The basic functions of families

Familics perform vital functions for society and for their members, Society as we know it
would be simply unimaginable without them. Researcher Shirley Zimmerman® has listed

six basic functions of families that demonstrate how important and far-reaching these
functions are:

«  Physical maintenance and care of family members, Within healthy families, children,
adults and seniors all receive the care and support they need: food, shelter, clothing,
protection and so on. Where families are not available or are unable to provide these
services, family members suffer and substitutes, usually inadequate ones, must be
found.

«  Addition of new members through procreation or adoption and theiv relinguishment
when mature. Society renews itsell through families. For this tunction, there is,
titerally, no substitute.

» Socialization of children for adidt roles. Families prepare their children for life. Most do
a fairly good job of it, teaching skills. values and attitudes that equip them to learn,
work, form friendships and contribute to socicty.

o Social control of members. .. the maintenance of order within the fanuly and groups
external to it. Within families, individuals learn positive vatues and behaviour and
receive criticism for negative ones.

«  Maintenance of family morale and inotivation to ensure task performance botlwithin the
family and in other groups. In this regard, families provide the glue that holds society
together and keeps it functioning. Beyond providing mere social contraol, families,
through tove and spiritual leader:hip, inspire their members and otliers to keep trying.

s Production and consumption of goods and services. TFamilies provide for their own by
producing goods and services like food, home maintenance and health care. As they
strive to fulfill the needs of their members, they play a vital role in the national
cconomy,

In the words of one Ontario grandmother speaking at a focus group session in 1993, ™1

don’t know how anyone gets along without a family.™ A grandfather said that “a sense of

belonging is critical - if you don't have that, you don’t have anvthing.™

Families shifting from direct to
indirect provision

As our society has moved from agricultural to industrial to post-industrial, the role of
families has shifted. In the past, families met the needs of their members fairly directly,
producing food, clothing, transportation and other basics on their own, As society became
more industrial, families began to purchase more of the geods and services their members
needed. In recent decades, the shift of family needs from direct provision to indiredt
provision has touched new areas. More meals are eaten outside the home or are prepared
outside. More child care is provided outside the home. This has been matched by the shift of
peoples’ activities from within to outside the family. These shifts do not, however, imply that

people are not focused on their families,
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Some worry that the role of families has become less impaortant because families no longer
produce directly to meet their own needs. Yet today’s families do something just as
important. As they have always done, they acquire and collect or save resources. They then
allocate resources to meet the needs of their own members. By understanding the vital role of
families in deciding how these resources will be deployed to accomplish their responsibilities,
families can again be understood as essential. The only change has been that the family now
produces indirectly what it formerly produced directly.

The family continues 1o exist and absorbs much of the time and effort of all of us. We
make a fundamental error when we ignore the family’s role in production and assumc that
“the cconomy™ is just the market economy to which people relate strictly as individuals.

How families allocate resources is not always fair, of course. Women, for instance, have
generally received an inferior share of family resources. Debates continue over how best to
protect their interests or the interests of other family members, particularly weaker ones such
as old people and children,

How important is family to Canadians?

Some people believe that family is losing importance in the lives of Canadians. As proaf, they
point to the rising incidence of divorce and separation, single-parent families, and children
being born out of wedlock. They point to other trends to support an argument that the
family is threatened or under attack. For example, a majority of married women with
children are now in the labour force, and families increasingly purchase services such as child
care and food preparation that used to be performed in the home. Common-law marriage is
at ant all-time high in Canada. Many people feel that our society is growing more violent. The
growing awdareness of the violence and abuse that takes place in too many families serves to
confirm these fears, whether they are well grounded or not. Taken together, the alarmists say
that all these trends are signs that family is losing importance or place.

Despite these warnings, public opinion research consistently shows that family is
tremendously important to Canadians, If anything, its importance is on the increase.

In 1987 for example, the magazine Maclean’s surveyed Canadians to find out how they
felt about family, The poll showed that Canadians see their families as increasingly important
in their lives. Seventy-seven percent of respondents said that family was more important to
them than career which scored just 17¢% - or religion (504, Eighty-one percent said that
family is becoming a “mare” or “much more™ important part of their lives. Only 7% said
that family was becoming less important to them.

Young people seem just as unequivocal as adults on the importance of family. Despite the
prevalence of divorce - and their considerable experieace of it - voung people “are anvthing
but disillusioned vith marriage.” That's what Reginald Bibby and Donald Posterski found in
1992 when they surveyed nearly 4,000 Canadian high school students. In their book Teen
Trends, the researchers reported that at least 85% of the teens said they planned to marry.
Nine of ten of the marriage-bound planned to have “a church wedding,” although only two
of ten teens are weekly churchgoers.

Most teens - 86% - expected a lifelong marriage of their own. This group included 78% of
those teens whose parents had not stayed together. Most {84%) also expected to have

children.
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This is not to say that youth have “old-fashioried” notions of what family life should be
like. Few young men expect to support a stay-at-home wife. Most voung women expect to
work outside the home and know that having a skill or profession is their best insurance
against marriage break-up. And while Bibby and Posterski report that the majority of
Canadian youth approved of premarital sex, they also felt strongly about marital fidelity.
Only 169 approved of sex outside marriage.

At the same time, Canadian youth, like adults, saw little wrong with having children
without being married. Four in tive Quebec teens approved, as did two out of three tecns in
the rest of Canada. Neither did most voung people object to cohabitation. Nearly nine of ten
teens approved of unmarried couples living together. Yet while most teens find cohabitation
acceptable, the vast majority still plan, eventually, to marry and have children. For youth as
for adults, cohabitation is seen as a prelude 10 marriage, rather than as a substitute.

Why is family gaining in importance
for Canadians?

Why is family rising in impertance when so many trends seem to point to its downfall?

Perhaps it is because difficult economic times are torcing people to rely an one another
more than in more prospercus times. With rising unemplovment and poor job prospects, it
has become increasingly common for youth to delay leaving home, At the same uaie, many
young adults are returning to the tamily home in the wake of job loss or the break-up of their
own marriages. Many older workers have lost their jobs in recent years and must depend on
help from their families and friends. With higher living costs and cutbacks in some
government services, seniors are also looking to others for support and assistance. Young or
old, people usually turn first to family for help, support and love. Hard times underscore the
miany ways in which we depend on one another.

Another reason for the increased imporiance of family is that family time is at a
premium. Family members spend much more time at paid labour and away from the home
than they have at any time in the recent past. Canadians express strong opinions to pollsters
on their need for more family time and more flexibility to help them balance the demands of
paid employment and family.

In 1992, Magazine Affaires Plus, a French-language magazine for business people and
professionals asked 4,000 of its readers for their views on love, work, sex and family. vearly
half of respondents said they fclt stressed by the demands of their professional, family and
marital lives. Only half felt that they devoted enough time to their spouses. Half the mothers
and 57% of fathers said they find it hard to reconcile their family and working lives.

How to balance work and family responsibilities has become a major preoccupation for
Canadians. The poll found that nearly two in three respondents were willing to compromise
career advancement in order to devote more time to their personal, marital or family lives.
And half said they would consider a new, less demanding job in order to preserve their family
and personal lives. These results are consistent with those of other recent surveys.

There may also be generational reasons for the increasing importance of family in the
minds and lives of Canadians. The post-war baby boom generation came of age at a time of
sweeping social change. As a group, they postponed marriage and having children until much
later in life than their parents had. After the “Baby Bust” - a period of low birth rates that
lasted for nearly two decades - they have now started to have children of their own.
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Today’s youth may have other reasons for valuing family. T .e generation now coming of
age is the first one to grow up in the period ushered in by the “Sexual Revolution™ and the
liberalization of divorce laws in the late "60s. Many of them have direct experience of divorce
and separation, Almost all of them have friends who have experienced family difficulties.
Perhaps this explains why so many Canadian youth fervently want to form stable, loving
families of their own.

There are other, more universal reasons why the family enjoys such strong support.
People recognize its fundamental importance to individuals and to society at large.

Profiling Canada’s Families -
A guide to discussion

In recent years Canadians have witnessed dramatic changes in their own personal family
lives, in the decisions and aspirations of their children, and in the lifestyles and attitudes of
their neighbours and co-workers, Today's families are smaller than at any time in the past.
Most children are growing up with fewer siblings. People are living longer and staying
healthier. The once-typical male breadwinner family has been displaced by the now-typical
two-wage-carner family. Murriage rates have declined while the number of people living
together outside of marriage has grown.

Some of the changes are quite disturbing. Divorce rates have increased, and close to half
of all children born today will likely see their parents separate or divorce. Far too many
women, children and elderly persons are subjected to abuse or violence in their homes. The
number of children growing up in poverty is tragically high.

These and other trends have preoccupied Canadians and have generated much discussion
and debate. Often these discussions suffer from a lack of accurate information. It is the
intention of this book to provide Canadians with a reliable basis upon which they may assess
the current status, nceds and prospects of their families.

Debate over family is nothing new. A century ago, popular magazines published alarming
articles about what people then saw as a breakdown among families. Families have survived
many changes in society since then, as well as before, In every age, families have adapted and
helped their members to adapt, cope and thrive. However we define it, family appears likely
to continue as a dominant and, for most Canadians, a positive force in our lives and society.
To show our true concern for families, we can understand and help them do what they've
always done - for themselves, for their members, and for ail of us.
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Canada - 28 million people
and 7 1/2 million families

1. Cenadian People — Canadian Families
(1991)

Peaple living in family households 84%

People living alone 16%

Prepared by The Vanier Institute of the Family

In 1991, 26.7 million people lived in Canada, according to the Census. A vast majority of
them (84%) lived in the nation's seven and a half million families. We are diverse in
language, religion and ethnic background. As a result, our families display a tremendous mix
of family types, structures, living arrangements and lifestyles.

Note: ‘The 1991 Census counted approximately 26.7 million people living in Canada. In 1993,
Statistics Canada estimated a total population of 28,753,000, which includes those not

originally counted in the Census.
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Baby boom hulging through
Cunudmn population

2. Age Structure of the Canadian Population,

Males and Females
(1991)
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Prepared by the Cemtre for [ntemational Stofistics

A huge bulge dominates any graph of the age structure of the Canadian population. It's the

baby boom, the great wave of people who were born between the late 1940s and the carly
1960s. They outnumber both the generation that came before them and the one that
came after.

Far many vears, birthrates in Canada have been much lower than when the Boomers were
children. This is consistent with trends in other industrialized nations. As a result, it is likelv
t s the years pass, that bulge will simply maove to the right on the chart.

And so what?

There are so many baby boomers that they have dominated our society all their lives. When
they were children, most popular entertainment focused on parents and children. When they
were young adults, the world swayed to their greovy beat. The expansive '80s, in some ways
celebrated their growing power and self-confidence. Now in the '90s, they are hunkering
down. They have most of the good jobs. They are coming into control of much of the
economy. Most politicians today are Boomers.

How does this look to the senior, the university graduate, or the high school student? It
would be easy for their interests to be overlooked due to demands from the biggest and most
self-absorbed generation ever.
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Canada’s first families

Even before the first European settlers arrived, this land we call Canada was home to diverse
peoples: the Naskapi, Gitksan, Dene, Ojibway, Dakota, Micmac, Huron, Inuit, Cree, Salish,

Innu, Mohawk, Tlingit, Maliseet, Gwich’in, Saulteaux, and many others. Hundreds of years

later, in 1991, one million Canadians reported Aboriginal origins.

3. Aboriginal Origins:

Métis, Invit and North American Indian

Non-Aboriginal origins 25,991,370

Aboriginal origins 1,002,675
North Americon Indian caly 365,375 = 36%

North American Indian

and non-Aboriginol 379,470 = 38%
Métis only 75,150 = 8%
Métis ond non-Aboriginal 99,560 = 10%
fnuit only 30,085 = 3%
Inuit and non-Aboriginol 12,915 = 1%
Other 40120 = 4%

Prepared by the Centre far International Statistics

Qver 470,000 Canadians reported a single Aboriginal origin. Of these, 78% were North
American Indians, 16% were Métis and 6% were Inuit. Another 532,000 Canadians reported
an Aboriginal origin in combination with other origins (most often non-Aboriginal, but
sometimes another Aboriginal origin). Again, the majority of these had North American
Indian origins. The Inuit were the least likely of the three groups to report mixed or multiple
origins. In fact, the Inuit were the only one of the three groups to have more single-origin
respondents than multiple-origin respondents.
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Minety-six percent of Conadians
come from somewhere else

Fcur percent of Canadians today report Aboriginal origins. All the rest - 96% - stem from all
over the world.

The influence of Canada’s two founding nations still strongly influences our national
character and heritage. Sixty-nine percent of Canadians claim at least some British or French
blood. In 1991, 28% of the population reported British-only origins, while 23% reported
French-only origins.

An increasing proportion of the population report ethnic origins that are ncither French
nor British (31% in 1991 up from 25% in 1986). Ethnic origins other than Aboriginal, British
and French include European only (15%), Asian only (6%}, and other (6%}, which include
African, Latin, Central and South American, Caribbean and other multiple origins.

4, Ethnic Origins
(1991)

British 28%
British and French 4%
French 23%

British and/or French and other 14%

furopean 15%
Asian 6%
Aboriginal 4%
Other 6%

Prepared by the Centre for International Staiistics

Immigration has accounted for about 20% of the growth in population since the beginning
of this century. Policies over the years have set limits restricting the number and type of
immigrants admitted to Canada.

In the mid-1960s immigration to Canada was enthusiastically favoured. However, by the
mid-1970s, when large cohorts of baby boomers joined the work force, the need for
immigrants was questioned. Currently, a target level for immigration is set by the
immigration minister in consultation with the provinces regarding demographic and labour
market needs. In 1991, over two hundred thousand immigrants were admitted to Canada,

bringing the total number of foreign-born immigrants to 4,342,890, or 16% of the total
population.

The origin of immigrants to Canada has changed. In the late 1960s, almost one third of all
new immigrants came from European countries. U.S. born immigrants accounted for 9.3%
of newcomers. Today, only 2.4% of new immigrants are U.S. born and about one out of four
of them are from Europc. The majority - 53% - comce from Asian countries, most notably
Eastern Asia.
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5. Total Number of Immigrants Admiiied fo Canada

256,000

212,166

200,000 -

164,857

150,000

100,000 --

50.000 - -
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Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

There were 4.3 million people living in Canada in 1991 who had been born outside of
Canda. Of these, more tharThalf (54.6%) lived in Ontario, most in the Greater Toronto area.

Only a very small proportion resided in the Atlantic provinces (1.7%) or in either of the L ,
Territories (0.1%). Some provinces attract far more immigrants than others. Ontario, for g
instance 37% of Canada’s total population, but 54.6% of first generation Canadia o "A"'""'"qm"“ howe
instance, has 37% of Canada'’s total population, bu % of first generation Canadian " face a ransition period
residents. Quebec, on the other hand, has 25% of Canada’s population but just 13.6% of its ©° during whick they beco
immigrants. Almost one in four Ontario residents (23%) was born outside Canada. In o familiar W"" Cﬂ"ﬂd'm
- cadture and’ institutions

'am( they have 10 learn

new language. The.

o R R . R . — ——pfovmon—ofsrn'mf’n
&. Distribution of Foreign-Born Population by Region T assist new immigrants
- “through this period wil

- likely present a variety
clmllengcs to Canadian

* ™ and the government.

Atlantic Canada, just 3.3% of residents are first generation immigrants.

Ontario 54.6%

Prairies 13.3%

British Columbic 16.7%

Territories 0.1%
Manfic Canada 1.7%

Quebec 13.6%

Prepared by the Centre for International Stofistits
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And so whai?

Next to language, customs involving family may be the most notable identifying features of
any culture. Cultures develop strong codes on family matters. Canada’s population is mobile
and dynamic, with a constant influx of new customs, traditions and st les. Established
residents may worry over new ways that become part of everyday life. Immigrants may worry
their children won’t learn the ways of their ancestors. Our increasingly diverse people bring a
rich variety of perspectives to the issues that lie at the heart of family responsibilities.




French only 6,505,565
English only 16,516,180

Other 4,275,115
Other fanguage(s} 84%
English and other 9%
English end French 5%
French and other 1%

Prepared by the Centre for [nternational Statistics

Language is at the heart of Canada’s cultural identity. Beyond their two official languages,
Canadians communicate in an impressive number and variety of languages. In the 1991
Census, 61% of Canadians reported English and 24% reported French as their only first
language. The rerainder of the populativn reported non-official languages or a combination
of languages as their first language. An individual’s “first language” is the one first learned at
home in chiidhood and that she or he still understands. In some families, the children learn
two or more languages simultaneously and thus report more than one first language.

In Quebec, 819 of the population reported French as their first language. Two percent
reported French as one of therr first languages.

Less than 1% of Canadians (245,740 people) claimed both official languages as their first.
A non-official language was reported as the only first language of 13% of the population.
Among these, Htalian, Chinese and German were the most common. An additional 2%
reported a non-official language as one of their first languages. Aboriginal languages were
reported by less than 1% of the population. Some Indian reserves, however, were not

completely enumerated in the 1991 Census, so this figure is approximate.
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nada’s families
Predominantly Christian, but church
influence is slipping

8. Religious Affiliation in Canada

60%
Profestant
50%
”‘ﬂ_ﬂ,’—‘/———\
40% »
Roman Catholic -

30%

0%

; Ho roligion

ther S - T T T L it
e it j/

1891 1900 1911 1921 1931 1941 1951 1%1 191 1961 1991

Romon Catholic 416 417 394 387 413 434 M7 47 43 413 A7
Protestant 565 556 559 560 544 522 509 489 444 12 362
Other 1.9 25 42 5.2 4. 42 41 39 40 42 58
Ho Religion N/A 0. 04 0.2 02 0.2 04 05 4.3 13 124

Prepored by the Centre for International Statistics

As it has for over 100 years, Canada remains predominantly Christian. The mix of Christian
denominations is changing, however, and Christianity’s preeminence in Canadian life is
weakening.

In 1991, cight out of ten Canadians were either Roman Catholic or Protestant Until
1961, Protestants outnumbered Catholics. The year 1971 marked the first time since
Confederation that Catholics outriumbered Protestants, Today, Catholics, at 46% of the
population, make up the largest religious group in Canada.

Other religions, however, have been practiced here since before Canada existed.
Aboriginal peoples were excluded from the carliest census collections, and therefore, their
religions were not included. Even so, in 1891, almost 2% of Canadians reported religions
ather than Christian. In 1991, almost 6% of Canadians were affiliated with other religions.
“@ther™ Canadian religions include Eastern Orthodox (387,000 people), Jewish (318,000
peopled, Fastern non-Christian religions such as Buddhism, Islam, Hinduy, and Sikh (a toial
of 747,000 people), and para-religious groups (28,000 people).

The number of people reporting no religious affiliation continues to increase steadily. In
1991, 12.4% of the population indicated no religious affiliation, a 90% increase since 1981,
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And so what? S

Three decades ago, Christianity influenced many aspects of Canadian life, Practices and
regulations concerning alcohol sales, store openings, prayer in the schools, sexuality,
contraception, marriage and divorce all reflected this influence,

Religious involvement was once the norm; in the 1950s, 85% of Roman Catholics and

40% of Protestants attended services every week. Canadians today, though, want religion

LAY

“ la carte,™ not the full dinner. In general, they choose the observances and services they
want. Less than three in ten Canadians attend services weekly, And while young Canadians
told a survey in 1987 that they remain religious in their beliels, only a small number of them
attended religious services regularly, and they reperted low enjoyment of religion. Even so,
three out of fovr young Canadians said they would turs to religious groups for birth-related
ceremonies in the future, and four in five said the same about weddings.
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9. Urban/Rural Locutions of Canadians

100%
80%
60%
40%
0%
] | |
1871 1931 1971 1991
Rural 82% 50% 4% 23%
Urban 18% 50% 76% 1%
Prepared by the Centre for Internationot Statistics
Amang Cattadians who ) Contrary to our back-woodsy reputation, three quarters of Canadians are now urban
are employed full-time, -~ dwellers. And more than 30% of all Canadians live in the three largest cities: Toronto,
the average commuting . | Montreal and Vancouver.
time is 48 minutes. . . . -

. . : There has been little change in the percentage of city-ducllers over the last twenty years,
Take just the nine largest Prior to 1971, however, the change was swift and overwhelming, In 1871, only two out of
cities in Canada:~ - . . . . P
b . i every ten Canadians lived in urban arcas. In 1931, the population was divided evenly between
Vancouver, Edmonton, . ) ) ) A o
Calgary, Winnipes, rural and urban arcas. By 1971, three out of four Canadians Jived in cities. Immigration has
Hamilton, Toronto, R been a factor in the increase as well as people leaving the farms and rural communities
Ottawa-Hull, Mov;lrc;r;gl for city life.

. in » - . . . e . ,
“they had less rh;‘m one o And lcave the farm they did. In 1941, 27% of the population {over 3 million Canadians)
Cihird of the populatien.. . lived in farm families; by 1991, there were 867,000 people living on farms, representing only
Now.fley howse about -~ 3.2% of the total population,
o Clwlfofit e A
R John Kettle" -
And so what?

Many of our images of family date back to the “good old days™ when most Canadians lived
on farms. Back then, families supplied most of their own needs, and every member of the
family played a role in producing food, making clothes, building shelter and so on. Family
members were interdependent on one another for their very survival. Today, the
interdependence is still there, but families do not directly provide for as many of their own
needs, particularly as more and more family members arc employed outside of the home.
Instead, they purchase an increasing number of the goods and services that they consume.
This shift from rural to urban living is reflected in virtually every nation worldwide. In turn,
it has given rise to many of the other great social changes and challenges of our times such as
smaller families, higher divorce rates, social mobility, greater anonymity and less cohesive

03

communities.
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~ How many Canadians live
l in families?
Nembers are up but percentages are down

Tabie | -~ Changes in Population and
the Number of Cunadians livirg in Families

percent change

1971 1981 1991 1971-1991
Total population
in private households® 21.0 23.8 26.7 27%
Number of people
living in famrilies* 18.8 20.6 225
Percent 89% 87% 84% 20%
Number of people
not living in families* 2.2 2 4.2
Percent 11% 1. 16% 88%

Number of famnilies* 5.0 6.3 7.4 46%
s tnini'lians

Note: Stattstics Canada defines a tamily as 3 currentiy-married or common-law couple with or without never-married
children. or a single-parent with never-married children. in the same dwelling.

Prepared by the Centre for Enternational Statistics”

A vast majority of Canadians live in families. Over the last 20 years, however, the proportion
of all Canadians living 1n family households has decreased substantially, from 89% in 1971 to
84% in 1991, This trend is due to a combination of factors, including an aging population
with a larger number of elderly people living alone. an increase in the divorce rate, and a
farger number of younger people postponing marriage until later in life.

And so whas?

Marriage and family remain popular. Over the past two decades the number of families has
increased by 46%. At the same time, however, the number of people not living in families has
increased even more rapidly. Combined with the drop in the proportion of Canadians living
in families, the figures tell us that familics arc getting smaller and that more of us, whether by
choice or by circumstance, now live alone.

Whether it is through marriage, cohabitation, remarriage, parenting, or caring for kin.
almost all Canadians, including those who live alone, have chosen to commit themselves to
others in the context of their families. Time and again, Canadians declare that it is their
familics that are most important to them. Accordingly. the interests of individuals cannot be
well served if our public policies and institutions do not respect the roles and responsibilities
we assumc as fathers and mothers, sons and daughters, brothers and sisters, grandparents
and grandchildren, cousins, aunts and uncles.
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theme in our culture for
“anore than g century, =
> Arlene Skolnick -

~.Ong of the oldest human
* . needs is having someone
to wonder where you are
when you don’t come
home at night.
Margaret Mead”

~

Adthough Canadian, -

" families expérience many
problems, for-bettet or'.
worse, the majority of -

. Canadian marriages do

. last for a lifetime. .
e Robert Glossop™”
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Canada’s changing famil
Diversity is now the norm

10. Family Types “Out of 100 Families...”

.

bamily is contenteno .. Morried with children 48

form.

- Gloria Steinei

Married withaut children 29

Single parent 13

Common-law without children &

We tend lo assume uirhgr Common-law with children 4 -

thaat our ownﬁmlil}' -
experiences are typical or
that other families
approach some kind of
ideal and our own is an
-exception. ‘

Prepared by the Zentre for Internatioral Stotistics

The balance has tipped in the make-up of Canada’s families. in 1986, 52 out of every 106

Alison Hay,

Canadian families consisted of married couples with never-married children living at hoine.
By 1991, the combination of all other family types outnumbered these families. The second-
largest family type in both 1986 and 1991 was married couples without chitdren living at
home. This group is composed of childless couples and empty-nesters.

Almost 9 out of 10 Canadian families (87.1%:; werc husband-wife families in 1991, Lone-
parent families accounted for 13 of every 100 families in both 1986 and 1991 (10.7% of
tamilies were female lone-parent families and 2.3% were male fone-parent families). The
biggest increase was in common-law families, which grew from seven to ten of every 1060
families between 1986 and 1991, Four out of ten common-law families have children living

at home.

And so what?

We have to he very sure what we mean when we say the word “family.” By making
assumptions about what a family is “supposed” to look like, we can overlook the needs and
realities of Canada’s diverse families. Such assumptions can result in all kinds of problems.
Why doesn’t a particular town’s building code allow “granny flats?” Why do some schools
assume there will always be a mother at home during the day if the child gets ill2 Why do
some politicians make single mothers nervous when they talk about “old-fashioned family
values?”

The make-up of Canada’s families is changing, much as families are changing around the
world. Businesses, organizations and governents have no choice but to adjust to these

changes and adapt to the diverse circumstances and needs of today’s families.

L
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How families look in different

provinces and terrifories

Table il - Provincial and Territorial Family Profile (1991)

CAN

MB
SK
AB
BC
NT
YT

+ Mever-married childtren) of anv age living at honwe.

Total Number
of Families

7,356,170
150,715
33,895
244,610
198,010
1,883,235
2,726,735
285,935
257,500
667,985
887,660
12.725
7,102

Total Familiés
Without Children*

Number

2,579,850

37,775
10,285
82,650
63,105
642,060
954,015
102,380
94,400
230,205
358,070
2,595
2,305

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

fust over one third of familics in Canada do not have children living at home. British
Columbia has the highest proportion of such families, while families in the Northwest
Territorics and in Newfoundland are the most likely to have children living at home.
Newfoundiand also has proportionally fewer lone-parent families.

Y

of all

66
65
64
63
66
60
80
68

Total F;lnlilies
With Children*

parent

80
84
8)

80
80
78
81
80
81
81
80
80
78

% two- % lone-

parent

20
16
19
20
20
22
19
20
19
19
20
20
18

Generally, however, the proportion of lone-parent and two-parent families remains fairly

consistent across the country. Lone-parent families account for between 12% and 16% of all

families (those with and without children) in every province and territory. Nationally, 13% of
all familics are lone-parent families. Of families with children, one in five is headed by a lone

parent.
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[Families have] weathered *
combinations of step,
foster, single, adoptive,
surrogate, frozen embryo,

" and sperm bank. They've
multiplied, divided,
extended and banded into

- communities. They've )
been assaulted by .
technology, battered by

" sexual revolutions, and
confused by role reversals.
But they are still
here...playing to a full

- house.

Erma Bombeck

.. Whethier truncated by
death or divorce or by 1}
- departure of grown
childien, we don’l stop
.. being a family. And a
.~ family doesn’t need two
» parents to make a family. |
: Letty Cottin Pogrebin”
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The Vanier Institute
of the Family

.the decision to have
children is increasingly .
based on economic, social

- and psychologicdl fators
and less on religious
beliefs or a sense that
having children is the
‘right’ thing to do.

Tn 1945, 60% of

Y

g‘ .

. Canadiang said the ideal .. -
number (of children) was
“four or more. By 1985, an -
almost identical
" propartion said that twe -
" or less was idead.

, A grewing proportion of
new babies have no
brothers or sisters. About
half of all new babies born
now are first children
compared with about 40%

'in 1971

Rager Sauve” .

Canadian families are shrinking

11. Trends in Family Size in Canada

50%
In 1991, families consisting of two persons
made up 43% of il fomilies in Canuda

40% Two
30%

Four

—

20% Three

Five
10% ————

Six or More
1971 1976 1981 1986 1991

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

Canadian families have decreased in size in the last two decades from an average of 3.7
persons to 3.1 persons in 1991, The smaller average size is duc largely to a sharp increase in
the number of two-person families. In 1971, three out of ten families were two-person
tamilies. By 1991, it was four in ten. Increases in the number of lone-parent families and
childless couples including “empty nesters™ contributed to this trend. During the same
period, the number of large families (six or more persons) decreased sharply - from 14% of
all families down to fewer than 3%,

And so what?

The “downsizing” of Canadian families has affected every facet of society, We now see nearly-
empty large houses that were once homes to large families. Businesses now sell products and
services designed for the needs of two or three, rativer than five or six or more. Smaller
familics also mean smaller kin networks ~ fewer siblings, cousins, wedding guests and so on.

As Arlene Skolnick has observed, in the nineteenth century: “Because people lived shorter
lives and had morc children, a woman could expect to live her entire life with children in the
home. Today. the average woman can expect to live more than 33 vears after her last child
has left the house.™

In addition, Marvin B. Sussman notes that “Caring for one’s own has had a long history and
persists today in both expectations and practices. Family members are the major caregivers to
their dependent members. The growing requests from care receivers come at a time when
there is a paucity of women to assume traditional caregiving roles, because they are settled in
careers and jobs. Also, fewer caregivers will be available as a consequence of lower birthrates
of the post-World War IT haby boom cohort. Fthical, moral and Iegal issues regarding the
extension of life of the older population: living without quality; care of the ill and disabled:
best investment of dodiars in medical care and social services will be assiduously debated in

the following years,”™




Extended families rare in
Canada today

12. Percent of Non-elderly Families* With af Leust & “The most cominan spe of
One Eiderly Member, by Age of Family Head exteuded fanily i .
0% — o ‘widowed pareit qubh to
ive alone. lu 198(1 7
0% — mee -
ved in. extemled f ml}
3.0% - " ituations...
(74,400)
20% — e --
10% -- -
N 5-5 55-64 ) To!|5-64
Age of Family Head
* Fouily heed ond spouse (it present) under 65

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

In 1991 there were 174,000 non-elderly families — defined by Statistics Canada as those with
both the family “head” and spouse (if present) under 65 years of age ~ with an elderly relative ‘ o
living with them. Only 2% of younger families — those with the head of the family under 45 " The extended family...
years of age — have an elderly relative living with them. Approximately 4% of all other non- . . remains important,in’
elderly families — those with the head of the family aged from 45 to 64 years of age — have an o Caunada m"l_"' many ;
’ 2 other copntriesasa -
support group. R(’Iulu’m
who‘do not share a.
.rcsulence, thay /)
And S0 Wh(l‘l? . to live in the same -
- nctghbourl(aod visit
regular, Iy, telephone daily.,

elderly relation in their home.

Whether by choice or necessity, most seniors do not live with their children today. As a . assiss each other with
result, when they need assistance, they often must turn to people outside their families, either child Lare, provide L
l t d b . S . h f h . t l’ T, d _v-L'COHO’".l( and L’l"lﬂl_l()ll(l’
on a voluntary or a pai a?lS. emo‘rs who must pay for home maintenance, cleaning an : . “support, and help find onc,
other support services require more income than those who live with their extended families. . . another employmens, ,,,,,1
By the same token, these seniors are not available to render services to younger family . ,accommodation...
members. In ¢xtended families, many seniars are often able to help their children and - This kind "”"”"‘7
. T . . . . ﬂrrﬂng(’"l 11s peen
grandchildren by providing child care, cooking, and doing maintenance and other household I " called Hwﬁ)l)lfltn
chores. Some may also provide direct financial assistance to the household. M?LNDH’) FAMILY.
One wonders if more families will be caring for their elders in their homes as the . : Mayreen Baher

proportion of seniors in the population increases in the coming years.
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Sundwich generation
ety eaten up between children
and aging parents

13. Percent of Famiiies Witk at Least One
Dependent Child asid One Elderiy Member

: . . . {120,000)
Because middle-aged T . 1.6%

people, could have ghikdrgn
und even grandchildren

(77,000}

who require attention,
as well as parents who -
require personal
~assisgance, they. have bren
called_the SANDWICH
"GENERATION... Some
adult children invite
elderly parents to live with
" them, but more often help
- them to maintain their -
“own homes. Children may-.
shop for aging parents, cut
lawns or shavel snow,
visit, andh provide © . dependent children and their aging parents. Caught in the middle as they are, they are known
companionslip and : as the “sandwich generation.”
_emotional supports ’

They also may help elierdly” . I, o
parents to identify and < 77,000 non-clderly families, 1.2% of the total number of non-elderly families, had at least one

Non-elderly* Fomilies Elderdy** Fomilies Al Fomilies
* Fomily heod and spouse under 65
** Family heod or spouse 65 or over

Prepared by the Centre for international Statistics

As the baby boomers age, more and morc of them are assuming responsibility for both their

Despite their dual responsibilities, few of them actually live with their parents. Only

accesg availahle social . dependent child and at least one elderly family member living with them. At the same time,
services, purchase home ’ 43,000 clderly families (3.8% of the total number of elderly families) had at least one

care, or move into new R .
" . dependent child living with them.
(l("('(""l"qdﬂ“()'" more

convertient to their needs.
Maureen, Baker” >

And so what?

Whilc it is relatively rare for families with children to live with older family members in
Canada, responsibility for aging patents is not so rare. And while it is most common for
seniors and their spouses to live on their own without younger family members, many still
look to younger family members for support of various kinds.
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Look who's getting married!

..

.. The _\”.an'ierlnjsti'tulc
of thq Family
14. Marital Stafus of Canadian Populafion
Age 15 and Over

(1991)

Married or common-taw 61%

Never married 27%

Widowed 6%

Divorced 4%
Separated 2%

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

Most Canadians (61%) aged 15 and over are married or living with a common-law spouse. Another
26% have never been married, while 6% are widowed. Only a very small proportion of Canadians are
at any one time separated (2%) or divorced (4%). Of course. many more who have been divorced
have remarried and many of thuse who today are married will, sometime in the future. separate from
their spouse.

15. Marital Status by Age
(1991)

100% -

]

Quebec, on the other.. .
hand, had the highest '
.- proportion of womén aged
275 dnd over who had of .
‘ ",'ueyér"nmrricd (15%
. vcompah;d'wilh rlgé
. »_nali_orm'l average of9%).-
: Gordoy Priest”

15-24 25-4 B4 45-54 55-64 65-74 75+

B Never morried ] Married/Commondaw  _..__} Divorced/Separated B widowed

Px_epured by the Cantre for International Statistics

This chart tends to confirm what we intuitively know about the relationships between marital status
and age. For example, very young adults are likely to have never been married, and older Canadians
are more likely to be widowed.

Most Canadians under the age of 24 have never been in a marriage or commion law relationship.
From the age of 25 onwards, however, Canadians who are married or living common-law outnumber
the combined total of all other Canadians in that age range. There are substantially more people in
marriages and common-law refationships in every age group except the very youngest {under 24) and
the very oldest (75 and over).

The 35-44 age group has the greatest number of married/common-law Canadians, and the
greatest number of divorced or separated Canadians. b' [)

A\
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The Vanier ln_;alﬁﬁté .
of the Family

Legal marriage'is still the
preferred lifestyle for the
majority of adult .

" Canadians. Even.so, legal
Harriage is Imppéning »

< lafer and a growing .-
percentage of adults aré )
not murring-nl all,

. s . . .
The latest information . -

Marriage
Still in fashion after all these years

16. Marriage Rates

Marriages per 1,000 population
12 -

1921 1931 1941 1961 1971

Prepared by the Centre for Internationat Statistics

-

17. Trends in Marital Status:
Population Age 15 and Over

S

suggests that 14 percent of .|
wothiew and 17 percentof .- - -

men will never marry. For

+ “both sexes, the proportion

wha will hever. marry has
risen by about 610 7
percentage pointy since
sthe early 1970s. '

Those wha are ‘tying the
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Marriage is about as popular as ever. In spite of more divorces, more Canadians (63%) now
are legally married (married or separated) or living common-law than in 1921 (58%). After a
steep rise after World War 11, the proporiion of married Canadians peaked in the 1960s, with
two-thirds of Canadians married or living common-law. And while the proportion of
divorced Canadians has increased since the '60s, it remains the lowest of all marital statuses.
Just 4% of Canadians over 15 are currently divorced.

61
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The fluctuating marriage rate of the last 70 years shows how economic and social
circumstances influence the decision and timing of marriage. The rate began to decline in the
middle of the 1920s due to a worsening economic situation. During the Depression, it dipped
to an all-time low of 5.9 marriages per 1,000 population in 1932. Many young Canadians
with no jobs and money put off marriage plans. After 1932, the marriage rate began to rise
along with the economy.

The Second World War created a stampede to the altar — a reaction to the uncertainty of
life in wartime. There was also a more pragmatic reason — single men were drafted before
married men. During the Conscription Crisis in 1942, marriage rates peaked at 10.9 per 1,000
population. In 1946, the marriage rate hit 10.9 again as the returning war veterans rushed to
make up for lost time. After the mid-1940s, the marriage rate declined for 20 years. In 1951,
more than 100 women out of a thousand between the age of 15 and 59 married for the first
time. When the baby boomers came of marrying age, it received a boost for a few years in the
early 1970s.

By 1990, however, the marriage rate, at 7.1, was similar to that of the 1920s. Only 60 out
of a thcusand women were marrying for the first time and just 47 out of a thousand men
were, possibly reflecting an uncertain job market and the growing acceptance of single
lifestyles and common-law marriage.

And so whet?

While the marriage rate has had its ups and downs over the years, people are marrying today
at about the rate of 75 years ago. The big change is that many more marriages today are
remarriages. The first-marriage rate, as distinct from the overall marriage rate, has steadily
declined for the last 40 years. And those who are marrying are waiting until they are older.
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Remarriage is the triumph
hd .

of hope over experience.
Samuel Johnson*

The second time around...

18. First Marriages and Remarriages
as Percentages of all Marriages
100%

Remarrioge for
at least one spouse

First marriage for
both spouses

1967

Cakulated by the Centre for Intemotional Mafistics

In 1967, almost nine out of ten newlyweds were tying the knot for the very first time. By
1989, however, a third of all marriages had at least one partner with previous experience in
marriage. While the number of all marriages increased, the number of first marriages for
both spouses declined slightly and remarriages tripled. Marriages between two previously-
married persons almost quadrupled in number between 1967 and 1989. Divorced men tend
to be older at remarriage than their female counterparts by more than three years. I 1990,
the average age of remarriage for divorced men was 41.1 years, and for women, 37.5 years.
The gap is even greater for widowed persons remarrying. In 1990, widowed men remarried at
an average age of 60.8, and women, at an average age of 54.1.
What factors have sparked these sharp changes?
+  The population is aging — there are just not as many young people today — either
proportionately or absolutely — as there were in 1967.
Changes in the divorce laws in 1968 and 1985 made divorces easier to get and
remarriage more possible.
People are living longer and are healthier at an older age. They have more time to
remarry.

Remarriage may be more socially acceptable.

And so what?

Today’s high rates of separation, divorce and remarriage have helped to make it necessary to
distinguish between family and household. People may leave their spouses, but the family ties
they have forged continue in most cases.

Today's “blended families™ illustrate the complex ties that occur as remarriage becomes
more prevalent. In addition to children and step-chiidren, family bonds develop between in-
laws, grandparents and grandchildren, and other family members, regardless of whether the
marriage remains intact. [t is now not uncommon for children to have multiple sets of
grandparents, parents, step-parents, step-siblings, half-siblings and so on. Family names,
family holidays, and gift-giving are just a few examples of formerly simple traditions that can
get exceedingly complex for “blended” or “recombined” families.
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No hurry to the aitur
Canadians are holding off tying the knot

19. Average Age at First Marrisge
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The average age at first marriage has been increasing for both men and women over the last
twenty vears as people delay marriage for various reasons: to finish their educations, establish
careers, save some money, cohabit, or simply explore their options. In 1990, the average age
of first-time brides was 26 years, and the average age of first-time grooms was 27.9 years.
Those figures are up from 22.7 years for women and 25.1 years for men in 1970.

First-time marrying males are, on average, older than first-time marrying females by two
to three vears. Although this age gap is slowly shrinking, the tendency for men to marry at an
older age than women has persisted as a strong societal norm characteristic of both first
marriages and remarriages.

And so what?

The implications of women marrying at a younger age than men are immense. Given the
combination of women's higher life expectancy and their tendency to inarry older men,
women are more likely to expericence the death of a spouse, and oftea live considerable
portions of their lives in widowhood. Most women, especially older unes, are not
economically independent. The average earnings of women in the labour force are much
lower, on average, than mens'’. Thus the years of widowhood are, for a great number of
women, years of poverty as well.

Perhaps most significantly, the increase in the average age at marriage suggests that it is
not likely that birth rates will increase substantially.
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Early marriage loses its sheen
Teens avoiding marriage, first-marriages down

20. Age-specific First Marriage Rate
for Femaules i Canada
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Frepared by the Centre for International Statistics

21. Age-specific First Marriage Rate

for Males in Canada

Rate {per 1,000 never-married males)
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Age Group
11961 =3 1971 198 1 19%0

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

Canadians over thirty are more likely to marry for the first time than are teenagers. This is
not new for men, but it is for women. [n 1951, sixty-six out of a thousand teenage women
married. by 1990 only 11 out of a thousand married.
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First-marriage rates for women in their easly twenties plunged as well, from 223 per
thousand in 1961 to 88 in 1990. Warnen in their late twenties, rather than early twenties, are
now the most likely to marry for the first time. Also, the data suggest that while many women
are postponing marriage, a substantial number of women are foregoing marriage altogether.

Not surprisingly, first-marriage rates for men in all age groups have also dropped - most
notably for men in their carly twenties. In 1971, among men aged 20-24, 157 per thousa -d
married; in 1990, only 46 did. Today, men over the age of 50 are much more likely to marry
for the first time than are men under the age of 20. Fewer than three males in a thousand
between the ages of 15 and 19 married in 1990, down from 13 in 1971,

First-marriage rates for men over the age of 30 have remained more stable than for other
age groups over time.

And so whai?

The trend toward later first marriages has wrought major changes. For example, it has
contributed to lower fertility rates, higher population mobility, later household formation,
and changing patterns of consumption of consumer goods and services. Another implication
is that couples are waiting longer to become parents, 0 parents are, on average, oider than
those of previous generations, This can be advantageous in several ways. Parents may be
more mature and their careers better established, so they may be able to offer better living
standards to their children than their parents could to them. On the other hand, they may be
more tired, more set in their ways, less healthy and less able to accommodate the rigors of
parenting than previous generations.




One in ten “married” couples
nof married

22. Proportion of Populaticn in
Common-law Relutionship
(1991)
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Of all Canadians over the age of 14 in 1991, 7% were living in common-law relationships
These common-law unions represented 10% of all Canadian families in 1591. Such
relationships were most prevalent among young aduits, with 12% of those in their early
twenties and 14% of those in their late twenties living common-law. The proportion declines
with each successive age group, to a low of 1% among senior citizens. Only a very small
proportion of teenagers (2%) live in common-law relationships. Canadians over the age of 50
arc more likely to be living common-law than are Canadians under the age of 20.




PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

23, Legal Muarital Status of Persons Living Common-iaw
(1991)

100%

er
Average

Age Group
Never married £} Divorced/Seporated Widowed

Prepared by the Centre for International Stotistics

People under the age of 35 who are living common-law typically have never been married.
Between the ages of 35 and 64, most people living common-law are legally separated or
divorced, whereas most seniors in common-law relationships are widowed. From examining
the patterns, we see that among peaple in common-law relationskips, the never-marrieds
decrease with age, the widowed increase with age, and the divorced and separated component
peaks in the middle of the age scale,

Overall, six in ten people (about 62%) in common-law relationships have never been

married, about one third (32%) are divorced or separated, and the remainder are widowed.

And so whai?

“Increasingly, couples are living together without going through a wedding ceremeony
although most of these will eventually marry, especially those who intend to have children.
Young people who come from divorced families and older divorced adults are often reluctant
« enter into legal marriage without some previous knowledge of what it is like to live with
their partner. Living together may become more socially acceptable in the futurc as a
“courtship pattern” or preliminary stage to marriage. In addition, those who are
ideologically opposed to traditional marital roles will continue to see common-law
relationships as an alternative to legal marriage.”

Maureen Baker*
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Shacking up

A prelude o marringe?

Yable lii - Proportion of Married Individvals Who
Cohabited Yogether Prior to Marriage, by Age

{1990

Age Number Married* Number Cohabited *

Percent Cohabited
20-29 1,432 533
30 -39 2,951 K37
40 - 49 2.550 318
50 + 4,046 145
All ages 11,009 1,833

*In thousands

Calculated by the Centre for International Staustics

Common-law unions are often a prelude to marriage rather than an alternative to it. Younger
Canadians are nine times more likely than older Canadians to have cohabited before
marriage. Thirty-seven percent of married Canadians in their twenties “tried it out” before
exchanging vows. Only 4% of the over-fifty married population had lived with their spouses
prior to marriage. This difference between age groups may reflect a change in the prevailing
social attitudes. What has become a common and largely acceptable choice for many was
once widely considered to be beyond the pale. Have the changing attitudes that have affected
younger people carvied over into the older population as well?

And so what?

Marriages that have been preceded by cohabitation have not proved, statistically, to be more
stable than other marriages. However, the rise of cohabitation has had a decided impact on
Canadian society. As common-law couples and their out-of-wedlock children have become
more numerous and accepted, demands have grown for recognition of their rights and needs
by the courts, lawmakers, employers and the community as a whole.
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‘Til divorce de us part

24. Number of Divorces
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Prepared by 1he Centre for International Statistics

Before 1968, it was difficult to obtain a divorce in Canada. A divorce was granted only if it
could be proven that one spouse had committed adultery. In 1968, grounds for divorce were
expanded to inciude marital breakdown and marital otfenses. Marital breakdown included
desertion, imprisonment, or separation for at least three years, while marital offenses
included physicai or mental cruelty.

In 1985, further changes in the Divorce Act made marital breakdown the sole ground for
divorce. This was defined to include separation of not less than one year, adultery, and/or
physical or mental cruelty. In the first year after the change, 91%¢ of the divarces obtained
under the new act cited separation as the cause for divorce.

The increase in the number of divorces granted (11,000 in 1968 compared with 78,000 in
1990) is due, in part, to the growth in the number of married couples and, in part, to the
changes in the Divorce Act. In the years immediately following the changes, the number of
divorces jumped considerably, especially in 1986 when “no fault™ divorce provisions came
into effect. This suggests that many couples delayed divorcing in anticipation of the changes
to divorce laws.

And so what?

More libeval divorce laws represent the Great Divide in the history of Canada’s families.
Although couples have always separated, the casy availability of diverce, combined with
retated social changes, has totally altered how we look at marriage, having children and
almost every aspect of family life. In turn, our new attitudes spill over into every other aspect
of life — work, inheritance, sexirality and relationships of all kinds. Before 1968, a marriage,
whether good or had, was forever for most people. To terminate it was difficult and frowned-
upon. Just 25 vears later. it can be staggering to contemplate the differences between life
today and how it was before divorce laws ciianged.

Tt is difficult to determine the exact number of dhildren affected by divorees in Canada
because there is no otficial information about out-of-court custody decisions, In 1990,
approximately 34,000 children were involved in divorce cases in which the courts made

custody decisions. In eight out of ten such cases, ctstody was awarded to the mother.
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\What is less difficult to determine is that women and children often find themselves living

in poverty following separation and divorce. Three quarters of those not receiving alimony or
child support live in poverty. And even miore disturbing is the fact that approximately two
thirds of those who do receive such support still have total incomes below the poverty lines. -

Cutcomes of divorce for children

A child’s adaptation to divorce is influenced by a number of
stressors in addition to...developmental and cognitive factors...

Typical life changes that affect child adjustment are:

.

.

Several factors are predictive of more positive outcomes. Based on her clinical
sheervations, Wallerstein (1983b) suggests that children’s coping with changing family
circumstances is shaped by

. the exter* to which parents resulve or set aside their conflicts,

.

negative economic consequences (especially in the child’s primary residence),

erratic contact or no contact with the non-residential parent,

ongoing parental conflict,

parental dating or remarriage,

less availability of the residential parent (i.e. returns to the workforce full-time),
continued exposure to psychologically disturbed pareat(s),

changes in residence and related factors (i.e. loss of peer group, change in school), and
reactions of family and friends....

the quality of the residential parents’ relationship with their children and their
capacity to parent,
the extent to which children da not feel rejected by non-residentic! parents,
assets, capacities, and deficits of individual children,
availability of support networks and children’s ability to use them,
the absence of children's continued anger or depression,
how events are defined, and
developmental needs.
Rhonda Ireeman ’
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Over the past four decades, marriages have outnumbered divorces by as much as 168,000 in
1972 and as little as 91,000 in 1987. In gencral the difference has stayed in the range of
100,0G0.

The big change is the ratio of divorces to marriages. In 19531, ¢ne couple divorced for
every 24 couples that married. In 1987, as marriages dipped and divorees peaked, this ratio

. e . i i and not-in'its threat to the.
reached a low of one couple divorcing for every two couples marrying. Since 1987, the gap

: fmur of nmrrmge and
has widened cach vear, and in 1990 one couple divorced for every 2.4 that married.

The length of marriage before divorce has become shorter since the Divorce Act changes
of 1968 and 1985. In 1969, the median duration of marriages ending in divorce was almost 15
vears. Under the new act, couples who divorced in 1986 had been married a median of 9.1
vears. Marriages ending between 1968 and 1985 lasted a median of 11.2 years.

And so whai?

hat divorce is more common today than three decades ago is not news. What may be
surprising, however, is the healthy lead that marriage has managed to maintain over divorce.
Whether it's because people like it, or because it's convenient and practical. marriage

continues to hold its own in an age of social mobility, casual relationships and casy divoree.
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Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

Between 1965 and 1988, Canada moved from having one of the lowest divorce rates to
having one of the highest among industrialized nations. For most of these nations, divorce
rates rose sharply between 1965 and 1975 but increased more moderately between 1975 and
1986. The U.S. stands out with the highest divorce rate throughout the years, while Japan
continues to show a rclatively low rate of divorce.

And so what?

The increase in divorce that Canadians have experienced is in line with the experiences of our
neighbours. Similar trends have affected all industrialized nations over the past few decades.
Trends such as greater social mobility, increased women’s labour force participation, more
liberal attitudes regarding sex. a less dominant role for organized religion, changing views
about relationships, lower birthrates, and the movement for equal rights for women have
produced great upheaval. The institution of marriage has not been immune.
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27. Divorce and Remarriage: Canada and fhe U.S.

100%
81%
80% - .

T 80%

40%

20%

| S O

s Divorce Remarrioge
Conade 7 US. ‘
Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics - . Divorce rates 'Ii_r_x. the =
", -~ United States| have.
) . . .. . R climbed. throughout most ~
While marriage rates in Canada and the U.S. are similar, divorce rates are not. Fully 44% of L e roughout 1 ) .
. . L ) . . ‘. - of the 20th century. it the
American marriages end in divorce, compared with 28% of Canadian marriages. Divorce " -early 1940s, :0,,1},'/‘,5/ .
does not appear to erode people’s faith in the institution of marriage. Eight out of ten

Y divorced Americans and seven out of ten divorced Canadians remarry. L anpap periciicing a
: divorce; by 1980; the odds

Although Canadians and Americans spend roughly the same proportion of their lives in
marriage, Canadians marry less often and for longer periods. The average Canadian marriage
lasts 31 years, compared with 24 years for the average American marriage.

And so what?

v 1t’s worthwhile to ponder why Canadians marriages, on average, last so much longer than
e those of Americans. Is it a more traditional, conservative style? More gencrous social
- programs that help keep families from dire poverty? A less mobile, less dynamic culture with
¢ less diversity? Stronger, more compassionate communities?
_ The consequences of this difference are worth considering as well, especially the impact
~ on children. Divorce can be a positive and necessary step, and it is possible to minimize its
. N negative effects on children. As a group, however, children of divorce may have a harder time
’ in life.
Whatever is keeping Canadians married longer than Americans may be worth identifying
and preserving.
. e
. ( x
Q _ . . :
ERIC e S ~d N R
i ' oL '
s . . ER

» . e LI . .



Separate paths to lone parenthood
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There are close to one million lone-parent families in Canada. That represents 12.9% of all
families and one in five of all families with children. Aslong ago as 1931, 13.6% of all
families were lone-parent families. The proportian dropped to an all-time low of 8.2% in
1966. While the vast majority (82%) of today’s lonc-parent families are led by lone mothers,
there are a significant number of lone fathers (170,000).

Today, divorce and separation are the leading cause of lone parenthood for both men and
women. Forty years ago, two thirds of lone-parents were widows or widowers. By 1991, three
quarters of mothers raising children on their own were cither separated, divorced or
unmarried.
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Anﬂ so whai?

In the past, there was a strong social stigma attached to being a lone parent. Even today,
some people are inclined to pass judgment on lone parents, especially single mothers.

The true story of how prople become lone parents offers a different view. Most people
enter lone parenthood not through choice but as a result of circumstances - death of a
spouse, an abusive relationship, desertion or a marriage that just didn’t work.
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Canada’s families
Some have children...and some don’t
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Thildless 1,042,655 = 41%

Empty Nest 1,529,170 = 59%

aadult. .
‘ Arlene Skolnick,

* Includes common-law fomilies

Prepared by the Centre for Internationa! Statistics

31. Fumilies With Children Living at Home:
Distribution by Age of Children

100%

Stages of life that éca:((‘gix e
existed a hundred years:

ago have become parl of

the average peirson’s
experience: adolescence,
mi,dt‘l'le age, empty nest,
rg:_lir‘rmrnl. ’ )
Arlene Skolnick®

Married Couples Common-law Couples Lone-parents
Family Type
W Al18&over |1 Some under 18 All under 18
Prepared by the Centra for International Statistics

Most kids live with two parents. In 1991, more than eight out of ten children lived with two
parents; only about 14% lived with a lone parent.

But dacs a tamily always include children? No. Though the majority of Canadian families
(65%) include children living at home, the proportion of families without children is on the
rise. In 1981, 32% of all Canadian families had no children at home. Just ten vears later,
famulies without children. including families that are intentionally or unintentionally childless
and those couples whose children have left home, made up 25% of all families.
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The largest and fastest growing proportion of these families without children are the
‘empty nesters.” As the population with its large baby boom contingent ages, this trend is
expected to continue.

.

There are even more empty nesters than the chart suggests because lone parents never
become statistical empty nesters. Once the last child leaves home, a lone parent is no longer
considered a family; he or she becomes instead, for statistical purposes, an “unattached
individual.” Thus, while single parents are included in the calculation for “all families,” they
are excluded from the “families without children™ category.

Married couples with children are almost three times as likely as common-law couples
with children to have all of their at-home children aged 18 years or older. The reason for this
difference is simplc. Since common-law relationships are more likely among younger people,
they are also more likely to have young children.

And so what?

The life course of families keeps changing. Most familics have children, but they pass through
their life courses differently from in the past. They have children later, they have fewer of
them, and they live longer without them than do past families. But children remain central to
their existence.

More than a third of Canada’s families do not have children in the house. The proportion
might even be higher if other familial groupings such as adult children moving back with
widowed parents, groups of close friends, or gay couples were included in the statistical
definition of family. The trend toward smaller families and longer life expectancies has
resulted in more couples living in empty nests and living in them longer.

Yet children remain a reality for most families. The family ies and responsibilities
continue, regardless of where a family’s children at their various ages may reside.

of the Famil

 To be born aut of wedlock E
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. of the Familys .-

Despite personal
sacrifices; the lack of sleep
and the pain, adults-
require children in their
lives; Without children,

we have no coqunitment

:i'u_ the future. We become

. da society withoat heart..
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When women-lelay
childbearitig beyond their:-.
mid-30s, the chances are

that they will bear either .-
one child or no children'at |

all.
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- the number of women in

their 305 will renr]; a pedk .,

in 1994°0r 1995 and by -
“the end of the decade will .~
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baby booin is nearly
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that lu'r'rhls will ever agajn
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A new baby boom? Not by

John Kettle*

any historic standard. In
fact, Canada’s need for
new people will still have
‘1o lean most heavily on
innnigration in the
foreseeable future. And
“will still conte up shart.

John Keitle™

Although voluntary
childlessness has received
considerable media and

sodial stience attention
stuce the 1970s, it is not a
‘new phenomenon in
Canada. A high 17.7% of
ever-married women born
between 1906 and 1911
were childless.... It is
projected that 1690 of the
present generation ‘may
volugtarily forego
maternity....

ERI

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

Fmily M. Nett

From boom to bust
Fertility rates sagged to record lows
hefore staging mini-rally in late '80s

32. Total Fertility Ruate

Births/woman

The “Baby Boom”

1921 193] 194] 1951 1961 1971 1981 1990

Prepared by the Centre for [nternational Statistics

Marriage rates have gone up and down but remain historically fairly steady. The fertility rate,
on the other hand, has plummeted since its high in 1959, We have gone from baby boom
(1945-1960) to baby bust. And we went quickly. The total fertility rate (the number of
children a woman would have during her lifetime if she were to follow the fertility patterns of
the time) dropped from 3.9 in 1960 to 2.3 in 1970. By 1981 it was down to 1.7 - well below
the replacement rate of 2.1 births per woman. More than any other factor, this low birthrate
is responsible for the phenomenon we now call “the aging society”. At this rate the
replacement of the current generation is not assured.

Babies may be starting to make a comeback, however. The fertility rate has crept up from
its low of 1.65 in 1987 to 1.8 in 1990.

Childiessness - Intentional and unintentional

Some researchers have estimated that as many as 16% of Canadian women currently in their
childbearing years will remain childless. It is impossible to know for sure. It is also impossible
to know how many of these women are childless by choice and how many are involuntarily
infertile. Recently, the Royal Commission on New Reproductive Technologies surveyed
Canadians and found that 7% of couples married or living together for at least two years
were infertile.”

And so what?

Lower fertility now affects almost every industrialized nation. Along with it come myriad
changes and dilemmas: How will we replace today's work force when the baby boomers near
retirement age? How will governments raise sufficient tax revenues from the next generation
to pay for programs if that generation is much smaller than today's? Where will tomorrow's
consumers come from, and what will businesses do if there are far fewer of them? What will
we do with houses that are too big and schools with too nany classroonis? Who will care for
the baby boomers when they get 0ld? How will we replace today's population, and should
we? Clearly, lower fertility is at the heart of many of the social and economic questions that
bedevil business pcople, communities,’planncrs and lawmakers.
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The greying of Canada

33. The Aging of the Population

Total Fertility Rote
20%

Yotal Fertility Rate

Populuﬁon 65 ond Over

1851 1871 1891 1911 1931 1953 1971

Prepared by The Vanier Institute of the Fomily

Canada is an aging society. This means that as the years go by, the proportion of older people
in Canada grows larger. Some say this has occurred as the baby boom has aged, but the facts
don’t bear this out. Instead, societal aging is mostly a factor of a steady decline, over tinwe, in
fertility. Women are having fewer children. The baby boom was, in reality, a Baby Blip, a
temporary reversal of a long-term trend toward smaller families.

And so what?

In the '70s and '80s, Canada’s senior population increased dramaticaily. As a whole, the
senior population rose by about 80%. The increase was even greater among those aged 75
and over. This group increased by 90%, while the group aged 55-75 grew by 75%.

How will our aging socicty affect medicare, social services and government finances in
vears to come? Will a growing senior population be a burden that today’s young people will
have to shoulder or will they be an asset to them? Questions like these are being hotly
debated by ordinary citizens, as well as by policy makers and service providers.
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Table IV — Median Age and Proporticn of the
Population 0-14 and 65 and Over, Cenuada, 1851-2036

Year Median Age Proportion 0 - 14 Proportion 65+

1851 17.2 449 2.7
1861 18.2 42.5 3.0
1871 18.8 41.6 3.7
1881 20.1 38.7 4.1
1891 214 36.5 4.6
1901 22.7 344 5.0
1911 23.8 329 4.7
1921 24.0 34.4 4.8
1931 24.8 31.6 5.6
1941 27.1 27.8 6.7
1951 27.7 30.3 7.8
1956 27.2 325 7.7
1961 26.3 34.0 7.6
1966 255 329 7.7
1971 26.2 296 8.1
1976 28.1 25.6 8.7
1981 29.6 225 9.7
1986 3.6 21.3 10.6

High Low High Low High

1991 335 33.6 20.7 20.7 11.8
1996 35.5 35.6 19.8 19.8 12.8
2001 37.5 37.7 18.6 18.6 13.5
2006 39.2 39.6 17.4 17.3 14.2
2011 40.6 41.1 16.6 16.3 15.5
2016 41.6 42.3 16.2 15.9 17.6
2021 42.6 44.0 15.9 15.6 19.8
2026 43.4 44.2 15.6 15.3 22.0
2031 44.2 45.0 15.2 14.9 238
2036 44.8 45.7 14.9 14.5 24.5

Note: Profections use total fertility rate of 1.67 and immigration of 200,000 thigh) and 140.000 tlow).

Rodrick Beaujot™
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Move over, motherkood

Canadian women mcreusmgiy postpone
marriage and chiid rearing

34. Rveruge Age of Mother tor Tst and 2nd Births

30

2nd birth

n 26.4
% 2 25 9‘/,_,-—"

1961 1971 1981 1993

Prepared by tne (emre for Internorlonul S!ansms

Wamen are waiting abiout three years longer to marry and to starg their families than they did

20 years ago. The ay erage age of mothers at the births of their first and second babies has
increased dong with the i Increase in the aver rage age of women at thej

ir first marriages. On
average, the first child comes along soon after marriage, followed, two and a half years later,
by the second child,

and so whas?
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arging up the shetgun

Births to not-murvied wonien on the increase

35. Births to Not-married Women
as a Percentage of Total Births

1§30 1940 1950 1940 1970 1980 1990

Note: “Hot-martied” refers to women never-married, widowed, divarced or living common-iow.

Prepared by the Cantre for International Statistics

36. Births to Kot-married Women by Age
(1990)

40%
35%
30%
25%

20%

15%

10%

Under 20 20 2 5-29 36-34
Age Group

Note “Mot-morried” refers to women never married, widowed, divorced or living common-low,

Prepored by the Cenire for International Statistics

In the last thirty years, there has been a huge increase in the number and proportion of all
habies born to women whe are not currently married In 1990, 249% of all live births were to
women who were not married, compared with only 4% in 1960. These include women who
were widowed, divorced, or living common-law, as well as single wemen Many factors
account for this increase, including the growth of common-law relationships, desertion by
would-be fathers. the increasing social and economic independence of women choosing to
hear and raise children alone, and the growing acceptability of out-of-wedlack burths.
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_ Teenage pregnancy is out of controi - Not _
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Contrary to popular opinion. the majority of out-of-wedlock babies are not bora to teenage - are borm into two-parent
women. In fact, in 1990, 60% of the unmarried svomen who gave birth were between the [t families teday as in the
ages of 20 and 29. Furthermore, both the number of teenage pregnancies and the number of -+ past, even though those
births t  has dectined d icall h . .h' =1 th s, parents @re now more
virths to teenagers has declined dramatically over the past thirly vears. In 1971, there were - likely to be involved i
40,000 births to teenagers. The number dropped to less than 23,000 by 1989 " cofumon-lasy marriage.- |

Nicole Mfzrcil-(;runon Y

And so whai?

A generation ago, having a baby out of wedlock was a family disgrace. Today it is more and
more accepted as part of modern life. In fact, that acceptance has resulted in a deubling of
the percentage of such births in the past decade.

[t may surprise many people that, unlike the U.S., Canada has no cpidemic of “children
having children.” Yet the number of births to unmarried women of all ages is rising. And
despite the increased societal tolerance that lone mothers enjoy, they still must contend with
the economic disadvantages of bearing scle financial responsibility for their families.

The statistics give the fic to the popular assumption that teen pregnancy is out of control.
At the same time, it is worth asking why so many women in their twenties are having babies

out of wedlock. While many of them are separated, divorced, widowed, or living in comnion-

law marriages, there is also a strong element here of choice. Many unmarried womnien are

4 . . . - -
” having babies deliberately, because they want to and feel they can handle the joys and
Lo responsibilities of parenthood on their own.
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Adoption

More applicarnts, fewer kids

37. Domestic Adoptions: Public and Private

Humber of adoptions
5,000

L Public
B Private

!
]
(%
J

1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990
Public 4441 4074 3898 3535 3472 2586 1574 1162 1782 T3]
Private 935 $76 1,097 1041 1044 LIS LN3 L196 1086 1105

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

There were only about half as many children adopted in 1990 (2.6361 as there were just a
decade earlier (5,376). The number of private adeptions rose while the number of public
adoptions dropped dramatically over the decade. There were three applicants tabout 3,000
for each public adoption and almost as many applving for private adoptions.

In addition, various estimates suggest that 2,000 to 3,000 Canadians are actively pursuing
international adoption. This does not include children who are brought ta Canada from
other countries and then adopted. Such cases are recorded as domestic, rather than
international, adoptions. A cominon form of international adoption occurs when children
are adopted in their home country and then brought to Canada. Records regarding the
number of children adopted in other countries are ot always accurate, however, and it was

not until late in 1991 that Canada began to collect data o these adoptions.

And so what?

The demand for adoptive children — espedially healthy, white babies — appears to be growing
while the supply of babies shrinks due to the legal availability of abortions and the increased
acceptability of lone parenting and hirth out of wedlock.

The trend away from public adoptions and toward private adoptions has several
implications: Private adoptions are more costly than public ones, so adoption is increasingly
becoming an option for wealthy families only. In the case of private adoptions, the public has
less control of the process. This can, in some cases, lead to abuses of all parties involved - the
children, the birth mother and the adoptive parents, The relative increase in private
adoptions makes it harder for public agencies to keep accurate adoption records.

Given the small numbers of children available tor adoption, more parents are adopting
children with troubled backgrounds, These can include international adoptees, transradial
adoptees, and older children who have been hard to place due to health or behaviouy
problems. These adoptive parents often need special supports to help them meet the

challenges that are unigue to adoptive families.




Rize, yours and ours

Big famities are often biended fumilies

%8. Biended and Non-biended Families
by Number of Children

50%
4% % Non-blended fomilies
. 39.3% Bh...cd families
0%
0%
10%

One Child Two Children Three Children Four+ Children®

* Smolf somple size, estimate less rehioble

(cleulated by the Centre for Internationa! Stofistics

“Blended families” — married or common-law couples with at least one step-child - become
incseasingly common as divorce and remarriage rates go up. In 1990 there were 343,400
blended families — representing about 7% of all families raising children.

This number underestimates the actual number of step-families because many
stepchildren have grown up in blended families but are no longer living at home. Morcover,
given the likelihood that divorce and remarriage rates will remain high, the number of
blended families can be expected to increase significantly in vears to come.

Blended families tend to be larger than non-blended families. Just three in ten blended

families had only one child. In comparison, 432 of non-blended families - half again as high
a proportion - had just one child. And more than two in ten blended families (21.4%) had

three children. The percentage for non-blended families: 13.4.

And so wha§?

A principal reason for larger family sizes in blended families is the uniting of children from
previous relationsi.izs. At least three children are needed to have a “mine. vours and ours”

family, in which each spouse brings one or more children from previous relationships, and

the coupie has at least one child together.
It used to be common to ask parents how many chiidren they had. Today, one asks

children how many parents they have,
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No cie home during the day

39. Lubour Force Parficipution Rutes,
Males & Females Age 15 and Cver
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Between 1911 and 1991, male labour force participation r.'es have gradually dropped while  are carried on outsufc the
rates for women have soared. In 1911, nine of ten men (89.7%) were in the tabour force. In 7 household. A major pary
1991, it was three in four (74.8%). During the same period, rates for women jumped from _' of men’s activities has” 9
, been riroving out of.the
o . . . . . household for more than a
While women's participation in the paid labour force has grown enormously in the post- . century; Wonien have
war period, the recent recession has - at least temporarily - slowed this trend. In 1992, the Lo been makingthesame
- . shiftyalthough with a
delay of several. demdes ,
AR . . . compnred to men, Fumlly,_ ..
More than haif of Canada’s voung people are also in the labour market, a higher doasetiold sizrhas been
percentage than in 1970. The growth in the labour force participation rates for youth . .declmmg in pamlld ivith < -
© - jfsloss of econoniic
. . . frmcuons, froman
tood outlets refy heavily on youth labour, - average of 5.2 in the late
Though there has been an overall upward trend in youth employment levels, young .- 49th century to 2.8 today.
« _ TheDémographic
e . Review™™

16.2 to 58.2%, with the sharpest increase vccurring during the 1970s and 1980s.

female iabour force participation rate stood at 57.6%, foilowing the third consecutive vear of

decline. The male participation rate also declined during this period to 73.8% in 1992.

between the ages of 15 and 19 reflects the rapid growth in the service sector. Retail and fast

people may be particularly vulnerable to the effects of recession. They tend to have little or
no seniority or job security and are more likely than other workers to hold part-time iobs. As
the supply of “good” jobs diminishes, many young people find themselves in competition
with older, more experienced workers for the part-time, low-wage, unskilled jobs thas have
traditionally been the domain of younger workers. Labour force participation rates for teens
dipped during the recession of the carly 1980s and recovered to reach a high in 1989. Since

1989, the rate has dropped froms 619 to 33% for males and from 57¢% to 51% for females.
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And so whai?

Women’s labour force participaticn has mirrored Canada’s shift from a rural, agricultural
suciety to an urban, industrial one. While the big jump in the 1970s and '80s participation
rates for women reflects the women’s movement and the shift toward smaller families, it is
part of a trend dating back to the beginning of this century. Although many believe that
women returned home from the workplace after the war, the statistics show that women have
sought work outside the home in ever-increasing numoers since 1941. This long-term trend
is, it seems, irreversible.

The impacts of this trend are many, varied and pervasive. From stay-pressed fabrics to TV
dinners, many of the time-saving conveniences and services available todav were developed,
at least in part, to mect the needs of fumilies that at one point might have depended on the
full-time work of a homemaker. From school nurses to citv planners to telephone installers,
anyone who deals with the public should realize that in most households, there is no one at
ho:ae during the day. And for young people, a balance needs to be struck between too much
emplovment and too little. For voung men, intensive work involvement appears to
substantially increasc the risk of dropping out of school. Among young women, however,
lack of employment is associated with the highest risk of dropping out.




Most womien have fwo careers
At home and on the job

40. Labour Force Participation Rates,
Aen and Women by RMarital Status

100%
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Prepored by the Centra for internotian! Statistics

[.abour force participation rates are higher for married men than for single men, and lower
for married wonien than for single women. Married men are the most likely to be in the
labour force followed, in descending order, by single men, single women and married
women. But the gap between married women’s and married men’s participation in the
labour force is narrower tian ever before. Tn the past, women tended to hold jobs only until
they married. Most, by the age of 23, had married and left the paid labour force to raise
families. Foday, most women, like most men, remain in the labour force before, during and
alter marriage. Although married women have always worked. they have flocked to the paid
fabaur force in the last 20 vears, bringing their participation rate up to 61% in 1992 from

29 in 1973, During the same period, the labour force participation rate of married men
dedined from 85%a to 77%.

Men are more likely than women to have employment income. Marital status evidently
has some bearing on employment, but its effect differs according to gender. While a higher
proportion of divorced women than married women have employment income, the reverse
holds true for men. Divarced men are less likely to have emplovment income than married
men. Married men have the highest employment raies, followed by divorced men, divorced

women and married women.
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The proportions of men and women who wark full-titae, full-year, follow the same
pattern. Married men are the most likely te work full-time, full-vear, followed by divorced
men, divorced women ana married women. Not surprisingly, married men also have the
highest average earnings, followed in the same order by the other groups. The differences in
average earnings between groups cannot be accounted for, however, by the differences in
their labour force participaiion. The earning pattern remains consistent even for {ull-time,
full-vear workers: married men have the highest average carnings, followed by divorced men,
divorced wonien and married women. Among tull-time, full-year workers, married men
averaged approximately $3,000 more than divorced men, who averaged about $9,000 more
than divorced women, who, in turn, averaged about $3,000 more than married women.

And so what?

As more and more women enter the work force, the family dynamic changes. The majority of
women are no longer at home on a full-time basis. As a consequence, responsibilities for food
preparation, laundry, cleaning and home maintenance, not to mention child care and elder
care, must be shared differently.




Women on the job i
A steady climb since 1941 - The Vanier fnstiue

- of the Family

41. Female Labour Force Participation Rates S P
by Mari{l}al Siﬂi'lls » What we can say is that,

.¥ -._econontic activity is
central to the sitfation of
T -woinen i any spciety, .
" whatever form it fakes. -
Charles Jones, Lorna
~Marsden, Lorne
Tepperman™ -

Married

Q
v

o ,y . . ., temporary hold on
" empl t and easily -
1991 1941 1951 1961 1971 1981 e ?ﬁ”"”’ and easily

) isplac_ed'ﬁ'oni the labour
Prepared by the Centre for [nterational Statistics 2/ force ‘{”c to hougehold
- responsibilities. .

" Statistics Canada”

Married women joined the paid work force in increased numbers during World War I and
have never looked back. During the 50-year period between 1941 and 1991, the labour force
participation rate of married women increased steeply and steadily from 5% to 61%. The .
rate of growth of single women’s labour force participation was less consistent, decreasing " Between 1971 and 1986,
during the post-war period, but showing an overall increase from 47% to 67% over the 50- - about 4% of farm
" operators were women. In .
- 1991, the proportion .
‘justiped to 25%. -
Chris OToole aid Marc
- _ Prud’homme”
Sy -

vear period.

And so what?

B

Feminism was hardly born in the 1960s with the “women’s liberation” movement. One of the
historical roots of that movement is certainly the sharp and steady growth in the
participation of married women in the labour force. Since 1941, married wormen, as a group,
have shown little sign of reversing that trend.
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...families meet, the cost - *

of raising children in
. tmany ways, including
, increasing their incomes,

increasing the amount of -

rime spent in household
work, reallocating income
from other expenditures
_ Jtochild goods,or " .

decreasing their savings...
Families with children
spent less on food away
_from home, tobacto and
alcohol, parental clothing,

“and recreation than

- families without children
“in all regions. .

Robin A..-”I,)omlxit-‘t -

and loru‘me- Fedyk"',

Children keep vs working

42. Labour Force Participation Rates, Adults 15 - 64
(1991) :

100%
884

Married” Wome Married” Men lomen

il 18
* Morried includes common-low No hidren <
** Not Mornied includes single, separated, divorced, widowed

Colculoted by the Centre for Inlernationa! Statistics

Male or female, Canadians are generally more likely to participate in the labour foree if they
have children at home. While 6820 of all mairied women are in the labour force, 71% of
those with children under 18 participate, compared with just 64% without children under 18,
The splitis even greater for men, Among married men, 92% of those with children under 18
participate, compared with 81% for those without, For not-married men, the ditference is
even greater: 88% with children under 18 versus 70% without. Only among not-married
women is there a lower rate of participation among those with children under 18 (604

versus 66%),

And 30 what?

Raising children is expensive, so most parents today need jobs. Seven out of ten married
women with children are in the labour force, as are roughly nine out of ten married and
unmarried men with chitdren. Six in ten lone mothers are in the work foree as well. Their
lower participation rate is due, in part, to the lower wages that women tend to carn as
compared with men's, as well as the lack of affordable child care and the direct employment
costs they would incur for transportation, clothing, taxes and so on. Their income potential is
often so low that it makes more financial sense for many of them to stay home and serape by

on social assistance, alimony ar other sources of subsistence income.




How times change!
Both parents employed in 7 of 10 families,
up from 3 in 10 tweniy years age

43. Employment Status of Hushands and Wives e )
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Hushand & Wife Hushand Full Time Husband Fell Time Other and Hot Stated
Employed Full Time & Wife Not in & Wife Part Time
Labour Force

Prepared by The Yanier Institute of the Fumily

Both parents work outside the home in most families. In 1990, seven out of ten couples with
children under 19 years of age were dual-earner families. This is the reverse of twentv vears
ago, when only 30% of such families were dual-carner.” Both parents were full-time
employees in 319 of families with children under 19. Just 279 of families with dependent
children living at home followed the traditional male-breadwinner model in which the

husband was employed full-time and the wiie worked at home.

And so whai?

[n a very short time, the norms have changed for Canadian families. Dual-carner families
now constitute the large majority of families. Not everyone in society, however, has caught
up with these changes. From work schedules to business hours to procedures for dealing with
sick children at school, many rules and operating procedures seem still to be based on the
idea of a full-time homemaker available at honie in every houschold. To the extent that such
rules and procedures fail to recognize the realities of today's families, they will continue to

cause stress for family members of all ages.

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




ey SR veno s minamng the kids?
" The \.’%l‘niéljlrz;s‘t'iguter_- ‘
_ of th'e._,_Family s

44, Female Labour Force Participation Rates
by Age of Youngest Child
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Prepared by the Centre for Internotionc! Statistics

The vast najority of Canadian mothers are part of the paid labour force. This is true
regardless of the age of the children. Evenr among those mothers with chiidren under the age
of three, the labour force participation rate is over 60%. Almaost 70% of mothers whaose
voungest child is between 3 and 5 years old are in the labour foree, as are over 75% of
mothers of school-age children.




These high labour force participation rates are new for mothers of young children. In
1977 only 38% of mothers with children under the age of 6 were in the labour force. Just 15
years later, in 1992, 63% were labour force participants. Mothers of children between the ages
of 3 and 5 now participate in the work force at a greater rate (68%) than did viomen in 1977
who had no children or children over the age of 16 (66%).

Among lone mothers, labour force participation is consistently lower. Lone mothers with
children under the age of three had a participation rate of 41%, in 1991, increasing to 60%
for those whose youngest child is age 3-5, and to 62% for those with children between the
ages of 6 and 15.

Women with young children are more likely to have part-time employment than women
with school-age children.

And so what?

Women still assume primary responsibility for child rearing, particularly for preschool
children. As a result, women with children under six years of age continue to have a lower
labour force participation rate than women with older children. Nevertheless, the majority of
women with praschool children are either employed or looking for paid employment.

Women often take unpaid leave from paid employment in order to raise children, cither
by choice or necessity (i.e. unavailability of affordable child care). The implications of this
can be far-reaching, and may include losing ground in their careers as technological advances
outpace them, reduced contributions to pension plans, or part-time employment which may
ofter fewer benefits.

Employers who overlook the special child care needs of these mothers of young children
do so at their own risk. Without flexible work options, these women are prone to incur
higher rates of absentecism, job turnover and performance problems. Family-sensitive
personnel policies can help to aileviate some of these stresstul and costly problems.
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the typical Canadian
fanilyis increasingly
becoming a “workaholic’
unit. There are more
dutebje-income families, a
growing percentage of *
single youth stitl living at
home are in the labour
force, and other relatives
living in the same
howsehold are now
participating in the
labour ma rk‘cl.

The family is now made
up of busy people who
increasingly view the
home as a place to rest
and relax hetween work
perrods.

Roger Sauveé™

“Alégacy of the slowing
growth ()_fpfbdm‘livily
during the late 1970s and
1980s has been the
stagnation of real wages.
Indeed, if families with
heads aged less than 65
hael had to depend solely -

“on the husband’s
carnings, there would
Ineve been virtually no
growth at all in real
Jamily income,

The result was*thqt
between the yeats 1973
and 1986, the average real
income of families in their
working years increased ’
by 130, This reflected a
3% deddine indthe
contribution of the
husband to the family’s
rectd earnings and a <
whopping 6% increase inl
that'of ether members of
the family.

L he Leononbic Council of

Canada™
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Bringing home the bacon...
together

46. Earners in Husbhand-Wife Families
{1990)

Hushond and wife 48%

Husband only 15%

Husband, wife & child{ren) 14%

Wife and child(ren) 1%
Child(ren) cnly 2%
Wife only 3%
Hushand & child(ren) 4%
No employment income recipients 13%

Prepared by the Centre for International Stafistics

The traditional male “breadwinner” family is no longer the norm. Only 15% of husband-wife
families receive employment income from the husband only. Both husband and wife have
employment income in 62% of husband-wife families, up from an stimated 34% in 1967. In
addition, children receive employment income in 21% of husband-wife families.

Dual-carner couples tend to be younger, possess a higher level of educational attainment,
occupy more professional positions and have few or no children.

And so what?

In most families today, both husbands and wives work. Many people, hovever, have a hard
time accepting this reality for a variety of reasons. Som ‘eel families should be like the anes
in which they were raised. Some believe that married women are working simply to obtain
“frills” or “luxuries” for their families. The reality is, however, that most families need the
menetary contributions of both spouses in order to cover essential costs — to pay the
mortgage, write the rent cheque, buy the groceries and clothe the children. Moreover, it is
not just individual families that now depend on two wages. Indeed, the Canadian cconomy as
a whole depends on the capacity of families to adapt to new economic realities. The health of
the private sector is sustained, in large measure, by the expenditures families make in the
marketplace and the public sector services on which Canadians count are paid for with the
taxes contributed by both men and women.




More than “pin money” but...

47. Contribution of Wife’s Earnings to

Overall Family Income
(1991)

Wives without earnings 34%

Wives with earnings 66%

Wife's earnings os %
of total family income
50% or mare 16%
40 -49% 16%
30-39% 18%
20-29% 18%
10-19% 17%
<10% 15%

0f the 4.1 million employed wives,
16% had earnings that amounted
to 50% or more of total family income.

Catculoted by the Centre for Internotional Stolistics

Two thirds of all married women in 1991 had employment earnings. In almost one third of
dual-carner coupies, wives” earnings contributed close to or more than one half of the
family’s total income. However, relatively few (16%) of them had earnings that amounted to
50% or more of the total family income. And in fact, most working wives’ carnings
amounted to less than one third of the family income. Though women have made progress
over the years in closing the earnings gap, they still carn only 70 cents for every dollar carned
by men*. As well, a higher proportion of women than men work part-time. Although many
wonten carn less than men, their carnings are often necessary to provide an adequate
standard of living for their families.

* Refers only to full-time, full-year workers

And so what?

Family incomes have increased over the past two decades, but by far the largest increases have
gone to dual-carner families. During the 1970s, the real incomes of single-carner families
increased modestly. During the 1980s, the real incomes of such families actually fell, -vhile the
incomes of dual-carner couples rose slightly. The lesson for most families is clear: to get

ahead, having both spouses in the work force is not an option — it’s a necessity.
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Aty increase in fumily
buying power can bé
attributed almost entirely

-to the fact of women.

working, since we kgow
that between 1980 umnd

. 1988 there have been no

real gains in the earnings

- of single-income familivs.. -

More than a third of
families where both
spouses work would be
below the poverty line if
they had to live on one
incomnte. _
Jeanne Morazain °

The historical shift of
women into the workplace
has been going on for a
century, but did not reach
a critical mass until the
1970s. The long-term
impact of post-

Lindustrialism on family
-tife-was qaguified by the

effects of inflation. The.
shift in the econpmy was

. reducing the number of

ligh-paying blue-collar
jobs for auto and steel
workers, and creatinga
demand for the low-
paying pinK-collar jobs
like typist and file-clerk.
Also, since the mid- 1960s,
the costs of food, housing,

* education, and other

goods and services have
risen faster than the
average male
breadwinner’s income.”
Despite their lower pay,
married wamen’s

~coptributions to the

family income became
critical to maintaining
living standards in both
middle- and working-class

, families. «

Arlene Skolnick =

I the last recession in

1979, families had to be
extremely flexible, and we
saw women entering the
labour force in record,
numbers. When the next
recession hit in 1989, they
had to start working twice

as hard tostay in exactly

the same place. Four years
later, working arder 1™t
w‘;ugh. Thev've got 1o
start cutting back.

Alan Mirabell
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othe diminishing income
prospects since the '70s
e being generated
“rnore fummily earners than
ever before (although in
some cases it nay stretch
f urther becanse there are
fewer dhildren in
familics). [vén more
impu:'mm is what is not
represented in the income
figures: the extra costs
associated with acquiring=
the income. There are
direct employment costs
stch us_commm_iug,
purchases of clothing and
equipment, laxes, training
eapenses; there are.

indirect costs associated
with child or elder caré;
and. there are all the costs +
resulting from the loss of
domestic production suclt
_as howme maintenance,
Sood preparation, T
cleaning and laundering
and so on. Looking at
income alone gives afalse
representation of how
much better off families
are. )

When the comprehensive
costs of obtaining extra
income arve calculated and -
offset, the real income
gains are much smaller.
David P. Ross and
Clarence Lochhead™
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Working more for less?
After big gauins in the '70s, family incomes
flatten off despite more earners per family

48. Trends in Average Family Income*
and Average Family Size

Thousands S Average Family Size
60 4
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197 1976 1981 199
* In constont 1991 doflars

Prepared by the Centre for nternational Stafistics

Between 1971 and 1991, average family income increased 292 while average family size
decreased 16%. On average, families in 1971 had an income of $40,045 (in constant 1991
dollars) and 3.67 ‘amily members. By 1991, average family income had increased to $51.856.
At the same time, family size decreased to 3.1 persons. As a result, average income per family
member jumped by 53%, from $10911 in 1971 to $16,728 in 1991.

Most of the increase in family income occurred during the 1970s. One reason for this was
that more family members — women, in particular ~ joined the work force, Average family
income rose $11,168 between 1971 and 1980. Yet between 1980 and 1991, it only rose by
$643.

The impact of the recession of the carly 1980s on family income was formidable. Average
family income slid for several years during the recession, and then took several more vears to
climb back to its pre-recessionary level. It rose above that level for only two more years
before succumbing to the next recession.

And so what?

Canadian families are working more for less gain. When women entered the work force in
large numbers in the 1970s, family incomes rose sharply. The gains through the '80s, though,
were painfully slow - despite the labour force participation of most women. As a result, most
families now find it necessary to have more than one member earning an income.
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Family incomes going nowhere fast

Table V ~ Average Family Income* by Family Type

1980 1989 1991 % Change

($) ($) ($) 1980 - 91
Familics 51,213 54,215 51,856 +1.3
Elderly families 35,174 40,154 38,558 +9.0
Non-elderly families 53,417 56,515 54,094 +1.3
Couples, no children 53,100 52,809 32,436 -1.3
one carner 44,079 45,054 40,829 -7.4
two carners 59,105 58,531 59,800 +1.2
Two-parent with children 55,224 60,087 57,078 +4.
one earner 42 486 46,234 42,237 -0.6
two carners 57,605 59,862 59,412 +3.1
3 or more earners 73,007 76,599 72,839 -2
Lone-parent males 34,649 13,651 36,470 +5.3
Lone-parent females 21,930 24,110 25712 -1.0
no earners 9,600 12,381 12,926 +34.6
one carner 21.871 24,648 23,730 18.5

*Incomie befare tax, m constant 1991 <dollars

Prepared by the Centre for International Statiaties

Despite gains in the '80s, most families are making no more money now than they did 12
years ago. During the 1980s, average family income (in constant 1991 dollars) increased for
maost family types, However, between 1989 and 1991 the recession largely offset these gains.
By 1991, the average income of some family types — particularly single-carner families - was
actually lower than in 1980.

Between 1980 and 1991, non-clderly single-carner couples with no children living at
home experienced a 7.4% decrease. Two-parent, single-carner families with children at home
also experienced a decline, The most drastic decline was in the latter few years of that period.
Only the so-called DINKS (Dual Income couples with No Kids) and lone, unemployed
mothers saw their incomes go up between 1989 and 1991, The average {amily income for
single-mother families with no carners increased during that period by 4.4%, and over the
decade by one third, This sounds like a lot, but these families had such low incomes to begin
with that the increase had virtualty no effect on their poverty rates = 95% of them lived below
the poverty line in 1991,

And so whai?

The modest increase in gross family income recorded over the last two decades does not take
into account the heavier burden of taxation assumed by Canadians. Tn 1990, after-tax family
income declined by 2.2% from the year before. A reduction in after tax family income of this
magnitude had not been seen since the recession of the carly "80s. 1t has been estimated
(Patrick Grady, Glebe amd Mail, November 5, 1992 that the average Canadian family paid
51,894 more in federal taxes in 1990 than it would have in 1984, Moreover, this increase
reflects only changes at the federal level and not those at .. provincial or municipat fevel. By
1990, income taxes consumed almost 2000 of family income, up from approximately 15% in
1980.

RIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

V'G
The Vanier Institute
of the Family

v

S~
-

Middle-income familics,
particudurly those with
children, have borne the
brunt of the tax increase
since 1984. High-income
families have fuced less
than proportionate tax
increases, and the lowest-

.* income families will Iave

even eufoyed tax cuts or

. transfer increases,

Patrick Grady

If &ve compare thé real
average family earnings of
younger familics in 1973
with the average earnings

"* of an older generafion of

families, aged 30-64, they
stood at 82%. But by 1990
this proportion had fallen
"to _7. 1%,

Restated in dollar terms,
young families fell $8,093
short of the uverage
family income of the
previous generation of
families in 1973, and this
shortfall altmost doubled . -
10 $15,042 in 1990, as
‘theasured in inflation-
adjusted dollars.
David P. Ross amd
Clarence Lachhead™

@

As for the ﬁ_‘n’am'inl‘.stmin
on the solo-parent
families, especially those
headed by women, there

" can he listke-doubt. Also
under stress are hwo-
parent faniilics headed by
younger men with little
edncation or few .
marketable skills, and ,
many retired couples. Nor
is there any doubt that a
disproportionate mumber
of persons not living.in a
domestic fumily
expericnce considerable
financial deprivation.

o mily M, Nett
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Ihere is evidence that
middie-level, middle-
income jobs are taking
declining share of the job
pie with employment

. growth primarily in high-

income or low-income,
low-skill positions.
The Economic Council
of Cavada'™

Middle class not dead yet

Most Canadian families are “middle-income”

49. Percentage Distribution of Families

by Level of Family Income
(1991)

Family Income (S)
Under 10,000
10,000 - 19,999
20,000 - 29,999
30,000 - 39,999
40,000 - 49,999
50,000 - 59,999
60,000 - 69,999
70,000 - 79,999
80,000 - 89,999
90,000 - 99,999
109,000 and over

Median Family tncome in 1993 was 545,515

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

In 1991, 289% of Canadian families had family incomes of less than $30,000, while 329 had
family incomes of $60,000 or more, The remaining 40% of families fell into the $30,000 to
$60,000 range. At the extreme ends of the scale, 3% of families had less than $10,000, while
79 had more than $100,000. Median family income - the level at which half of Canadian
families make more and half make less - was $45,515,

And so what?

These statistics on family income are rather encouraging, but they date back to 1990, That
was just at the onset of the current recession. The recession has caused - or been triggered by
- economic restructuring and wholesale job loss. Because so many of the jobs that have been
lost were those of older, highlv-paid workers, the proportion of middle-income families may
be somewhat lower in 1994 than in 1990.

Communitics and governments tend to thrive when their families enjoy comfortable
incomes. L ow family incomes can be ruinous, They may result in health and social problems;
higher demand for services like training, counselling and social assistances and lowered

government revenues to pay for these expenses.




Family incomes vary
from sea to sea fo sea

Tuble VI = Average Family Income in Constant (1990)

Doliars, Canada, Provinces and Territories,
(1985 and 1990)

1985 1990 Average Annual
($ ($) Change (%)

Canada 47,087 1,342 1.8

Newfoundland 235,950 40,942
Prince Edward Island 37,905 43,295
Nova Scotia 41,002 44,001
New Brunswick 38,000 42,148
Quebec 43,048 46,553
Ontario 51,898 57,227
Manitoba 44,173 46,091
Saskatchewan 43,153 44,174
Alberta 50,713 52,340
British Columbia 46,873 52,403
Yukon Territory 50,114 56,034
Northwest Territories 49,757 55,795

Prepared by the Centre tor International . '™

In 1990, the average tamily income was $51,342, That’s up from $47,087 (in constant 1990
dollars) in 1985 = an average annual increase of 1.8%. In general, average family incomes
were lower in the East and higher in the West, but Ontario had the highest average annual
income in both 1985 and 1990. Newtoundland and Prince Edward Island had the lowest
average family incomes in 1985, but experienced the greatest increases between 1985 and
1990, at 2.8% annually, Nevertheless, Newfoundland still has the lowest average family
income in Canada at $40.942,

Within these averages there are significant differences across the country. For example,
the Northwest Territories had the highest proportion of families with incomes of $100,000 or
more in both 1985 (8.3%) and 1990 (13.9%). This is probably the result of the isolation pay
and bonuses many employees receive there, The Northwest Territories also showed the
greatest proportional growth in such families over the five-year period.

On the other hand, the Atlantic provinces, which had the highest proportion of families
with incomes of less than $30,000, also had the lowest proportion of families with incomes in
excess of $100,000 (3-4%).
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As men and women age,
the income gap grows

Table Vii = Number of Married Men and Women by
Age, Showing Proportion with Employment Income
and Average Earnings, 1990

Married Persons With . Employed Full-time
Employment Income Sull-year

9 ofall "~ Average “%ofall  Average

Number Married  rarnings Married  Earnings

Married Men*® 5,284,430 80 359560 55 41,282

By Age

15-24 166,235 90 18,782 42 24,273
25- 34 1,399,290 95 31,000 05 35408
3544 1,635,390 95 39,507 70 43,678

45 - 54 1,152,425 94 41,938 68 46,235
55-04 728,435 75 35417 50 42,105
05 & over 202,650 20 23,525 6 33,723
Married Women** 4,287,690 65 18,966 3] 26,047

By Age

15- 24 291,610 80 12,227 30 18,312
25- 34 1,355,710 79 18,269 v 25,290
354 1,306,115 80 20,991 40 27,978

45 - 54 836,035 73 20,493 38 20,883

55 - 04 371,605 43 16,944 18 24,065

65 & over 60,020 9 13,175 2 20,462

*Individuals who worked 30 or more hours per week tonat least 19 seeks in 1994
** Includes common Liw, exdludes manned but separated.

Prepared by the Centre fon International Statistics

Among married (induding common-law) persons with employment income, the average
carnings of men in 1990 were almost double those of women. In every age group, the average
carnings of married men were higher than those of married women,

Among those who were employed full-time, full-year, average carnings for married men,
at $41,282, were substantially higher than average earnings for married women ($26,047).
Married wonren who were emiployed full-time. full-year carned only 63% of what their male
counterparts carned in 1990,

The gap between the average carnings of married men and married women is narrowest
in the younger age groups, widening with every age group except among retired people. Tor
example, among married people aged 15-24 who work full-time and full-year, women
average 75% of men’s carnings, decreasing to 719 in the 25-34 age group, and 64% in the
35-44 age group. In the 55-64 age group, women average only 57% of men’s carnings,

Average carnings for married men increase with every age group until peaking in the 45-
54 age group. Farnings for married women follow a similar pattern, although they peak
carlier (in the 35-44 age group) and much lower. Married men in their late forties and carly
fifties are carning, on average, approximately $20,000 more per year than their female
counterparts,
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And so what?

Some say that the face of poverty is old and female. 1t's no wonder. If men lead women in
income, and that gap widens as they age, the income prospects for older women are poor
indeed. The implications for older women are chilling - to be poorest at a time when one
needs more support and is less capable of fully independent living,
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Divorce a good career move
for women?

9

hy Age, Showing Propeziion With Employment Income
and Average Eurnings, 1990

Table VIIl = Number of Diveried Mzi and Women

Divorced Persons with Employed Full-time
Employment Income Full-year®

©vpofall  Average "~ wpofall T Average

Number - Divorced * Farnings Divorced  Earnings

Divorced Men** 268,615 74 ILI72 44 38,129

By Age '
15 - 24 1,895 16,354 J 25,030
25-34 47,065 27.407 33,595
35 - 44 99,375 B 31,831 A 38,017
45 - 54 76,120 34,561 i 41,419
55 - o 36,950 29,585 38,059
65 & over 7,215 ’ 22926

Divorced Women** 376,435 23,014 29,020

By age
15-24 3.825 12,430 . 19,442
25- 34 64,795 . 19,452 RY 25,635
35 - 44 142,220 24099 29,909
45 - 54 107.545 25,128 . 30,497
55 - 64 SO.110 21,726 RE 27,704
65 & over ’ 7,925 . . 15,425 . 24,382

* Indiviaduats who waorked 49 10 52 weeks, mostly tull tine.

1 xdudes individuals swho e separated orly,

Prepated by the Centre for International Stansties

Divorced women with employment income have higher average earnings than married
women, but still lag far behind married or divorced men. Among those who work full-time,
fuli-year, divorced women arc considerably closer in average carnings to divorced men than
married women are to married men. Married women working full-year, full-time average
63% of married men's carnings, while divorced women worki}y(l'ull-ycur, full-time average
76% of divorced men’s carnings.

Interestingly, divorced women have higher average earnings than married women,

whereas divorced men have lower average carnings than married men.




Single mothers are struggling

50. Percentage Distribution of Male and Female
Lone-parent Families by Level of Family Income

{1990)
3% i |
B Male ! ] Female
28% Number of Families: 165,240 788,395
Average Income: 540,792 $26,550
2% Medion Income: ~ $35,374 $21,364
Average Age of Parent: 48 44
20% )
-
16%
12%
8% '1 .
) ‘ .“\ {
Under 0. 0. 40 5. 60000

10,000 19,999 29,999 39.999 49,999 59,000 and Over
Family Income (S)

Prepared by the Centre for Intecnotional Stafistics

There were almost one million tone parents in Canada in 1990, and the vast majority of them
(83%) were female, One of the most fundamental differences between male and female lone
parents is their very different cconomic circumstances. The average family income of female
lone-parent families in 1990 was $26,550 which is only 65% of the male lone-parent average
family income of $30,792. Almost hall’ (47%) of female lone-parent families and one-quarter
(24%0) of male lone-parent families had family incomes under $20,000 in 1990.

There are many reasons for the economic differences between male and female lone
parents, On average, women carn less than men. In addition, lone fathers tend to be older
and better-educated, have more labour force experience, and have older children. Their
carcers are often established before they become lone parents and their children are often
already school-aged.

Finally, low levels of child support awarded by the courts and the high numbers of men
who do not, in fact, comply with the court orders are a significant cause of the financial
hardship experienced by many lone mothers and their children,

And so what?

Mast single mothers and their children have much lower family incomes than other families.
Children of poor families are more at-risk in almost every way. They tend to have more
health problems, fare worse at school than others, and develop more behavioural problems
than other children. Their problems, in turn, affect us all. Thus the low incomes of the

growing number of families headed by lone mothers should be of real concern.
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-the proportion of men
betow the poverty line
after paying support was
18% in 1986 and 1690 1n

1988, However, -

approaimately two thirds
of women und children
have total incomes below
the 1988 poverty lines
with support inchided,
Wiiere support is excluded
(e.g. support may not be
paid), approximately
three quarters of women
and children live below
the poverty line followsng

-divorce,

I somte cases the family's
resonrces are simply
insufficient to provide
adequate child support. In
these situations the
problems of low child
support awards is part of
the larger problem of
poverty in Canada, which

" ts intensified by the enser

of rlivura:. Haoswever, in
other families the
resources are available
but they are simply not
being shared in « manner
that would allow all
Jamily members 1o benefit
from simtilar staydards of
living following divorce.
This is confirmed by the
fact that such a large
proportion of women and
children live in poverty
Jollowing divoree.
Federal/Provincids
“ Territorial Family Law
Committee
°




ER

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

The Vanier Institute
of the Family

The short end of the stick

Women much worse off than men after
separation and divorce

51. Child Support and Alimony as u Percentage of
Recipient’s Yotal Income by Recipient’s Family Type
(1990)

40%
_ 36.2% (§7,900)

2558

Femoles in Long-parent Mathers Lone-females Al Fermale Recipients
Hushand/wife Families
Recipients
* Number in poranthesis indicotes overage poynnt reei

Prepared hy‘ll;e-(énlré [or International S‘Iotislits

The vast majority (989%) of alimony recipients are women.® According to tax data, in 1990,
265,000 reported receiving alimony, On average, these women received $4900 in alimony
payments, representing 4% of their tota family income, which averaged $33,500. For the
men who paid alimony, this amounted to an average of 9% of their total incomes, which
averaged $55,400.

OF those women who received alimony, two in three (64%) were lone mothers, One in
four (279%) were in hushand-wife families, and one in ten (9%) were lone persons with po
spousc or dependent children. On the other hand, almost balf (47%) of the men who paid
alitony were lone persons, while 46% were m hushand-wife families,

Among those tone mothers who received alimony, those payments amounted to nearly
one fifth (17.9%) of their total income, However, many women who have been granted child
support by the courts never receive anything from their ex-spouses. In Ontario alone it is
estimated that there are 90,000 delinguent payers.

‘Revenue Canada, the only reliable source of information on this topic, lumps alimony and
child support paymients under the heading “alimony.™
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The Vanier Institute
of the Family

And so whai?

For most women, separation or divorce results in drastic reductions in income and a decline
in living standards. They feel the financial effects of divorce much more harshly than men do.
But divorced women, of course, are not alone in their discomfort, Their children usually
accompany them on their slide into poverty. So while the children of these families represent
just 3% of all Canadians, they constitute more than one quarter of all persons in low-income
families.

Despite legislative attempts to improve the disadvantaged position of divorced women
and their children, things have not gotten much better for thent. Two groups are particularly
affected: middle-aged women who were not in the work force when married, and women in
their thirties and forties who assume custody of their children. Even without counting the
many who do not receive court-ordered support payments, our high rates of separation and
divorce and the paltry nature of most support payments consign many Canadian women and
children to poverty.

As the Federal/Provincial Territorial Family Law Committce notes: “Any method of
determining child support should include or take into account the following principles:

#1  Parents have legal responsibilities for the financial support of their children.
#2  Child support legislation should not distinguish between the parents or children on the

basis of sex.

#3  The determination of child support should be made without regard to the marital status
of the parents.

#4  Kesponsibility for the financial support of children should be in proportion to the means
of cach parent.

#5  In determining the means of each parent, his or her minimum nees should be taken
into consideration.

#6 Levels of child support should be established in relation to parental means.

While each child of a parent has an equal right to support, in multiple familv situations

the interests of all children should be considered.

#8  The development.of any new approath to the determination of child support should
minimize collateral effects (e.g. disincentive to remarriage, joint or extended custody
arrangements and voluntary unemployment or underemployment; to the extent

s

compatible with the obligation to pay child support.
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.senior high school
slmlcms.gi-ve the fotlowing
reasons for wanting to
work (in descending order
of importance): to develop
a fecling of indeplendence
and a sense of
responsibility (16.7%); to
buy clothes (16%); and to
be independent of parents
(10.9%). Among junior
high school students

(including those in special -*

streams) the reasons were:
to biiy more clothes
(20.2%); l}'dewlop o
feeling of independence
and a sense of
résponsibility (11.9%);
and to buy a car or a
motor-bike (10.1%).
Bernard Fortin'"

-

)
On an immediate

personal level, Canadian
" young people have four " -

dominant concerns: the

pressure to do well at

school, the feeling of never

* having enough time, lack
of money, and wondering

. whal they wilt do when )
s they graduate.

Reginald W, Biliby and
Donald C. Posterski'™ "
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Many teens working too

Table iX = Employment and Average Earnings of
Teenagers (Aged !4 - 17) Living With Parents, 1993

‘Total Number of Youth Percentage with Average Earnings of
(Age 14 - 17) Living in Employment Those with

Age Parents’ Houschold Income Employinent Income

- 15 725,000 21% §2,293
16- 17 715,400 69% $3,007
All(14-17) 1,440,400 45% $3,346

Caleulations by the Centre tor International Statistics’ *

In 1993 there were almost a million and a half teenagers between the ages of 14 and 17 who
lived with their parents. Of these, approximately 648,200 (45%) had employment income.
Two out of ten of the younger teens and seven out of ten of the older teens had employment
income. Average earnings were approximately 60% higher for the older teens than for the
vounger teens, at least partly as a result of working more hours. Teenagers between the ages
of 14 and 17 who lived at home and had employment income in 1993 earned, on average,
$3,346 each. Collectively, they earned over two billion dollars.

And so what?

While most discussions about family incomes focus on the incomes of marriage partners.
teenage children also account for significant earnings. Adolescent employment can contribute
to the development of good work habits and discipline, as well as contributing to the teen's
budget for personal expenses. As well, many families need money from their children to help
make ends meet. Yet teenage emplovment has both advantages and drawbacks. Studies have
shown that for males, the lowest risk of dropping ont of school is for those who work
between one and 20 hours a week. Those working more than 20 hours per week have the
highest risk. For females, the highest risk of dropping out is for those with no job at all. Some
teenage Canadians, it seems, are becoming as overburdened with school, work and family
commitments as adults. Along with the overwork come some similar side effects — stress,
reduced performance, and lack of personal or family time.
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Family poverty

Seniors escaping, single moms sinking

52. Poverty Rates Among Canadiun Families
(1981 &199%)
Poverty Rate (Li(0)

700 I
Bl v o

600

50.0

400

30.0

200

l__._..! S L__J
Couple, Two-parent Male Female
Ko children Lone-parent  Lone-parent

Family Type

When Canadians refer to the poverty line, what they usually mean is Statistics Canada’s Low
Income Cut-Offs (LICOs, pronounced “like-oze™). LICOs vary according to size of
community and size of family. They attempt to gauge the amount of money families need in
order to live adequately. While not an official measure of poverty, LICOs are popularly
interpreted and used as such.

Overall, the poverty rate among Canadian families was 13.1% in 1991, almost unchanged
from a decade earlier.

However, the data indicated that certain family types are far more vuinerable to poverty
than are other family types. Roughly one in ten two-parent families was below the poverty
line in 1991, compared with six in ten female lone-parent families. Poverty rates among
single-parent families have worsened substantially since 1981.

The family poverty rate for almost all family types increased between 1981 and 1991,
some more dramatically than others  The only exception was elderly families, which
experienced a plunging poverty rate, from 21.9% in 1981 to 9% in 1991. The change came
about because governments made it a priority to reduce poverty among seniors.

“Working” families with children are not immune to poverty. In 1991, carned incomes
were reported by 84% of poor couples with children and by 47% of lone mothers.”

Since 1982, more and more Canadians have had to turn to social assistance (welfare). In
the carly '90s the recession contributed heavily to steep increases in welfare rolls. High
unempioyment, combined with cutbacks to Unemployment Insurance {chorter cligibility
periods, lower benefits) have hastened the desceri from employment to unemployment to
welfare for many Canadian families. In no province do welfare payments come close to
keeping families above the poverty line.

In March1993 approximately 2,975,000 persons — about one in nine Canadians - were

receiving social assistance.
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Allhough,i;mn)tl believe

" that poeor families‘are

poor largely becaicse of
their lack of work effort, it
is clear that poverty can ¢
persist even with a high
degree of labour force
participation. The
inabMity of many familics
to eseape poverty even
when they expand their
work effort reflects the
growth 0[pn’rl-limu, losy-

paying, unstable jobs in

which the poor are s
caught, _
Child Poyerty Action
Groap and the Soidd]

" Planning Council of

Metropolitun Torouto
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families with children
ran a greater risk-of .
npdvcrl}'._(,'dmpared with
childless couples, [umilies
with one or two children
were (wice as likely to he
poor, while families with .
. three children or more
“were ahmost three times as
“likely to be'iioor.,. .
Canadian Child Welfare
Association, et al.'™

»

Ard so what?

Incredibly, three out of every ten poor families lived more than $10,000 below the poverty

line in 1991. The average poor family had $7,429 less.

Ironically, most of Canada’s poor would feel well-oft if their incomes even came close to

the poverty line. It would represent a substantial improvement in their standard of living, in

some cases doubling or tripling their actual incomes.

The poverty linc in 1991 ranged from $13,799 for a family of two in a rural community to
$37,833 for a family of seven in a large city like Toronto. Almost 30% of Canada’s 949,000
poor familics lived more than $10,000 below the poverty line. That means there were
276,000 families struggling along on the equivalent of $3,799 for the rural family of two -

$316 per month - or $27,833 for the big-city family of seven.

53. How Poor is Poor?

Depth of poverty shown as $ below “poverty line”
(1991)

St- $1,000 - $2,000 - $3,000- $5,000- $7,500 -

599 $1,999 $2,999 4,999 $7,499 $9,999

75,920

112060 [N 132,360

161,330

Number of families below the “poverty line” Number of poor fomil es: 949,000

$10,000 -
& more

275,210

Prepared by the Centre for Internationol Stotistics

The good news is that Canadians have proven that poverty can be beaten. The major drop in

poverty rates for senior families proves that when guvernments get serious, poverty can be

alleviated.




No progress on child poverty
" The V;_u’xi_'er Ifstitate
of‘the Family
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54. Child Poverty Rates by Family Type
70% ' P
0% . Lone Mother A .prevw.us geneml;en‘; . :
/ ———\_—\// - ayerage income, itnd not
" gaining.Given that the =~
50% - majority of dependent .
; - childgen are being raised
40% S ihcsc'ymmger'familiei v
it does nqt-lmger well fm‘
; . thefuture welfare of
30% *, Canada’s children: Tt

Lone Father . Iren
T - helps.explaimwhy. .
20% e - - Cmmdas child poreftf
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7 . re:ubted any down ward
Two Parents . pxovemenl A
«» _David P. Ross :md L
Clarence Inrhhmd

10%
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Prepared by the Centre for Internationel Statistics

The child poverty rate fell dramatically throughout the 1970s. In part, this was due to more
women entering the paid labour force, which boosted family incomes. The recession of the
carly 1980s ended the downward trend in child poverty, however. The rate climbed steadily
throughout the first half of the 1980s. In 1985, the rate began to drop again, until the next
recession in the early 1990s.

In effect, there was little overall progress against child poverty in the 1980s. While the
children in two-parent families fared slightly better, this was largely offset by increases in
poverty among the children of single-parent mothers. In 1991, as the recession decpened,
there were 1,210,000 children (18.3%) under the age of 18 who were living in poverty,
compared with 998,000 children (15.2%) ten years earlier,

And so what?

With widespread unemployment and economic restructuring over the past decade, it should Only about one in five

not be surprising that so many children are living with their parents in poverty. lone-parent families »
~hild . 1 . hole. P hild h health and - headed by women receive
Child poverty is costly to society as a whole. Poor children have more health and socia - spowsal and child suppor.

problems, and many grow up to become adults with problems that are expensive for society s The Vanier Institute °

to resolve. Child poverty is resistant to quick fixes. Periods of slow economic growth and of the Family”

high unemployment deprive governments of the resources to alleviate child poverty. Yet as
the experience with senior families has illustrated, governments can substantially reduce

poverty when they are determined to do so.

Canadians are currently experiencing many of the conditions under which poverty
thrives: a slow economy, high divorce rates, high unemployment, inadequate education, lack
of sufficient child care options, low wages (especially for women), and cutbacks to social

programs.
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To be born poor isto face,®
-a greater likelihood o) il .

_ health — in infancy, in

childhood and throughout

“peor is to faee a lesser
likelihood that youwill
 finish high <clwol lésser

* still thatyoy /-waI attend -
university. To be born

. pvor is ta face a greater
_likelihaod that yQu wlll be-

judged a delinquent i i
adolescence and, if so, a
greater likelihood that

wyou will be sent o a

‘correctional institution’,

" your adult life. To be born .

To be born poor is to have .

the deck stacked against
wyou at birth, to find life
an uphill struggle ever
gifter. To be born poor is
unfair to kids,
Fhe National Council of

Welfure'

Most poor children live
fwo-parent families

55. Who Do Poor Chiidren Liv» With?
1980

Two parents 62%

Someone else 5%

Female lone pareni 33%

1991

Two porents 54%

Someone else 5%

Female lone parent 41%

Prepared by the Centra for International Statistics

Most children living in single-parent families are poor. Most poor children, however, live in two-
parent families. In 1991, 54% of Canada’s poor children lived in two-parent families (657,000
children): 41% lived in single-mother families (496,000 children); and the remaining 5% lived
cither in single-father families or in other circumstances. Among children in two-parent families,
the poverty rate was 11.7%, in sharp contrast to that among <hildren in single-mother families, at
65.8%. Two out of every three children in single-mother families lived below the poverty line!

And so whai?

In 1992, the families of approximately 900,000 children had to count on food banks at various
times during the year,

Before the recession of the carly 1980s, food banks didn't even exist in Canada. Today, there
are 436 operating across the country, a grim reminder that poverty and hunger are serious
problems cven in a relatively wealthy country like Canada.

113




Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

Making ends meef

Table X - Average Expenditure of Urban Canadian
Households* on Selected Goods and Services

Average Expenditure Percentage of Income

($) (%)
Housing 8,304 14.5
Groceries 4,995 8.7
Clothing 3,049 5.3
Income taxes 12,577 219
Property taxes 1,724 3.0
Homeowner insurance 380 0.7
Life insurance 714 1.2
Savings** 6,439 11.2
Recreation o o 2,880 ) ) 5.0

* 1 he households contained m the above table include at least one census fanily.
* Savings include voluntary savings, annual contributions to government and trusteed pension plans, and contributions to life
instrance annuties and life insarance premiums.

Note: Average urban households consisted of approximately three peaple and had an average ncomie of $57:43 in 1990,

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistic . ™

What do Canadian families spend, and on what? The average urban Canadian houschold
spent approximately one seventh of its income on housing, one fifth on income taxes, one
tenth on groceries, and one twenticth on clothing. This is only a limited list of the average
Canadian expenditures. It does not include what Canadians spend on: basic pharmaceutical
necessities such as toothpaste and shampoo; dentist bills; occasional meais in restaurants; or
the daily newspaper. Caution must be used when analyzing the above figures since over half
(53%) of these households were married couples with single children and only one in ten
were single-parent families. These three-person families in general were more prosperous
than many other groupings. Larger families spend more on housing, groceries and clothing,
while the single-parent families had, generally, lower incomes so they saved less, spent less on
recreation, and spent a greater proportion of their income on the necessities.

‘The Vanier Institute
of the-Family

Statistics Canada’s
SURVEY OF FAMILY
EXPENDITURES for 1992
..showed Canadiuns are
spending a smaller

- propartion of their take-

“heme paysn food,
clothing, furniture, - -
appliances and alcohol,
and more on shelter and
transportation costs and
in-home entertainment.

Spending on food, for
instance, accounts for
16% of the average
family’s take-home pay,
down from 22% in 1969.
Likewise, spending on
clothing is down to 6% of
take-home pay, compared
to 10% in 1969, Spending
o alcokiolhas dropped by
almost a quarter since
1986. Car purchases have
also decreased 13% since
1986, whereas families are
spending 30% more on «

maintenange and repair
of their older cars.
The Ottawa Citizen'
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Baby needs new shoes
Couples with chiidren lead family spending
ruce, lone parents left in .he dust
56. Average Yearly Expenditure by Family Type
(19%0)

Thousands
Sl16

S14
S12

S10

iR

Housing Food (lothing Personal Taxes Savings Recreation

I

—
[ ] Couples without children ] Couples with children [ Lone-parent fomilies

Note: Chart uses 1990 Fomily Expenditure Survey. Sample is restricted to persons living in private households in 17 fargest (WAs (Census Metropalitan Areas)
in Canada, therefore expenditures are fikely to be higher than those found for Canoda as a whole.

Prepared by the Centre far International Stafistics

Somie families earn a lot more than others, and their spending patterns reflect this. In 1931,
avcrage incomes for lone-parent families were less than halt what married couples with
children averaged who in turn earned just a little more than childless married couples.

In every category except savings*, in which childless couples led, married couples with
children spent the most.

More mouths to feed means more spending on the necessities: food, clothing. housing
and health care. Married couples with children averaged nearly 4 people per family. Lone-
parent families averaged 2.6 people. Married couples with children also paid the most in
personal taxes followed by childless married couples. Lone-parent families paid less than a
third of what married couples with children paid in personal taxes, but their incomes
averaged less than half those of married couples with children. Lone parents spent least on
basic necessities and personal taxes, and they saved least.

*Includes voluntary savings: annual contributions to government and trusteed pension plans;
and contributions to life insurance annuities and premiums.
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How come we've got no money left?

Table Xi ~ Where Did the Money Go?*

Married Married Couples Lone-parent
Purchases Couples With Children Families
Average Family Income $ 52,231 $ 64,70 $29917
Average Number
of Persons/Family 2 38 2.0
Food from store 3,809 5,792 3,949
Restaurants 1.835 1,960 1,196
Principal accommodation 7,215 9,276 6,073
Reading materials 299 i 198
Education 654 991 702
Tuition 711 1,022 767
Clothing 2,394 3,506 2,111
Drycleaning 160 140 127
Health 851 1,035 660
Health care insurance 434 578 398
Recreation 2,598 3,234 1,711
Lottery tickets 179 173 106
Personal taxes 11,432 14,633 4,664

* This s oniy a partial tiat of family expenditures and does not imclude, amoang other things., costs of transportation,
charitable donations, household maintenance and capital expendituzes such as furniture and appliances.
Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics -

Although the average incomes of lone-parent families are much lower than those of other
families, many of their expenses, particularly for the necessities, are nearly as high. In 1990 in
Canada’s biggest metropolitan areas, they spent 91%, on average, of what childless couples
did on groceries, although they spent much less in restaurants. They spent 84% of what
childless couples did on housing. With more people to house, though, this suggests that their
accommodations were substantially lower in quality than other families’. Married couples
with children averaged half again as much ($9,276) for housing as lone-parent families
($6,073}. On clothing, lone-parent families spent almost as much ($2,111) as childless
couples ($2,394) and 60% of what married couples with children spent ($3,500).

And so what?

in the carly years of marriage, young couples have lower carning potential and lower
expenses. As they age, couples, on average, increase their carning power, but their expenses
grow as they add children to their families. The basics are expensive for all families.

A family can shave only so much from its budget. On basic necessities. it is very difficult
to cut spending beyond a certain point. The breakdown of spending by family types shows
that despite their low incomes, the spending of lone-parent families on essential items was
similar to that of other families. Looking beyond these rough figures, it becomes clear that
just getting by is a lot tougher for some families than for others.
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Econamists expectiug

corgsumer, spending to lead

us out of recession might

look at fapnily incomes
‘and then place their hopes
L elsewhere. 7

Between 1973 and 1990,
real gross family income
per earner for the
population aged 15-64

. grew by 11%, and for the
.. younger families 15-29 it
" grew by 3%.

_ David P. Ross and
Clarence Lochhead'”

o
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Couples why fight about
money argye more often
about how it is to be spent
then about how muddr .
they havg, .
Philﬁ{l Blumstein and ?
Pepper Schwartz'™ )

About Y% of gn arerage
Canadin family’s

*expenditure could be

classified as going toward
the purchase of durable
goods, 5% of which is

- attribmtairte 1o veliicle

purchase.
Robin A. Douthitt and
Joanne Fedyk'




Children are big-ticket items

The Vanier Institute
. of the Family -

Table Xil - The Cost of Raising a Child

Boy

Health Percona Recreations Child
Age Foad Clothes care Care Schaoi Franspertation Care Shetier Total

Infant 1411 1.654 182 3,907 1,800 <,008

903 403 182 5825 1,949 9,647

973 431 182 4,850 1,920 8.746

973 431 243 4,850 1902 R84

1.326 430 243 p 4,850 1902 9,137

1,326 430 243 3 k 4 RS0 1902 9,249

1.326 633 243 3458 1.902 8,163

. {436 633 243 3 3453 1.902 8480

N 1,436 633 43 3 . 3,453 902 480

Y . 1436 635 243 7 k 3453 1,002 1,507

o ‘ 10 L0)8 059 23 : ; 3453 1,902 8,689

1's became a risky, n 1618 659 243 : 3 3453 1902 5689

thankless task, this * Ii Lol oRe 3” N ]'903 5.85:1

business of raising - :l 1721 3:: ::: » R ::i::': 2:(:::

‘(;’H'lllrt’ll and building ~ . is 1704 457 243 267 1902 0,381

fawilies. Risky in that | lo 2068 937 243 ; 190) 603

divorce can gquickly 17 2,068 937 3 1902 6,685

. destroy d lifetime of ~ 18 268 987 243 1902 6525

investment in family, ’
leavinga displaced R

" homemaker teetering on

the edge of poverty, .

‘struggling to earna living

in a labor market that =~ Infani 1,411 1654 182 1901 1,800 900K

exacts large penalties for  « . 903 434 182 5, 1949 9en2

career interruptions. . 973 449 182 5 1925 R765

Thankless in thatwe no- "7;‘ o E“ 485 ""mf R‘“‘_""

touger seem to valug these Lz T:: :: . :Z::: ‘:1:

activities. The story lvld_ 48 :,43 i _ i _ l:‘;n; 8:;,‘“

by anr pubh‘c polfries is . ) . 048 243 S 345 1,902 8414

that almost any endeavor ; 618 M43 ; ; ARE 1,902 8ol 14

is more worthy of support 355 651 M43 k ; 345 Ly RA17

than child raising. <, 651 243 : ; ; 1.902 RA499

Sylvia Ann Hewlett’" i : o514 243 N 1904 8499

R . 12 4 1.002 243 R R 1,902 5818

13 S 1.002 k 1,902 5,031

14 33 1,002 243 3 1,902 6,023

1> 1,550 1017 2 k 1,902 6,284

o 1,555 1,047 k 1,902 6,289

17 1,355 1,047 : 2 1,902 6,289

18 1,555 1,047 2 1902 6,129

Girl

Health Persanal Recreations Child
Age tood Jlothes Care Care Schoal Transportation Care Shelter Total

Financial Post *

It can cost $150,000 or more to raise a child to age 18. That's what Manitoba’s Agriculture
Ministry figures show, Lased on average prices for consumer goods and day care in Winnipeg
in 1992. That’s probably close to the Canadian average, since Winnipeg prices are lower than
in bigger cities and possibly higher than in some smaller centres,

By far the biggest cost for children under 12 is child care. The cost of licensed care ranged
from about $3,500 per vear for older children to $5,825 for one-year olds, The next most
expensive items were food, which steadily increases as children grow, shelter and clothing.
Boys tend to eat more, while girls tend to cost mote to clothe.
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And so what?

Children may be priceless but any parent knows they're not cheap. The average one-child,
middle-income family that owns its own home and that has both parents in the work force
spends about 15% of everything the parents earn to feed, clothe, house, educate and care for
their son or daughter. If that family has two children, they will spend almost a quarter of
their gross family income on their children, and those families with three or more children
invest almost a third of their before-tax income in their children. While the costs of a
newborn tend to be high, costs in subsequent years tend to remain fairly consistent until the
teen years.

How do adults adjust to the increased demands on their finances when they become
parents? First, they can devote more time to their jobs in order to bring home bigger pay
cheques. They don’t eat out as much, and mothers and fathers tend to spend less on
themselves than they did before they “started a family”. Savings is one category of
expenditure that takes a back seat to the immediate costs of raising children.

‘The generally high cost of child care, as a proportion of family income, is an important
factor that parents take into account when deciding whether both parents should work
outside the home. This is particularly true in the case of those families with low or modest
incomes with more than one child. The break-even point, where it becomes more

cconomical for the wife - or husband - to stay home probably comes somewhere between

[—

two and four children, at least - for those parents in lower-paying jobs,
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Place roof over four wills
Add fove and/or children

57. Percentage of Family Households*
Owning Their Home
(1991)
100%

Corodo NF  PE NS NB  QC ON MB K BC T NT

§720 S432 507 559 482 S658 851 Sell S573 S724 5684 S726 S9S

Average Owner's Monthly Shelter Costs
* Private households, containing at least one census family includes form & reserve dwellings

Prapared by the Centre for Internotionol Stohstics

58. Percentage of Family Households*

Renting Their Home
(1991)

80%

W% 2%

\

Coneds  NF E N N8B QU OF MB SK AB BC YT NI

$591 5454 S514 S526 S443 S510 S674 488 S46B S579 S674 $592 516

Average Renter's Monthly Gross Rent
* Private households, contoining af teost one census family includes farm & reserve dwellings

Prepared by the Centre for Infernationol Sictistics

In 1991 the average monthly shelter cost for Canadian home owners was $720. (Shelter costs
include mortgage payments, property taxes, utilities, and, where applicable, condominium
fees.) The average cost for renters < $591 a month. Despite the higher monthly costs,
almost three-quarters (73%) of family households owned their own homes.
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Average monthly rental costs varied less across the cer-atry than did home ownership
costs, Average rents ranged from $443 in New Brunswick to $674 in Ontario and British
Columbia, Average home owrership costs r2aged from $432 in Newfoundland, to $951 in
the Northwest Territories,

Home ownership costs appear to have considerable influence on a family’s decision to
buy or rent, more so than average rental costs, In the Northwest Territories, where the
average shelter cost for homeowners is $231 above the national average, only 35% of
residents own their own homes, In Newfoundland, Prince Edward Island, and New
Brunswick, on the other hand, where average monthly ownership costs were about $500 or
less, more than 80% of families owned their own homes. Of course, other factors may be at
play as well, People who move often, or know they will settle only temporarily in a location,
may be less inclined to purchase. Those in rural arcas may be more able to construct their
own homes and thereby reduce costs.

And so what?

Those who rent pay a bit less, but they receive a lot less. Homes are the greatest assets most
families own. They provide economic security, equity, and “a place to call your own,”

Where home prices are high or mcomes are low or uncertain, families are less likely to
buy homes, Today's tough cconomic climate, along with high home prices, makes it hard for
voung families to establish themselves by buying that first home. Others find it hard to kecp
their family homes: the laid-off older worker, the divorced woman and her children, the
older woman living or a widow's pension.

And for some, the decision to rent or own is entirely academic, as an increasing number
of families have found themselves homeless in recent years, One of the most effective pro-
family policies could be to help ensure that families can own their own homies and keep
them,
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Shelter, whether a house
or aprlrmu’nt,- owned or
rented, is the single largest
dollar expenditure that
Ontario famiilies make
over a life course. Shelter
costs are the highest day-
to-day living expendituges
that most families incur.
What an individual
family can afford
influences the quality’both .
of the housing and of the
surrounding .
neighbourhood that will
be accessible ta it. Simply
stated, and with relatively

. Jew exceptions, poor

Jamilies are more likely
than others to live in poor
housing ina poor
neighbourhood, They ure
also far less likely to own
their homes and more
likely 10 remain renters
thronghaut their lives.
Christine Kluck Duvis”
. . -
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80% of families headed by
a senior own their own
homes, 72% of them
mortgage-frec.

In 1987, 25 of oider
Canadians said they

" would prefer to stay in

- their own lomes as long

5 possible. 20% indicared

“that they would consider
cashing in home equity to
pay for in-home care to

eliminate or postposge the .

need to be
institutionalized.
The National Advisory
Council on Aging'"

[y

The single parent lives as
one adult in a workl
designed for nuclear
families. Housing options
must be both suppertive
and maintainable.
Housing for single-parent
familics must be designed
to provide secure, safe,
“and uppropriate housing,.
and adequate facilities for
child rearing.
v+ Aron N. Spector and Fran
Klodawsky'!

¢

Ours and the bank’s
One third of Canada’s families have

moriguages, another quarter of them rent

59. Fumily Households* by Tenure

(1991)
6.3 Million Family Households

Owners with morigage 39.5%

23% of those with mor!gages have
shelter casts totelling 30% or more
of their household income**

Renters 27.7%

29% of renters have gross rentel costs
totalling 30% or more of their
household incomes"*

Owners without mortgage 32.8% ——-

* Frivate one fomily households in 1enant or owner occupied non-form, non-reserve dwellings ~~~
** 1999 housshold incoine

Prepored by the Cantre far Internationof Stofistics

There are 6.3 million one-tamily houscholds in Canadi texcluding those on reserves or
farms). Out of every fifteen, tive of the residences are owned outright by their occupants,
another six are owned but mortgaged, and the other four are rented.

Of the 4.5 million families that owned their own homes in 1991, 35% of them had
mortgages, Almost one quarter (239) of the mortgaged houscholds had total shelter casts
amounting to 30% or more of their total 1990 family income. Most government agencies
consider that level of spending to indicate “core housing need.”™ Still, homeowners were much
less likely than renters to spend high proportions of their income on shelter. “Twenty nine
percent of the 1.7 million families who rented housing spent 30% or more of their incoine on
shelter costs.

And so what?

To quote Aron N, Spector and Fran Klodawsky: “The majority of urban Canadian adults are
assumed to move from the family home to a series of rental accommodations, then to a
single family owner-occupied home designed for child rearing, and possibly back to a
condominium or rental unit (Social Planning Council of Metropolitan Toronto, 1979). The
design of much of the Canadian urban housing product is predicated on the assumption that
during the full extent of the life cycle, cach houschold unit is occupied by either a single
unattached individual or a single nuclear family, headed by a husband and wife. Extended
family houscholds, containing multiple unit families, are becoming far less common. In
addition, older children have, within the last two decades, more frequently left the family

-home while older adults have joined separate communities away from younger adults raising

children, An impact of all of these trends has been an increasing demand for separate housing

i

units each accupied by a smaller number of people,”
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Canadians plugged in
to bare necessities

Table X1l - The Luxury Goods Canadian Families Own
(1990)

e of Familes

% of Families
Telephone lines

one 6,539,398 91.9

two or more 530,983 7.5
Colour TV 7,026,600 98.7
Microwave oven 5,909,341 83.0
VCR 5,848,094 82.2
Cable TV 5,170,762 72.6
Gas barbeque 4,385,823 61.6
Dishwasher 3,752,208
2 or more vehicles 3,719,189
CD player 2,063,846
Home computer 1,690,397
Call waiting 1,559,730
Video camcorder 908,001
Swimming pool 562,062
Snowmobile 547,769
Vacation homes (in Canada) 504,126
364979
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Travel trailer

Calculations by the Centre for [nternational Statistics™

A colour television and at least one telephone line have become staples in almost every
Canadian houschold. Almost 100% of Canadian families have these items. But not as many
families have the accessories. Seventy-two percent rent cable TV service. Microwave ovens
and VCRs are becoming common acquisitions. Most Canadian households have both. The
luxury goods that many Canadian families still do not have are the big-ticket items associated
with recreation: vacation homes, travel trailers, swimming pools, and snowmobiles. Less than
10% of families own these items. Interestingly enough, automobiles are not categorized in
this survey among the so-called luxury items. In fact, about eight of ten Canadian households
own a private vehicle.

And so what?

Judging by the luxuries we own, Canadians look quite prosperous. There are some luxury
items that most Canadians have, regardless of income. We are fairly sparsely populated, so it
isn't surprising that we spend a lot on communications — phones, TVs and accessories. Even
among the poorest one-fifth of Canadan houscholds, 94.5% owned a colour TV in 1992.
However, fewer than half (47.9%) ¢ “these same poor houscholds owned VCRs, compared
with 78.8% of middle-income households and 91.5% of the wealthiest housenolds.

The Vanier Institute
of the Family

In the period between The
hwo wars (1920-1940), the
‘constimer society’ wus

* born, and families were -

made aware by the new
advertising industry of the
increased numbers of

Jnecessities which were

available to them for a
more comfortable life.
Between 1931 and 1951,
the percentage of families
with a refrigerator, for

-example, increased from

21% to 48%. Thus, the
sole-wage-earner family
came to bé viewed more
and more in terms of its |
economic role as a .
consumer, rather than s
a producer, with the tdsk
of cansumiption being
assigned to the wife.
Emily M. Nett”

Over the years, ~
outstanding consumer

. credit has increased, and

along with it consumer -
bankruptcies. Hira’s study

- of personal bankruptcies

in Winnipeg shows that .
the average age for'those

' _ filing was 32 years (much
" younger than the average
-age of the Canadian

population, 43J. Most
were married men with
families, and most (three
ont of four) were
employed. Cur loans were

" d_ niajor reason for filing;

the car debt is onc of the
most expensive for a
“couple. In over half of the
cases the reason given for

- the actiondwas lack of

prudent financial .
management. Bankrupicy
has been found in other
reséarch.to increase the
risk of separation and
divorce.

Fmgily M. Nett ©
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The more thinys change...
Despite changed uttitudes, women still do
the lion’s share of household work

60. Percentage of Women and Men Who Particpate
Daily in Selected Household Chores*

100% 9 1% B
- i
60%
) _—5- % L 53%
40%
20%
: - N - R
Without Children ot Home With Chifdren ot Home

- Women l_j Men

* Household thores, as defined by Statistics Canada in the General Social Survey, indude meol preparation and clean-up, indoor and outdoor tleaning,
loundry, home repairs and maintenanice, gordening, pet care, bill-paying, ond traveling to and from these household chores.

Prepared by the Centre for Infernatianal Statistics .

Most Canadian adults in 1986 did houschold chores on a daily basis. Women, however, were
doing substantially more of them than men. Four in five women without children at home
and fully 94% of women with children at home participated in daily chores. For men, the
presence of children had little effect. Their daily participation rate for household chores was
only two percentage points higher (53% compared with 51%) with children than without
them.

Not only do more women than men participate in daily houschold chores (which
includes housework), they tend to spend considerably more time cach day on them. On
average, women with children spent 3 hours and 22 minutes and women without children
spent 2 hours and 39 minutes. Among the men who participated daily, those with children
averaged 2 hours and 1 minute, and those without children averaged 1 hour and 49 minutes.
This indicates that the presence of children in the houschold has a profound eflect on the
amount of daily chores performed by women, and a comparatively mild eftect on the amount
performed by men. In turn, it is likely that having children would also mean very different
things for men and women in terms of time available for personal and leisure pursuits.

In many specific job categories, on any given day in Canada, women did overwhelmingly
more than men. Two and one-half times as many women as men prepared meals (77%
compared to 29%), and they averaged 30 minutes more daily on this (1 1/4 hours against
3/4). Almost four times as many women as men (54% to 15%]) cleaned up after meals and 4.5
times as many (45% to 10%]) did indoor housekeeping.

For employed women and men, the spread is even higger. Eighty-nine percent of married,
employed women did housework every day. This compares with 51% for men.
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Have things changed since 19862 Although wives’ responsibility for housework declined
as their work force involvement increased, husbands, in general, did not take up the slack. In
full-time, dual-earner families in 1992, women spent about 1.2 hours more on unpaid work
than did their male partners. Men in these families also enjoyed, on average, 50 minutes
more free time per day than did their spouses. In fact, women in general, devoted an average
of 1.2 hours per day on cooking and meal clean up compared to 22 minues for men.
Similarly, women spent an average of 1.1 hour per day on housecleaning and laundry in
comparison to men’s 13 minutes.

Only in the areas of household maintenance and repair did men spend more time than
women, 19 minutes per day for men compared to 4 minutes for women.

And so what?

Suggestions of the appearance of a “new-age man” or a “new model of fathering” may be
premature. Although there has been a slight change among younger and better-educated
couples, most marriage partners appear to be following traditional patterns of household
work allocation. This works well for most men, but women, understandably, are less satisfied.
As employment for married women becomes more common, we can expect to see a harsh
impact on these women. Since they work so much at home, it should not be surprising if
many emploved, married wonien are constantly exhausted. And it should not be surprising
to see more marriages suffer from tensions created by the unequal division of household
work. ’

The Vanier {nStifutq:
) ol'the-Faniily

[
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. . v
..89% of wives who were.

" nat in the lnbour foreé

% were solely, responsible for
- .meal-preparation; this

_—tompared with 86% of

:

wives employed part-tinie
and 72% of those - .
employed full-tine.

“wives employed fu"_-’l;me

" had all of the e

tesponsibility for daily
housework, while 28%

. had most of this )
responsibility: Only 10%

“of dual-earning couples _

" shared respousibility for
housework equally; in the”
remaining 10% of couples,
the husband had all or
most of the responsibility.
+  Katherine Marshall'”




. A woman’s work is never...
e valued

wvithout the hidden * 61. Average Value of Household Work*:
contribution of wonien iz_s; : Men “nd women
. wives, mothersand - o
: lyniiemakers, the ' - - . (1986)
7 industrial economy would - . Thousonds
wot have been possible. STo
~ .Owners and workers alike -
" .depenled on wives unH_ > S -
*  daughters to bakesgrow”
" gardens, process food,
cpok,-sew, look after = - 4
children.and sick persons, §10,143
und manage the :
household firtunces. As .
middle- and upper-class -
wormen’s work became
“increasingly hidden in the
household, the myth was
Dorn that wives did not
work, and eventyally the
norm was established that
wives.at every social Ieve_’ ) _
should stay at home. To — N
enter tire IZbour foree was. Replacemant Cost Opportunity Cost
to be remiss in one’s . - - Men l:j Women
. duties to husband, 1 ) . ) ) . L . . .
children,-and society. ) * Included in “household wo:':” are: food prepartation, deaning, dothing care, recpairs/mainienance, gardening, pet care, shepping and child core.
Lhe family pattern Prepared by the Cenire for Internationel Stofistics
" representative of this
norm came to be called It is hard to calculate the exact worth of unpaid household work.
the ‘breadwinner family'... . L .

Enirily M. Nett't - There are two established methods of assessing its value. The first is to calculate the
opportunity cost of household work. That’s th value of other work not done while doing
household work. The second is to calculate the replacement cost — what it would cost to hire
others to perform each houschold task. For example, if you wash and iron a shirt, what

would it cost to send it to the cleaner?

513,307

d

Either method can be deceiving. Since nen, on average, earn more than women, their
missed opportunity costs will generally exceed women’s. Men’s household work will,
therefore, have a higher value, ir. theory. At the same time, men generally do more outside
work and home repairs, while women tvpically cook and clean more. Wages for “men’s”
work are generally higher than wages for “women’s” jobs, resulting in higher replacement
costs for the jobs that men tend to do at home. Either way, comparisons of equal amounts of
work performed by men and women will tend to result in higher values for men than for
women.

Despite all this, and using either method, the dollar value of the household work
performed by women is far higher than that performed by men. That’s because women as a
group and on average contribute far more of their time to such work.

The dollar value of household work is enormous. The replacement cost value of
household work in 1986 was nearly $200 billion — neariy 40% of Canada’s gross domestic
product (GDP}."*
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And sc whai?

+  How eastly we could turn
.- the tables on the -
work was less of a real issue. Today, many families find they must pay for things their pacents -+ econoniists if we all

When most families had a breadwinner husband and a wife at home, the value of household

might have done for themselves, from daycare to disposable diapers to microwave dinners. decided that from

. . L . . tamorrow morning, the
The high rate of marriage and separation is also forcing couples to think more about what work of the domestic

their time and labour is worth. Who does what is a real issue for married couples — and what * economy-should be paid

it's worth is an even bigger issue for divorcing couples. And what of older women who had » for. Instead of cooking

. . L . . dinner for her own lot,
been wives at home and are now widows on pensions? There is a very high rate of poverty r f .
eacl housewife would fevd

among this group in Canada. Many older women would be better off if their pensions were ‘. her nicighbours gt regular
computed on the basis of the true value of the unpaid household work they did throughout " restaurant rates; then .
their unpaid work lives. .- theyd coék_]’qr het family
and get their money back.
We'd do each other’s
. housework and gardening
at award rates. Big money
* would change hands when
" we fixed each other’s tap
‘washers and electric plugs  ~
at the plymbers’ and
electricians’ rates.
Without q scrap of extra
work tlic grass national
product would go up hy a
third overnight. We would
increase that tohalf if the
children rented each - *

others’ backya

- ., double it if we all w
* . bed next door at regular
massage parlour rates.

s - Our econamists would "+
immediately be eaget to
Sind out what line of

" investment was showing
such fabulous growth in ;
capitalloutput ratio. -

" They’d find that heusing
was bettered only by

- double beds and they'd
recommend a massive

. swiftch of investment into

- both. * R

N ) Itugh Stretton’" -

.

—
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Volunteers come from a .
variety of occuipations nml

" lackgrounds and

volunteering provides an . .
outlet for talents not rised,
or ap})r’ecialcd on the jol
or in:the home. ‘A rluﬂf

gxecutive plies carpititry

skills to build ifems for -
sale at church bazaars;a

doctor acts in thelocal ;-

theatre, a childless’ )
L'chncmn isalsoa Big -
Brothery.a farm housewife
from Sdskatchewan
attends board meetings in .
Toronto twice a year, a

public servant in thé - =

transport nmiinistry writes
briefs ofkchild we?[aref an’
accountant le_arhes :
switnming to children .
with disabilities, anda
local merchmu ‘toaches
baseball. These are the
kinds of iayfually

v -

. beneficial pairings

provided by volmrgary
aclivitys - T
The National Vohmmry
_()rgqmzulmn"’

Deing our bit
Volunteering in Canada cna the rise
despite incwrease in dual-earner families

62. Where Do People Volunteer?

Religion 17%
Leisure, recreation and sports 16% -

Education and youth development 14%

Other 11%

law ond justice 1%
International 1%
Environmental and wildlife 2%
Arts, culture, humanities 4%
Other 3%

Economy 6%
Community 8%
Multi-domain 9% -
Health 10%
Social services 9%

Prepared by the Centre for [ntemotionai Statistics

Despite alt the demands an family time, the number of people who participate in volunteer
work is still high. In 1987 there were 5.3 million people aged 15 and older who formally
volunteered in 9.2 million volunteer pasitions. This accounted for over a quarter {26.8%) of
all Canadians in that age group. The number of volunteers has nearly doubled since 1980,
when there were 2.7 million volunteers, 15% of the over-fifteen population. Voluntary
participation peaked in the 35-44 year-old age bracket.

Mariied people volunteer at a greater rate than single people. Employed married women
had the highest participation rate. Employed persons of both sexes tend to have higher
participatian rates than those who are unemployed or not in the labour force.

Collectively, the 5.3 million valunteers contributed over 1 billion hours of their time
within a 12-month span. This is equivalent to 615,000 full-time full-year positions. In
addition to their time, volunteers spent $842 million in out-of-pocket expenses directly
related to their volunteer activitics.

The majority - 56% — of Canada’s volunteers are women, and almost 30% of women
volunteer. The participation rate for men is 24%.

And so what?

We tend to undervalue the things we do not pay for. Until recently, at least, that was our
attitude toward housework. And that attitude still persists with volunteer work. Yet
volunteers contribule an enormous amount to society, often performing highly skilled jobs
for free. Much of their work consists of personal service to some of the most vulnerable
members of society: the clderly, the infirm and the disabled. Who would do this work, if
volunteers were not availahle to do it? Will women, the traditional backbone of the voluntary
sector, be able ta continue this role, despite the double burden of increased hours of
employment and predominant respansibility for housework that most carry? And, as society
ages, will the number of available volunteers taper off?

Volunteer work makes our communities healthy and human. Who will do this vital work
tomorrow?
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Carwwran Family Life Today . |
How ii' feels ’.rhe~Vani'erl_nstitqte

of the Family :

) - o
No two families are exactly alike. They vary in so many ways - structure, ages, cultural T ' V4
backgrounds, numbers of children, economic status...Yet most families do more or less the S e

same things in life. They support themselves. They help and care for one another. They bring
" up young people.

Few of them do things in exactly the same ways, but most muddle through a very similar
agenda of tasks, obligations and responsibilities.

A day in the life

Consider the typical routine of the now-typical young, dual wage-earning family.
The particular family’s circumstances may vary, but the routine is probably familiar:

Up carly in the morning to get the kids dressed, (hoping that no one is showing signs ofa
stomach ache), breakf{asts caten, lunches made, animals fed, kids delivered to daycare or
school, and in to work on time.  And heaven help them if there’s a snowstorm that day.

Then a harried workday — meetings, phone calls, clients, and memos, or maybe a
production line, a pushy boss, demanding customers or simply an endless pile of work.
Through the day, the parents hope that no major work crisis will require overtime or evena
small delay because the baby-sitter is waiting and will quit if they 're late again. Or maybe the
school-age child is at home alone and may have friends over that the parents don’t feel good
about.

Then the commute home - stressful enough, even without traffic jams or remembering to
buy milk — pick up the little ones from daycare, prepare a reasonably nutritious meal while
juggling phone calls, the latest mechanical calamity, and the children’s problems. Pray that
no one is showing signs of getting a cold because the sitter won't accept children who have
anything infectious. If things go well, the kids will watch TV quietly so the parents can get the
meal on the table as quickly as possible.

And then a leisurely evening a. home? Hardly. Instead, it's baths, homework, a quick load
of laundry because someone needs that special shirt the next day.  Or maybe it’s hockey
practice, ballet or music lessons, or 4-H Club for the kids or a community college course in
dataprocessing or business administration for their parents to upgrade carcer prospects.

And don’t forget the parent-teacher meeting, or the community daycare meeting. And that
exercise class to try and get the body in shape to keep up with this ridiculous pace!” And that
one evening a week to spend some time with an clderly parent. Then home in time fora
scheduled amount of “inter-spousal” relating before falling asleep in front of the tube.

The weekends provide slight relief. On Saturday morning, they're dragging the kids out to
shop for paint for the living room. That job will occupy at least Saturday (after four loads of
laundry) and part of Sunday, the rest of which might be split between church, yard work,
fixing that bicycle, and cleaning up and getting ready for friends to drop by for supper.
Finally, they flop into bed Sunday night in order to be well rested to get up carly in the
morning in time to get the kids dressed, lunches made ete. cte.

It only gets tougher if there’s only one parent — an infirm relative — not enough money ta
purchase time-saving conveniences - 80 cows to milk ~ a long commute - lots of overtime -
or any number of other complications.

With infinite variations, families do pretty much the same things. Their members carry
out responsibilities that flow from their relationships with one another. And they pack all
these chores in within the limitations of time. 1t would seem that all too often today’s families

must live on the left-overs of human energy and time.
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Parents say that.they are
" conltintly lpoking for
ways fo ‘make time’ with -
. their children. Some try to
stretch the day at both
ends, waking up carlier
- dnd sending theritto bed

- Aater than teachers or

Iy

pediatricians might like.

They qfso shaye time off ~
“one routine in-order to

make tinte for unother:
_skipping a shampoe may

leave d few more minutes’

. for a bedtime story;
grabbing a drive-in .

Vdinner frees up time
thesvccergame;
postponing a dentist’s ,

.o visit a friend’s Ioisse. -

" They also give up time

a

" with éach other asa -

.couple. They may vork
Hi[ferb{l shifts. They may
try to do some of their
work at home. )
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The tinte ¢runch

How severe is the “time crunch” that families face? It depends on which member of the
family you ask.

Statistics Canada asked a representative sample of Canadians (aged 15 and over) ten
questions about how they felt about their personal time. Roughly one-third of them felt their
lives were busier than they would have liked, with insufficient time to meet the demands
placed on them. Women, in general, felt the pressures of the time crunch more than men.
Almost one-third more of them wanted to spend more time alone.

Table XIV - Percentage of the Respondernis Agreeing
With Statcments on Perceptions of Time

Male  Female Total

% % %
I plan to slow down in the coming yc>ar o l9 o 22 . -21
I consider myself a workaholic 26 25 25
When | need morc time, I tend to cut back on my sleep 45 43 44
At the end of the day, 1 often feel that I have not
accomplished what T had set out to do 44 48 46
[ worry that I don’t spend enough time
with my family or friends 33 32 32
I feel that I'm constantly under stress trying to
accomplish more than I can handle 31 35 33
I feel trapped in a daily routine 32 37 34
I feel that I just don’t have time for fun any more 25 3 28
I often feel under stress when T don’t have enough time 41 48 45
I would like to spend more time alone 926 22

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics *

Fully a quarter of those asked consider themselves to be workaholics — a term only invented a
few years ago. If the sample fairly represents the rest of us, more than four out of ten of us
are skipping sleep in order to get through our obligations. Close to half of us often feel we're
not getting things done that we have to do. One-third of us don’t feel we're getting enough
family time. That we're constantly under stress. That we're trapped in a rut. Fully three out of
ten Canadians feel they don’t have time for fun anymore. If families appear to be under
pressure, we need look no further than the stressed-out members of those familics to see
why.

Some, of course, feel the time crunch more than others. Retired people, couples without
children, and singles have more time to call their own. Men, in general, {eel less time pressure
than women. People with children report that they feel very pressured. Employed women
with young children feel exceptionally pressed. Full-time employment and the addition of
children to the family increase the pressure, especially for women.

130




.

Employed women get smaii BB __gn
slice of time-use pie e

Most Canadians split their time between a great many obligations and commitments. If we
look at individual time as a pie, many of us get very small slices for our own personal use. For
employed women, especially mothers, the size of the slice is very small indeed.

63. Average Weekly Time Use: Employed Women

Sleep 33%

Discretionary 20%
hdivity % time/day

Television 30 1:25 /

Sociolizing 36 1:42 /
Sports/Adie 32 B34 l
Reading 8 04 H
Volotory 6 017 !
Enterfainment Events 3 0:08 i
Dther Pacsive 1 0:04 \

fuetion 4 .19 :

100% 4:44 ' L

T the a_vemg} number of
hours worked per wéek at.

Paid work 23%
Personal tare 5%

Meals 5% ",. e
9 place by adults-with
Housework 14% Samilies: N
Time 1.« 85 hours for a wontan
Sleep 7:58/doy . witl husband and
Personal Cars  1:14/day - children-
#mk i ;?g;gzz i 65 hours for a husband
ousewo ; o witltavife and chililh
Paid Work 39:54/week Note: Paid Work includes commuting and oiher activities related to employment. ;5‘ ,' wife ai IC.” i,'g”
Discretionary  33:08/week This chart periains o women whose main activity is naid employment. 'l""r s for a single
. mother ~ .
A 7 . .',
Prepared by the Centre for Infernational Siatistics Note; Husbands cause an
| extra ten hours work per.
week!’
Over the course of a seven-day week, employed women in 1992 claimed an average of 20% of BT Dasa Friedman

their time for their own. This figure doesn’t tell the whole story, however. For one thing, it
doesn’t make any distinction between the work weck and the somewhat more relaxed pace of
the weekend. If employed women can claim 20% (about 4 3/4 hours a day) of their time for
discretionary purposes overall, the proportion must drop sharply during the week. More
significant, however, is the added pressure that employed mothers must feel. Parenting takes
alot of time. From dropping off children and picking them up at daycares and lessons, to
caring for babies and sick children, supervising homework, extra laundry, and so much more,
many parents feel that they never stop working. That 4 1/2 hours per day averaged over seven
days for all employed women is quickly whittled down to little or nothing, especially on week
days.
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64. Average Weekly Time Use: Employed Men

Sloep 32%
Discretionary 23%
Adiity X time/bay
Tooddea W 202
Socdlizing 30 13
Spuris/iire 15 0:50
hodng 7 022
Yolodary 5 G:17
Enieceineant Ewoets 7 008
Othor Possive 2 0:05
Ehosbon | 004
100% 54
Meak 5%
Paid Work 28%
Housework 8%
Personal Care 4%
7.8,
o
=
44:54/wesk Kote: Paid Work indudes commating ond other adtivities related ¥ 1
M ek s oty oo i g s o

Pragosed by the Cenre for Inbernatienal Statiskics

The picture for employed men is similar in sorne respects to that of employed women. In
1992 they had an average of 23% of their time {(about 5 1/2 hours) for discretionary purposes.
They did spend more time on paid work than women {28% as opposed to 24% of their
time), but they also did less household work (9% against 14%). One half-hour difference in
discretionary time between women and men may not seem like much. But when the
difference between weekends and work days and the well-known difference between fathers’
and mothers’ contributions to child-rearing and household work are taken into account, the
actual difference in time pressure for employed mothers and fathers is probably much
greater. It is no wonder that in survey after survey, employed mothers report considerably
more pressure from work and family commitments and more dissatisfaction with their lives

and family arrangements.




65. Average Weekly Tiime Use: Female Homemakers

A Sleep 34%

Discretionary 28%
Aty % nme/day

o Televison 36 224
Soahung 29§56

Sports/Active 17 108

Reading 8 033

folustary 7 0.28

[ntertoinment Events | 0:05

Other Passvs 1+ 003

S fduction 1 004
100% 643
Personal Care 6%
Meals 6%
Paid Work 1%
Housework 25%

T Time

Sleep 8:14/day
Personol Cors  1:25/day

| Meals 121 /day
Housework  5:56/day
Paid Work 2:20/woek Note: Poid Work includes tommmmqhund ather adtivities relafed to employment,
Discretionory ~ 46:54/week This chart pertoins fo women whase main odlivity is homemaking.

Prepared by the Centrs { Internatonal Stateshes

Averaged over seven davs, full-time homemakers could lav claim in 1992 to 28% of their time
*6 3/4 hours) for discretionary uses. Naturally enough, housewark took a lot of their time

| 23951 ~ about the sanie amount of time that emploved women devoted to paid work. In
ather respects, their use of time was very similar to that of their emploved counterparts.
While full-time homemakers do not experience the same kind of time crunch that emploved
people do. manv experience other forms of stress. Many feel isolated and experience a lack of
recognition for the contribution they make as homemakers. Young children. intirm or
disabled family members who need special care, poverty, or geographical isolation can render

homemaking a demanding task.
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Whde injormal care by

. kini may secn. to be (ost-

effectiye o governments,
it cun be very costly to -
caregrvers who must

- rearrange thewrr work and

family lives to fit their
caregving duties.
Caregiving is a lonely job,
cutting a caretaker off

Srom the resg of the world.

. Cleresa M. Cooney”
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© According to economist

Victor Fuchs, childrem
have lost ten to twelve
hours of parental time per
week since 1960, Parental
time has been squeezed by
the rupid shift of mothers
nto the labor force; by

escaluting divorce rates

and abandomment of
children by their fathers;
arid by an increase in the
number of haiirs required

" on the job. Today the

average worker puts in six
hours more per week than
in 1973. )

- Sylvia Ann Hewlett's
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Daycare is just an
abstract concept until you
" have a child. After you
have a child, it is a gut-
wrenching issue. And it is
- the issue that spills first
from the lips of every
warking parent I talk to.
Wendy Dennis™
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Who cares for the kids?

The 1988 Canadian National Child Care Study estimated that 2.7 million childien needed
child care while their parents warked outside the home, Six in ten (38%0) of these children
were helow age 6, while the rest were aged 6- 12, Mare than half of all infants (up to 17
months) and nearly two-thirds of all toddlers (18-35 months) were in non-parental care a
least part of the week. And fully eight aut of ten 3-5-year olds were in care. Among (nldren
0-12 years of age, just under half were ir non-parental care for part of the week,

Who cares for the kids and how is an overwhelming concern for most twao-carner famifics
with children, It can he hard to find care that is affordable and that fits the particular needs
of children and their parents. Many never find a fit at all and have to get along with
unsatisfactory solutions. For some, placing their children with strangers in uncertain settings
can be a source of constant anxiety and guilt,

Child care arrangements differ depending on the age of children. It is necessary to
consider preschool-age children (age 0-5) separately from school-age children. Preschool-age
children are more likely to require full-time care, whereas school-age children require care
only after school. Parents make different arrangements to accommodate these two age

groups.

66. Primary* Child Care Arrangement for Children 0-5,
' Whose Parents are Employed

Non-relative 33.0% —— --

Relotive 18.7% -~ -

Centre 17.4% -——rmmn

Spouse 18.3%
Other 12.7% —

* Cofe orrongement used most frequently
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67. Primary* Child Care Arrangement for Children 6-12,
Whose Parents are Employed

Spouse 26.6% —-—- S

Relative 10.5% -

Non-relative 14.2%  ——-- - ——
Self/Sibling 21.2%
Other 23.5%
- (entre 4.0%

* (ate arrongement used most frequently

(olculated by the Centre for Internatianal Stafistics

In 1988, the most common care arrangement for children under 6 was care by a non-relative,
cither licensed or non-licensed. Nearly twice as many children were in these kinds of home
care settings as were in the care of centres.

The situation is quite different for older children. Where more than half of all younger
children were cared tor in centres or by non-relatives, less than one-{i(th of all ¢hildren aged

0-12 received primary care from either of those sources. Spouses were the biggest souree of

care for this group, providing it to more than one quarter of alt children. Another one fifth of

these children were either in the care of a sibling or were taking care of themselves.

A great many families get along with a variety of makeshift care arrangements. This is
what the category “other” refers to in the charts, Tt might include children whose parents take
care of them while they waork, children who shuttle between various caregivers over the
course of the dav, or school-age children enrolled in activities such as music lessons or Cub
Scouts, Without doubt, many parents enroll their children in such activities primarily to help
resolve their child care needs. With one eighth of all preschoolers and one quarier of all
school-age children in “other™ forms of care, it is evident that many parents have to make
extraordinary arrangements to care for their children.

For many fantilies, in-home, informal, and/or unlicensed care works well, For many
others, it doesn’t. Sometimes the consequences can be sensational, as in some highly
publicized cases where caregivers have abuscd children. In most cases however, poorer-
quality child care does not have such dramatic ill effects. There are still many possible sources
of worry for parents with a child in care. The caregiver may not be trained or familiar with
children. There may he too many children for the caregiver to handle, or they may not get
cnough individual attention. How's the food? Is there a clean place to sleep? Will the kids just
be stuck in front of a TV or will there be active play?

The best child care plans can go off the rails when children get sick. Few daycare
providers are equipped to handle sick children, so in most cases, the parents - usually the
mother — must make special arrangements. This usually involves missing work. And women
are much more likelv than men to absent themselves from work in order to care for sick
children. Tt is common practice for parents to use up their own sick leave bencfits in order to
stay home with their children.

There is also a sizable gap between the child care that parents want and that which they

are able to abtain.

The Vanier Institute
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Rcsrurch_fmr‘n thé *70s,
the '80s and the '90s now
seems to show it’s the
quality of thie daycare
< experience that's
‘, important, not whether a
child is in daycare. No
evidence indicates that
children in daycare have
weaker attachments to
" their mothers, or. stronger
atiachments to their other
caregivers., The research
- shows that if children,
especially infants, have
consistent high-quality
’ ,,, care, then there's no-risk
of emmotional problems.

But it is hard to find
consistent, high-quality
tare, especially for
" infants. There's a great
- demand and relatively fow
spaces. So.parents solve
the problcni in @ variety of
“ways - from job-sharing
fo Jlex time to using
. rel«}_live{s or babysitters.
Tillel Goelmaw ™~
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“.emplayers are ahvays
" terrified that employees |
are going to march in and
-demand an on-site child
care ventre, and in-the 12-
_companies in which we '
conducted focus groups;
that was neéver the first
choice. The first thing
people wanted was to be
able to stay at onie.when
théir children were sick. . ...
" TRey say we'lie about it
" now and do it anyway, -
. but we really n‘mgn to
make it legitimate.
Ellen Galinsky'!

: Absent.c'pismforfmnily 4
reasons was particulurly. * )
evident umong parents
(especiallythese with <=
children 12 years of age
and youngerkand a'rm_mif o
emplayees.with the dual”
responsibilities.of child’

" eare and elder care. «

68. Parental Child Care Preferences” and
Proporticn Using Those Preferences

30% .
d % Prefering ! Proportion using

2% -

0%

15% -

0% —

Day Care Centre Non-relative Non-refative Relative
Outside Home at Home

* For children under the age of six Child Care Preference

Calculated by the Centre for Infernational Statistics

Child care preference and usage are by no means synonymous. All kinds of reasons can
prevent parents from using their preferred option for care. In 1988, one in four parents with
children under the age of six would have preferred to place their children in day carc centres
while they are at their jobs.

Even that figure, however, may understate ihe actual number of parents who would like
that option. Parents were not asked for their idcal form of care. Instead, they were asked to
base their responses on what they could afford and on practicalities such as logistics and their
work schedules. Spousal care for children, for example, is the least preferred arrangement for
these parents. Few consider it to be ideal. Yet, while fewer than kalf of the children whose
parents prefer daycare centres are actually in a centre, nearly all the children whose parents
preferred spousal care were in such care. Working parents of young children learn that they
must make compromises between what they fecl are their family’s best interests and what’s
available in real life.

This gap between what families want and what they end up with has a big impact on
them. In dual-earner familics where parents take turns caring for their young children, it can
mean a hectic schedule based on “off-shifting”. Gne parent comes ¢ff shift and takes on
caregiving responsibilities, and the ather hands them off and goes out to his or her place of
employment. Their schedules rarely allow for much more than a brief exchange of
information: “What am I supposed to make for supper?” “How are the kids?” “Is there
anything I ought to know?” Over the long haul, this routine can result in chronic fatiguc,
stress, and considerable tension within the family.

In families that settle for other, non-preferred forms of child care, the impact can he just
as troubling. Many live with constant anxiety, wondering whether their children arc all right.
And the inherent instability of informal care adds an cxtra element of stress to their daily

lives.
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Licensed care - Not much, not cheap I

It isn’t surprising that so few parents find licensed daycare spaces and that even fewer have
their children in daygare centres. Canuda ranks behind at least 16 other industrial
demaocracies in the percentage of its children aged three to five in publicly funded child care.
The aeed for affordable, accessible, high-quality child care far outstrips the supply of licensed

care,

69. Number of Children with Mothers in the Labour Force
and Number of Licensed” Child Care Spaces

Thousands
3,500
3000 —
Children (aged 0 - 12)
9500 with Mothers in the Labour Force
2,000
1,500
1,000
500 Licensed' Child Care Spoces e
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 At wark you thiuk of the
children youw’ve left at
* Litensed refers to both centre and home child care spaces Lome. At home, you think = .
Prepared by the Centre for Infernational Stofistics . . of the work you've léft
unfinished. -Sm_‘h a
- struggle is uu'lmsh.ed.r )
Inn just six years (1985 - 1991), the number of children with mothers in the labour force o Golda Meir' -

jumped by almost one-quarter, from about 2,552,700 to 3,153,700. That is an increase of
602,000 children. During the same six vears, the number of licensed child care spaces
available increased by only 140,700 spaces. The gap between the number of mothers in the
labour force and the number of licensed child care spaces has been large for quite a while. In
recent years, it has grown.

The gap between supply and demand savs a lot about the kind of hassle and
improvisation with which familics must contead. It is remarkable that despite this gap, so
many mothers of young children remain in the labour force. Considering that “women’s
work™ is dominated by lower-paying jobs in the service sector or in manufacturing, most of
these womsen are probably not working outside the home merely for personal gratification.
Most are in the labour force because they need the extra income to balance the family budget,
despite the bother and expense of child care and other difficult aspects of combining work
and family responsibilities.

And child care is expensive.

Q
q ; g - [ , T . LN i
FRIC SN ST
Pt i e | o . ) - ! N ’
- . .
. P
£ - . s



. The Vanier Institute - '
. of the Family

70. Average Monthly Day Care -ees”

Licensed Centres
(1992)

S per month

1,000 -~
- infont Ej Preschool

__ | nolicensed centres

N/A - Hot Availoble
* Estimote

Prepored by the Centre for Internationol Stofistics

The average cost of a centre space for a preschool-age child is fairly consistent throughout the
country ranging from approximately $330 to $450 per month. However the cost for infant
care fluctuates greatly, from a low of approximately $380 to a high of $800. And the averages
don’t take into account the major variations within provinces, nor do they factor in the
varying subsidies paid by provinces and municipalities. In the case of Ontario, for example,
fees for a 3-5-year old can range from over $9,000 per year in Ottawa to as low as $5.500 in
Western Ontario.

Even based on the lower averages for child care fees, it costs a lot to purchase
supplementary child care. (‘onsider, for example, a mother who earns $12 per hour o~ aboeut
$24,000 per vear, which is nigh for much of the service sector in a low-wage area. If she has
two young children in daycare, she pays $800 or more per month, or almost $10,000 per
year. This amounts to half of her take-home pay or more. Unce she pays for working
expenses such as travel, clothing, and the conveniences she must purchase to fulfill her family
obligations, she may be only a few thousand dollars per year better off for all the bother and
stress of putting her children in daycare. But that few thousand dollars may make the
difference between paying the montaly bills and family financial disaster.

Tor more than & decade, Canadians have debated child care as a public policy issue. For
most Canadian families with young children, however, who cares for their children while
they are on the job and how that care is provided is far more than a debating topic. it 1s a
centrai reality that dominates their lives, their work and their consciousness.

One of the main sources of informal child care that often goes unnoticed is that provided
tv grandparents. Qver 17% of Canada’s seniors provide some kind of supplemental <hild
care to their families. Is this an age-old solution to a current problem? Or, is it an unfair
burden given the circumstances and needs of today’s seniors?
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A piace for grandparents

In 1991, about 12% of Canada’s total population were seniors aged 65 and over ~ twice as
high a proportion as in 1961. Canada’s senior population now stands at close to 3.2 million.

With the aging of the baby boom, it is projected that by the year 2036, that number will
climb to 8.7 million.
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< When the question vl w o
Most of Canada’s seniors live indepzndently in one way or another. Nearly two out of three et ton thephtes

seniors (63%) live in private households with other relatives, most often with their spouse cr ‘;;","_";"’r';ll"‘l_”l'_";"":"l""f:"I"”' ©
their children. One out of every four seniors (26%) lives alone. The remaining 9% live in lettgire other imstrtutions
collective households such as homes for the aged and nursing homes. Canada has one of the T havcaralg i carea®ing
world’s highest rates of institutional living for seniors. e prgbure iy of s
Many Canadians fear that the rapid aging of Canada’s population will mean an :"”:""Il':'l,:’l"::'(':lk"*
unbearahle strain on the nation’s economy and on our social safety net. This fear may be g B il conkd
worse than the reality. People are not cnly living longer, they are healthier too. There is a U e ety contaien
continuing trend toward independent living. Over the past twenty years, the proportion of T ettt Atk te
seniors maintaining their own households has increased, from 74.9% in 1971 to 83.5% in - ’v"," ';:;,'ff:":";’;,;:,'Z'";,”\'
1991. During the same period the proportion of seniors living in households maintained by AP ponethyling,:.
someone else has dropped from one in four to just one in six. Pt e it
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The big exception to this trend is in Newfoundland, where the proportion of older seniors
living in other people’s homes is 20%. This probably indicates the tighter family and
community bonds of that isolated and traditiorally-minded province, as well as its less
affluent economy.

Living arrangements of seniors vary greatly by gender. Because women over the age of 75
tend to live longer than men the same age, most older seniors — 62% — are women, and two
out of three of them (65%) are widowed. The exact same proportion (65%) of older senior
men are married. Six out of ten older senior men (58%) live in their own homes with their
spouses, a far higher percentage than for women (20%). While only 17% of older senior men
live alone, four in ten (39%) older senior women do.

For these and other reasons, many of the oldest Canadian women are poor. Indeed, 70%
of older senior women live alone on household ircornes of less than $20,000, compared with
just 50% of men in this age range. On the other hand, the growing number of older senior
womten who have a place of their own is also due to government income security programs
that have been developed for seniors over the past decade or so. Thanks to theses programs,
they can afford a place of their own.

"Sandwich generation” boxed in

No matter where senior family members may reside, they often must depend on younger
family members for at least some support. This reality weighs heavily on many families.
Parents who must care for both their young children and for one or more of their own
parents have become known as the sandwich generation. These parents often feel stretched
beyend the limit, caught between responsibilities to their loved ones.

Once again, the burden falls mainly to the women in these familics, Women spend about
twice as much time caring for elderly relatives as men do. As the intensity of that care and the
seniors’ needs increase, so do work conflicts for the caregivers. In one study, women giving

- care to older family members missed an average of 35 hours of work per year - nearly a full

week — on that account. One in five of them had thought about quitting work entirely due to
their caregiving responsibilities. In another study, one in three caregivers had either quit or
adjusted their jobs to fit with their responsibilities for older family members.




Most people with disabilities live
with their families

Many Canadians — one in seven — have disabilities. And the vast majority of them live with
their families.

Studies indicate that approximately 3% of all children are disabled in some way and the
proportion with disabilitics increases with age. For more than one third of these children,
their disabilities are severe enough to limit their participation in school, play and other
normal activities. Parents who are raising and caring for children with disabilities experience
increased stress and also a greater financial burden.

Of those Canadians aged 15 and over, approximately 14% have some form of disability.
Most live with their families as husbands, wives, single parents, and so on. However, three in

ten do not.

72. Disiribution of Adults With Disabilifies*
by Family Status

Husband 32%

Not in family 29%

Child 7%

Not stated 1%

Female single parent 5%

Male single parent 1%
Wife 25%

* lacludes all persons with disobilifies aged 15 and over nat residing in institutions in 1986

Prepared by the Centre for International Statistics

Somie people believe that » great many disabled adults live with their parents. It isn’t true. Of
the adults with disabilities who live with their families, only one out of every fiftcen (6.5%)
are dependent children aged 15 and over. [n fact, husbands represent about one third of all
adults with disabilit’. s who live in familics. '
living with a disability can be hard, and the effects on families can be profound. The

disabilities themselves and the lack of opportunities for disabled people tend to limit their
prospects. The result is high rates of poverty and unemployment for people with disabilities
and their families. In 1986, for example, over one third of the disabled population had only a
primary school education. This compares with one sixth in the general population.
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In 1986, one quarter (25.4%) of the disabled population lived in poverty. Only 15.5% of
the general population was poor. As with other groups in our su.iety, young people and
women with disabilities are particularly vuinerable. They have higher poverty rates thun other
persons with disabilities. And being poor carries a double burden for most people with
disabilities because of the extra costs they face. Paying for medication, mobility aids and
other special needs strains the budgets of most disabled people and their families.
Calculations of poverty rates do not take into account any such additional costs.
If ordinary families find it a gri.id just to keep going, imagine the stress for familie
disabled persons. In addition to the extra costs, most must make special arrangements to

assist or take care of their disabled family members. Like employed parents of young

children or the adult children of frail elderly people, families of disabled people often carry a
difficult burden. It’s always with them, and it affects every aspect of their lives.
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With a little help from ovur friends... | R
_. “d fﬂmily - -Avr:o;wg"tlu'_p_c;oyl;;zﬁ'vlto .

" called (thePhiludelphia

1 4 . .
. o . ) . Geriatric Center) for help
For people with disabilities, for seniors, and, indeed, for nearly everyone, how well we get it one rypfml ,lﬂ,. wer
along depends on the support we obtain from those around us, Whether from family, - an exhausted, 70 :year-old

woman who couldno _

. . . . ) " . . Ao er 9o ol carin orhcr
Canada has written about the lifestyles of older seniors, “Most older seniors...had people in = d:sfbhfj, 93—year~§l{l

friends, or the state, most of us draw on the help of others. As one analyst with Statistics

their lives they could rely on for support and perceived their lives as happy. Many older " motheg a recently-
seniors also provided help to others.”™ In this respect, they are like most Canadians. While + widowed 50- year-old who )
had just completed her
_ eilucation in preparation
- for a retvirn to spork, but
" found that hér mother
" had Alzheimer’s disease

73. Percent of Seniors Who Provide Unpauid Help* 2 and could not be lft
to Family Ovtside Their Household, dlone; a couple in thelr

late 60s with ffiree frail

by Type Of “elp PrOVided " parents betwéey theni; a

50% - divorcee of 57 whp was
B L] b

receiving help from others, they also return the favour and help others out.

Bl renies _-cmir;g for two disabled
sons, a 6-year-old

* grandchild, and an 87 -
year-bld wheelchajr- -

- bound mother; and o
young couple in their
early 30s, about to have
their first child, who had

" taken two older people”
into their home.- the .
“wife's terminally-ill
motiter and the confused, "
“incontinent grandmother

10% %H | P v o ) for swhom the mother had
5% B 5%' | 13 . been caring. .
o & | ‘I By A B S . ¢, Elaine Brody™
E' j ll__ : i M e s .
Housework rlome Tmnsponanon Child Core ~ Personal Financial ~ One or More s
Maintenance Care Support of Above

* Over o ore year period; includes formal voluareer work

P.epared by the Centre for International Stafistits

Many of those who worry whether society can care for an increasingly older population often
overlook the contributions that seniors themselves make to others. In 1990, one out of every
two seniors (over 65) provided assistance to persons living outside of their houschold.
Unpaid transportation, financial support and child care were the most common forms of

help provided.
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Housework Home  Tramsportation  Child Care Personal Financial  One or More
Maintenante Care Support of Above

* Over o one year period; indudes formal volunteer work

Prapared by the Centre for Internatianal Statistics

Famiiies helping families

The helpful efforts of seniors come as part of a lifelong pattern. Canadians of all ages provide
unpaid social and economic support not only to these living within their households, but to
family, friends and neighbours, and voluntary organizations. The types of support provided
are many, ranging from help with cooking and cleaning, to home maintenance,
transportation, child care and financial support.

75. Percent of Canadians Who Provide Unpaid Help*
to People Outside Their Household,
by Type of Help Provided

100% -— e
o hdes Females

7%
A B .
Home  Transporiation  Child Lare Personat Financial ~ One or More
Maintenonce Care Support of Above

* Over o one yeor period; indudes formol voluntaer work

Prepored by the Cantre for Internationol Statistics
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In 1990, Statistics Canada found that three out of four Canadians aged 15 and over provided
unpaid services to someone living outside of their own household. Among the types of help
provided, transportation was the most common {50%), followed by child care and home
maintenance (32% each). Of the latter two, women are more likely to provide help with
child care and men more likely to provide help with home maintenance.

Canadians had a similar record of helping family members living outside their
households.

76. Percent of Canadians Who Provide Unpaid Help*
to Family Outside Their Household,
by Type of Help Provided

60%
B v L mals B renoes
o 50%
40% ' . .
) Thirty percent of women
aged 75 apid over received
20% “help from a daughter, ‘
tompared with 19% of .
men that age.. Help from
20% sons was received by 22%
of women and 2]% of
men. Among older seniors,
10% - 12% of womgen and 8% of

men were helped by
grandchildren, shile
other family members

Personal financial ~ One or More

Housework Home _ :
Maintenance Care Support of Above " helped 19% of women and

0% o[men.' o

' -, Saudrine Prasil”

* Over a one year period; includes formol volunteer work

Prepored by the Centre for International Stafistics
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Families in motion

The work of “milics goes on, regardless of where their members may live. Itis often difficult,
however, for familics to care for their own because their members increasingly live at a
distance from one another.

In 1989, for example, nearly one in five adults (18%) changed residences. Most of them,
however, remained in the same region. Only 26% of all movers in 1989 moved more than 50
kilometers. More than half of all movers (54%) moved within 10 kilometers of their
previous residence.

77. Mobhility Status of Canadians

Yonr of Last Move (as of Jan. ]99(»

Before 1980 29%
1985-88 32%

1989 18%

Distance Moved

Under 10 km 54%
10- 50 km 20%
51-999 km 14%
1,000 km or more  12%

Never moved 5% —
Not stated 2%

1980 - 84 14%

Prepared by the Centre for Internationel Statistics

Why are Canadians on the move? Among those who moved the farthest (1,000 km or more),
44% cited their work or another family member's work as the reason. For those staying
closer to home (moving 50 km or less), the primary reasons were needing a larger home
(229%), followed by purchasing a home (16%). Overall, wanting a larger home motivated
17% of all moves, and employment-related reasons accounted for 16% of all moves.

While men and women were equally likely to move in 1989, women were much more
likely to move because of a family member’s employment than were men (7% and 1%
respectively). Men were more likely to move for reasons related to their own employment
than were women (16% and 9%). This is further evidence that although most women are
now in the work force, the careers of their husbands continue to dominate family decision-
making and economie. life.

As people age, they tend to move less often. Canadians aged 15-34 were the most maobile
(28% of them moved in 1989, compared to the national average of 18%), followed by those
aged 35-44 (16%), 45-54 (8%), and 55 and over {6%).

Not surprisingly, renters moved more than homeowners (33% compared to 12% in
1989). University-cducated persons were three times more likely to move than those with a
Grade 9 education. This probably refiects their wider options and greater financial security.

Most Canadians get plenty of experience moving. Only one in three (35%) “anadian
adults had lived in their residence for 10 years or more, and just one in twenty had never

146

moved.
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Canada has become a highly mobile society. Not only does this make it hard for families
to remain in contact and support one another, it affects communities as a whole. As people
increasingly move from an area in search of jobs and opportunities, they leave the important
relationships that have been part of their lives. It takes time to re-establish these links in a
new location. Most recognize how hard it is for children to establish themselves in a new
school, but it can be just as hard for adults to get settled in a new neighbourhood. Little
things can add up, like who feeds the cat when you go away, how to get to work if the car
breaks down, or finding the best places to shop . Without the support of trusted friends,
family, and neighbours, it is harder for most pcople to get along,
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That long-distance feeling

Despite their mobility, about half of all Canadians live within 50 km of their parents. Adult
children seem to live closer to their mothers than to their fathers. However, this differential
is explained primarily by the fact that mothers tend to live longer than fathers. Also, with the
higher rates of separation and divorce recorded in recent years, children who no longer live at
home have maintained more regular and frequent contact with their mothers than their
fathers. Over one third of children (35%) live within walking distance (10 km) of their
mothers whereas only one quarter live within 10 km of their fathers. At the other extreme,
the situation is reversed. Only one quarter of all Canadians (24%) live over 400 km from
their mothers, yet one third (32%) live over 400 km from their fathers.

78. Distance Children* and Mothers Live Apart

1-10km 36%
11-50km 19%

>1,000km 17%

51-100kia 7%
101 - 200 km 7%
201 - 400 km 7%
401-1,000km 7% -

1-10km 75%
11-50km 20%

51-100km 11%
101 - 200 km 6%
201 - 400 km 6%
401-1,000 km 10%
> 1,000 km 22%

* Children refers fo those 15 years and o /er, nol residing in the parentol home

Cakculated by the Centre for (nternational Statistics
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. The patterns of contact between children and their mothers and fathers follows a similar o ' .
pattern to that of the distances they live apart. No matter how far they live from their
parents, chiidren visit their fathers less frequently than their mothers.

79. How Often Mothers and Children* Visit
by the Distance Between Them

100%
80% ]
—
60%
o [
40% i Bt
. b ,
0% B - . 2
kK 2K B | :
A I . | ] s
. :D_. G WA - '__’i
1150 51-100 101-200  201-400 401 -1,000

Kilometres
- M least once/week C ) Alecst once/month
£ tess than onte/month ' Nof af ol
* Children refers Yo those 15 y=ars and older, not residing in the parental home

(u.l-c-uloled by the Contre for international Stetistics

80. How Often Fathers and Children* Visit
by the Distance Between Them

100%
80%
: 60% -
™ 40% . “}
b L L + d
RIS, : :
20% Pl i = 1 3
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1-10 11-5  51-100 101-200  201-400 401-1,000 > 1,000
Kilometres

J——

- Aleostonce/week 1. | Atleast once/month
[ 1 Less than once/month ‘ Not at all

* Children refers to those 15 years and older, not residing in the parental home

Cakulated by the Centre for fntecnational Statistics
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When children who are on their own live further than 10 kilometres away, the frequency of
weekly visits decreases substantially. It becomes niore likely that they will see each other
monthly, rather than weekly. As the distance increases to between 100 and 200 kilometres,
the frequency of monthly visits begins to decline. Visiting less than once a month becomes
more common. When the distance between children and parents increases to over 1.000
kilometres, it becomes quite common for children not to visit with their parents at all.

The difference between the amount of contact children who no longer live at homie have
with their mothers and fathers shows up even more strongly in how often they contact their
parents by phone or letter. Children write or phone their mothers at a much greater rate than
they do their fathers, regardless of the distance between the child and the respective parent.
One out of five such children who live over 1,000 kilometres from their mother commiuunicate
with her at least weekly. That's more than twice as often as those who live more than 1,000
km from their fathers contact them. On the other hand, fewer than 1% of these children
never phone or write to their mothers. Yet nearly 20% of children never write or phone their
fathers, regardless of the distance between them.

And how often do grandchildren visit with their grandparents? While it is known that the
frequency of contact gradually decreases as the grandchildren grow older, even when they
reach their late teens, a large proportion (almost 40%) see their grandparents at least once a
mionth. However, one-fifth of grandchildren never visit their grandparents and over one-
quarter never phone or write.

Contact between these generations provides the grandchildren with the opportunity to
gain a sense of their family's history, background or culture. When that contact is lost, many
miss the love and security that grandparents can provide, and the grandparents miss out on
the hope, fun and togetherness of watching their grandchildren grow. As for the parents in
the middle, they lose out on a valuable source of parenting experience and advice, when their
parents and their children lose touch with one another.

Canadians have found various ways to deal with the “grandparent gap”. Some
communities encourage intergenerational programs in order to give children without nearby
grandparents and clderly people with no young relatives a chance to benefit from one
another’s company. A growing problem is the number of grandparents who become cut off

from grandchildren after a divorce. Some have even organized in order to help them gain

access to their grandchildren. This is anothics illustration of how the ties of family remain,
regardless of where family members live, or with whom.
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81. How Often Grandporents and Grandchildren”
Visit with One Another

Less than once/month 41%

At leost once/month 22%

At least once/weex 17%

Not at all 20%

In#hé presence of
grandparentsand  -*

How Ofien Grandparents and Grandchildren” " wranilchildren, the past
Phone and Write to Cne Another *.. “and the futute merge’in -

[ iltépreseu-l.
’ Margaret Mead™

Less than once/month 33%

M least once/month 22%

M least once/week 16%

Not at ol 29%

* Granghildren refers onty to those 15 yeors and over

Colculoted by the Centre for Internotiona! Stafistics
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82. How Often Siklings Visit with One Another

Less than once/month 32%

At least once/week 34%

Hot at alf 10%

At least once/month 24%

At least once/month 30%

Less than once/month 24%

Notatall 6%

At least once/week 40%

Colculated by the Centre for Intecnationel Stofistics

Siblings manage to maintain somewhat more contact with one another than with their
parents.

Over onc third of siblings who live apart visit with ore another at least once a week. An
even larger portion write or phorie their siblings weekly. Only one in ten never visit with
their siblings and even 2 smaller portion never write or phone.

For many people, the word family conjures up a rather limited image: two parents and
their children. The reality of families has much more variety and texture. Qur connections
with one another do nut dissolve simply because children grow up and inove away. Which
roof we sleep under does not determiine who we help or from whom we receive support.




Troubled homes:
M the down side of family

At best, family can be a source of strength and support, joy and love. Sadly, it is not for a
great many Canadians. The life of a family takes place somewhere between the public world
of work, school and society and the private world of the individual. World events, social
trends, cultural beliefs, economic pressure, the conflicts between old ways and modern times
— all the things that affect individuals are played out on the family stage.

Many people feel that their families are not as harmonious or as pleasant as they would
like. Members of .he various generations may find themselves in conflict over fundamental
issues such as child-rearing, work, or money matters. Siblings and other family members can
carry resentments and grudges that go on for decades. In families, people can develop hurt
feclings, guilt or low sclf-esteem. These emotions can haunt them through their adult lives.
Such things happen in many, if not most families. Overall, most of us feel that we must take
the bad along with the good, and we attempt to work things out, smooth things over, or
simply ignore minor family aggravations in order to get on with the more positive aspects of
family life.

Some family problems, however, cannot be swept under the rug. Wife assault, child or
clder abuse, or living with someone who abuses alcohol or drugs can make family life awtul.
For too long, society has attempted to ignore these serious issues. Today, most Canadians
finally realize that these problems are far more commor and serious than had been
previously belicved. 1f we truly care about families, we must act to prevent and end all forms

of abuse.

Families and abuse

Abuse of many kinds takes place in a great many Canadian families. This reality has reccived
increasing attention in recent years, mainly because women started speaking out against the
assault of women. Now that the extent of such assault has been brought out in the open,
other forms of violence and abuse within families have been acknowledged and exposed.

Abuse within families goes beyond the injury inflicted by one family member — most
often a man ~ on another, usually a woman, child or elder. It is about the abusz of power, a
more powerful person taking advantage of a less powerful person. In most cases, the
perpetrator uses assault or the threat of it to keep the victim in a state of intimidation and
fear. In this way, he controls both the victim and, often enough, everyone elsc in the family as
well.

It is hard to gauge the extent of violence and abuse within Canada’s families. What is
known is that many Canadian women, children and old people are not safe within their own
families.

Victims of abuse are constantly intimidated. Many, perhaps most, fear for their lives, the
lives of their children or both. Daily news reports of domestic murders confirm the validity of
their fears. In many cases, victims come to accept the blame their abusers heap upon them. In
abusive families, it is not uncommon for victims to blame themselves for the abuse, nor is it
uncommon for victims to maintain a sense of loyalty and commitment to family members
who abuse them, Blame, shame and loyalty combine with raw intimidation, making it "ard

for victims to take the steps necessary to end the abuse.
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Wife assauit

Accurate figures on wife assault are hard to obtain because so many cases of wife assault are
nat reported to the police. Statistics Canada reports, however, that fully one half of all
Canadian women have experienced at least one incident of violence since the age of 16. The
same survey indicated that one-quarter of all women have experienced violence at the hands
of a current or past marital partner. Ore in six currently-married women reported violence
by their spouses. One-half of women with previous marriages reported violence by a previous
spouse.'™

Until recently, wife assault and male violence against women in general were openly or
tacitly accepted throughout most of our society. It was assumed that wives and women
played a subservient role to husbands and men.

Old ways die hard. Despite changed social values and increased awareness, women and
girls are too often still valued on the basis of their ability to attract and keep a man. Tecnage
boys still pressure, coerce or force th  dates to have sex. Large numbers of married men still
use all kinds of exzuses 10 justify beating or killing their wives.

Wife assault affects the whole family. Children witness it and they live with the
consequences. Growing up in a violent home can hurt children in many ways, including;

«  low self-esteem, lack of seif-confidence, insecurity, fear, anxiety

«  guilt and a sense of responsibility for their mother’s suffering and their father’s anger

«  shame, o-ial isolation, inability to express feelings

nightnisres, slecp disturbances, bed-wetting, poor impulse control

imitative bzhaviour including aggression towards the mother and other women
delinquency

increased responsibility within the family (for mother or younger siblings), sometines
resulting in severe distress

difficulties at school.
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< " Will the ¢vidence of

Seniors are often at risk of violence and abuse hecause they are more vulnerable, and in many / family violence ever end?
Following the issuesof: -~ = -
child abuse, spouse abuse. <,
and sexual.abuse which -

The elderly were victims of 2% of ali <ivlent crimes reported in 1991, while making up ;" Jyiave been addressed in
sequence over the ;mct'ZO
years, we must now face

. . . . . . the painful facts of abuse
In 1989 a national study surveyed 2,000 seniors (over 63) who lived in private dwellings " of elderly people by their -

cases dependent on others. The perception and fear of violence among the clderly, however,
may be higher than the actual level of violence they experience.

6% of the population. Thus, the elderly were, in fact, less likely to be victims of violent
crimes than were the non-elderly.

about elder abuse, Approximately 4% reported some type of abuse. Financial abuse was the . cdregivers, in the Jome.
Maost of the abuse goes )
unreported because of the *
o+~ embarrassment and fear
experienced by a smaller, but not insignificant number of seniors, most of whom were - of reprisal by the elderly
abused by their spouses. peop!c affected,
: e Mish Vndasz’ ‘

. most common form and was more likely to be committed by distant relatives or non-
S relatives than by close family members. Verbal abuse was widespread, and physical abuse was

As Rachel Schlesinger reminded us, “We must be aware of the crime of elderiy abuse, and

we must begin to initiate programs and attitudes to prevent it. We support rape-crisis Proportwn of!cerg;ge

centres, we fight to help the battered wife, and we speak out against child abuse in all forms. ! . wuyaways in Toronto who
We fight for quality of life. Why are we siient when our mothers and grandmothers struggle | had been bl""”" as.
Lo . . . . . " © childgen: 75%
alone and in silence in their battle for survival, for growing old in an atmosphere of dignity
] . > v anus, McCormack,
] and understanding? We must provide the strength for those who no longer have much ‘, Bugess and Hn_rtnm,n

strength. We must hear the silent cries, and our voices must help them speak. We too will .
_ Proportron of male .
" advlescenit prostitiites
- found by ane study to
" have been physically or
emotionally abused by -

Child ﬂbuse _f“:,fl!}j 1ftember5' 72%

D.K. stberq' b

grow old, and we too want to live in a world of mutual respect, love. and care, not increased

vy

elderly abuse, not a world of ‘granny-bashing.

. . e
Child abuse is the mistreatment or neglect of a child by a parent, guardian or caregiver, - Proportion of{nmih’es in

resulting in injury or significant emotional or psychological harm. It can take the form of " which:the svoman i3- .
assaulted and the chililresi = - -

- . . - e . _have also been abused:
Child abuse, like other Kinds of abuse within families, is vastly undei-reported. Neglect is s OME third

physical abuse, sexual abuse, emotional abuse or neglect.

more prevalent than physical abuse. R ]affe, Wolfc and W:}sau
The effects of child abuse are profound. It can lead to delinquency, criminality, mental C . .
....beta,uSe some fnmxlws,
have financial; personal,
problems. Victims are at risk of suffering from learning disabilities, brain damage, .. sacial or family resources

illness, developmental delays and increased risk-taking, among other personal and social

malnutrition and language delays. Rescarchers and front-line professionals seport that a © - inreserve, thiey can better

. . S . . . . resist the stress of poverty; .
huge proportion of prison inmates, and mental hospital patients experienced abuse as f poverty,
-ayd $ $0; do better than

Kt .
chiidre - others.-But that should .
Child abuse happens in all kinds of families, regardless of their econemic status, their - “not make us forget that

" heritage, or their structure. There are more reports of child abuse, however, among lower- . -,b"" ’,',"" of discord or
. T . e " iolente iso lgss high
e income families. In part this may be due to greater willingness on the part of teachers, other _
) g ) ) Jamilies living m povertv
professionals and neighbours to report such farailics, greater willingness on the part of child The data are'pitifess: as
welfare agencies to intervene, and greater willingness on the part of the justice system to © with dangerons ghway,

© curves, ‘we cin usv {Iu’
oar famlhes ina*
dlsmrr ta predict very
) nrmqmely where the most
o * faanily violepce will occur
“in the wext, six months.
«  Canil Boschard ™

prosecute. It may also be partly due te the higher levels of stress, frustration, isolation and

despair experienced by poor or vulnerable families,

NP B
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- Propertion of feritale

adolescent runaways in.’
Toronto who had, .~
experienced childhogd

. sexual abyse; 75%
“-Proportion of male *

adolescent runaways int
Toronto Who had T
experienced childhood
sexual abuse: 38% . -
" Jamus, McCorrvacks
: 1d Harwnan

Child sexual abuse

Child sexual abuse can have devastating long-term consequences. Many teenage run-aways
feave home on account of it. Adult women survivors of childhood sexual abuse are more
likely than others to experience depression, self-destructive behaviour, poor sclf-esteem,
substance abuse, anxiety, and feelings of isolation and stigma.

Nine times out of ten, children who are sexually abused know their abuser...as father,
stepfather or uncle or brother or neighbour. Parents, in street-proofing young children, often
focus exclusively on the dangers posed by strangers. While strangers can and do abuse
children, it is far more common for children to be sexually abused by people they know and
trust.

Reports of child sexual abuse are on the increase. The federal government reports that in
five study sites (Calgary, Edmonton, Regina, Saskatoon and Hamilton) between 1988 and
1992, there was an increasc in the number of cases of child sexual abuse reported to police,
more charges were laid, more cases involving very young victims were prosecuted, and more
vounger victims testified in court. During this period, 70-80% of the victims were female,
most victims were under the age of 12, and 15-22% were under the age of five. The vast
majority — over 94% - of accused abusers were male. Most of them were adults but
approximately one-quarter of them were under the age of 18.

It is clear that abuse and assault occur in many families and that women and children are
the main victims. [t is also clear that few hard facts exist to document the dimensions and
extent of the problem. What is known is that its causes and consequences arc complex and
that the effects are often tragic, profound and far-reaching. It affects their future relationships
and families. Individuals and society pay enormous costs when people’s lives arc altered or
misshapen by abuse. Violence and abuse within familics is not merely a personal or family
problem. It is a serious social problem that affects all of us.
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It would be wrong to overlook or underestimate the significance of problems that occur
within families. The family is a stage on which we play out all kinds of dramas, our greatest
sorrows and trials as well as our greatest joys and successes. We dare not gloss over the real
problems that family members bring home and, in some cases, continuc within the privacy of
the home. Yet despite the many problems, family today remains incredibly popular. The vast
maijority of us feel we cannot live without it. And the enduring strength of families is that
together, they cope, adapl, and, in most cascs, survive.

Canada’s families today maintain the age-old tradition of caring and sharing. At the same
time, they face many challenges. They're more rushed and have less time. They’re more
spread out and see cach other less often. They have more obligations and opportunities vying
for their time and attention.

Employers, governments, schools, community organizations, service providers and famity
members themselves can al help to support Canada’s families as they cope with their
commitments and stresses. How best can we establish the kinds of support for families that
are most effective and sustainable in the long term? Finding a balance between support and
intruding on privacy and independence is tricky. It is equally challenging to get all the parts
of the community pulling together in a coordinated way.

There are a variety of approaches to supporting families. One is to increase resources
available to all families to help them carry out their family responsibilities. This is a broad
category. Examples at the community level include anything from a recreation program to a
Neighbourhaod Watch to a food-buying co-op. At another level, governments provide
resources through such measures as income security programs, tax exemptions, and subsidies
for recreation or child care.

The voluntary sector has always played a strong part in providing resources to families.
In an age of “donor fatigue,” however, it is important to be mindful of the limits of what can
be done by volunteers. Public institutions such as schools and hospitals have also provided a
great deal of family support. Will they be able to continue this role in an age of cutbacks?
"ncreasingly, employers are beginning to recognize the important contribution they can make
in assisting their employees to balance the often-conflicting demands of work and family.
Morcover, as the Conference Board of Canada has concluded:

“Organizations that respond to the changing needs of the labour foree will no doubt be in
a better position to attract, retain and motivate the employees necessary for their success.
...Those organizations that implement various family-responsive supports, particularly

in the arcas of child care (especially in emergency situations), personal and faraily-
responsibility leave and flexibility in working hours, may be rewarded through an increase
in employee morale; reductions in employee stress, absenteeism and turnover; and fewer

[X1)

premotion and transfer refusals.”

It is also vitally important to assist vulnerable families or vulnerable family members.
This kind of high-profile help includes evervthing from service clubs helping people with
disabilities to special income support programs from governments, Examples include
transportation or housing subsidics, clothing and food banks, support groups for disease

victims, and targeted “head-start” programs for young children from poor neighbourhoods.
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There must continue, to be -

- wcrisis-oriented services
becauseé'the ambulance at
the bottom of tbe_cliﬁ can

. sonietitnes save the
‘wounded. But it is the
fence around the top that
really matters, andno ~ * -,
approach to family policy
that ignores the univedsal
needs of families for
assistance can succeed.

Don Edgdr'™

Families mattered itinhe
past; they continue to
matter in the present; and
they will matter still, in
the uilcc’rtnilenrs of oirr’
future, ®
C.P. Cowan and
" C.A. Cowan™

It can be sticky, though, to determine just who “deserves “help and how that determination
will he made. Again, a balance must be struck between treatment and prevention. Finding
effective interventions is not straightforward. Establishing programs that work in an age of
business and government ausierity requires imagination and political will.

There is a growing preference for support that can improve the capacity of families and
family r embers to fultill their responsibilities. Education. self-help and health promotion
are good examples. If new parents can learn parenting techniques, for example, with the help
of parent resource centres, a night school class or an employee assisiance program, it may
prevent child development problems later in life. Such problems can disrupt families and
result in long-term costs for communities and goveraments. Empowering families to prevent
problems can be a cost-effective — and popular - form of sepport.

Another way to support families is to provide them witih supplemental services and
supports. If a company or a community group can assist families in obtaining child care or
elder care. for instance, families mav experience lower stress, which will enable them to get
on with their other important work, both at home and on the job. As Canadians contemplate
the costs of such programs, we must also consider what the negative impact of nof providing
such services would be. For example, employees who cannot find adequate child care may be
fe .ed to take unauthorized leave or quit prematurely, at great cost to their employers.

One successtul approach to family support is to assist families through transitional
stages. Getting married, having a new baby, moving to a new town, or having teenagers in
the house can be stressful. Programs such as marriage preparation, parenting classes,
Welconie Wagon or Parents Without Partners can help family members through difficult or
new stages in the family life cycle.

An indirect, vet effective, means to help families is to strengthen the supports to family
functioning provided by neighbourhoods and communities. If communities, governments,
and employers can establish and support recreation facilities and programs, family resource
centres, and community development initiatives, these can be of tremendous benefit to ali
kinds of families.

As they have always done, families change and adapt as their world changes. The world
will never go back to the “simpler™ times that may have existed yesterday. Today, our families
face new challenges, We depend on families for so much. It is not sufficient to simply ask the
question “What's wrong with families?” Instead. we must ask: “How best can all of us enrich
and supnort the lives of families so they can keep on doing the important things they have
always done?”
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