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Welfare Time Limits: Symbolism and Practice 

Abstract 
This paper examines time limits on the receipt of welfare, based on experiences in the United States and, since 2002, in British Columbia, the only province to have introduced time limits in Canada. In effect, time limits start a ‘clock’ running and when the time has expired, welfare recipients become subject to penalties, up to lifetime exclusion from welfare. 
The paper begins by describing the introduction of time limits in the US and Canada, detailing the often complex policies themselves. It then reviews the research evidence, drawing primarily on the US experience which has been more fully evaluated. Overall, the research shows that time limits are both philosophically flawed and a blunt and ineffective policy tool. Proponents of time limits advocate their use as part of a package of measures designed to change the behaviour of individuals and to reduce welfare “dependency”. Instead, the research shows that those who reach time limits face multiple barriers to employment. 
In practical terms, recognition of the human costs of time limits in both the US and British Columbia has led to the development of broad exemptions and extensions. While this has negated many of the impacts of time limits, the powerful symbolism remains. The presence of time limits graphically highlights the transformed purpose and scope of welfare. As such, while the practical impact in British Columbia has been significantly reduced, time limits continue to cast an ominous shadow over those in need of assistance. 
Welfare Time Limits: Symbolism and Practice 

Welfare policy has always been identified with high degrees of ideology and symbolism, that are often more important than specific outcomes for recipients (Little, 1998; Mink, 1999; Sayeed, 1995; Shragge, 1997; Seccombe, 1999). Yet, once the symbolic statement has been made -- and the government’s political agenda thereby satisfied -- policy makers and administrators must deal with the consequences: at times, the outcomes that flow from ideological choices are of little interest to government, while at others, unacceptable outcomes may necessitate modification of the original symbolic acts. 

Ontario’s embrace of “workfare” during the 1995-2004 period, for example, was politically successful because it portrayed the governments of Mike Harris and Ernie Eves as decisive on welfare reform. Tough rhetoric, combined with dramatic caseload declines, suggested the “welfare problem” was being solved and provided ongoing political benefit. The less important reality on the ground was that policy changes and bureaucratic barriers increasingly denied access to those in need; fewer welfare recipients were able to access programs that might seriously address unemployment and exclusion; and, whether on or off welfare, most remained in dire poverty (Herd, 2002; Herd and Mitchell, 2003; Herd et al, 2005; Lightman, 2003; Lightman et al, 2005a, 2005b, 2005c). 

Time limits on the receipt of welfare, on the other hand, represent a more problematic symbolic statement about the importance of reducing or ending welfare “dependence”. Though they take different forms, in effect, time limits start a ‘clock’ running and when the limit has been reached, welfare recipients become subject to identified penalties which can range up to permanent lifetime exclusion from welfare. Policy-makers must then deal with the human consequences of cutting people off from what is typically their last means of support. In some cases, these outcomes may be of little interest to governments, but in others it may prove necessary to rethink the draconian penalties. In such cases, the symbolism of time limits would remain, but, in practice, exemptions and extensions would reduce the most severe effects. 

The idea of time limits on welfare, as with so much else in contemporary welfare policy, began in the United States before being imported into Canada in British Columbia in 2002. The theoretical foundations for time limits derive from the same individual and cultural theories of poverty and unemployment which have driven the transition from “passive” to “active” welfare policies more generally. Ignoring the broader structural causations of poverty, such as changes in labour markets and discrimination, this approach characterizes welfare receipt as a problem which causes “dependency” (Fraser and Gordon, 1994; Little, 1999; Mead, 1997). As the cause of poverty resides with the individual, so too do the “solutions”: welfare recipients must pursue any and all labour market options, following “the shortest route to a job”. In this way, welfare has been restructured as a temporary, transitional support, directed towards ending people’s “dependence” as quickly as possible. Within this transformed system, time limits serve as an important symbolic and operational spur to encourage (or coerce) active job search by ensuring that receipt of welfare is of finite duration.  

The paper begins by briefly describing the background to the introduction of time limits in the US and Canada and detailing the often complex policies themselves. Next, it reviews the evidence on the impact of time limits in a number of key areas. Although research on time limits in the US remains limited, there remains a considerably larger knowledge base than in Canada. As such, the paper draws primarily on the American literature, supplementing it where possible with evidence from British Columbia. 
Overall, the research suggests that time limits are both a philosophically flawed and practically blunt policy tool. Despite this evidence, however, the struggle around time limits in Canada remains deeply engaged (Gable et al, 2003; Harris and Manning, 2005). A recent manifesto by former premiers Harris and Manning (2005: 28), for example, argues that not only have time limits “returned welfare to its original purpose: a short-term insurance program to provide assistance in times of emergency” but, moreover, that “jurisdictions that have established such time limits have also succeeded in reducing long-term welfare dependency”. While extensive exemptions and exceptions have modified their actual impact to date, therefore, time limits graphically highlight the fundamental changes to the purpose and scope of welfare, while casting an ominous shadow over those in need of assistance. 
The Road to Time Limits

In contrast to other key features of welfare reform, time limits have a relatively short history, dating only from the late 1980’s and early 1990’s (Moffitt and Pavetti, 2000). A number of factors were key to the introduction of time limit policies in the US, including changed beliefs about the purpose and scope of welfare, new research, and state waivers which permitted states to bypass existing federal laws and regulations to experiment with a wide range of welfare reform approaches (Rogers-Dillon, 2004; Williams, 1994).    

First, time limits had for some years served as a rallying call for social conservatives seeking to root out welfare “dependency”. In stark terms, time limits symbolized the new emphasis on work and self-sufficiency and were intended to send a clear message that welfare was temporary, rather than an open-ended entitlement. As the possibility of serious programmatic change became more real, time limits took on heightened significance. Politically, ideologically and symbolically, the implementation of time limits set a benchmark against which to measure the “seriousness” of welfare reforms. 

Second, emerging research on welfare duration (Bane and Ellwood, 1994; Ellwood, 1988) suggested that significant numbers remained on welfare for extended periods. This “point in time” analysis created the impression that welfare caseloads were much more stable and composed of far more long-term recipients than was actually the case (Blank, 1989; Pavetti, 1995). However, the findings fed into a political environment hungry for change, as both Republicans and Democrats struggled for ascendancy on reform. 

Finally, a number of states seized the initiative, using federal waivers to conduct small-scale experiments (Ochel, 2004). Most of these early waivers took the form of “delayed work requirements” and “reduced time limits” through which only a proportion of a family’s grant (typically the adult portion) was eliminated as time limits were reached. A much smaller number imposed “termination time limits” leading to the entire grant being cancelled. In addition, many of these limits were periodic rather than lifetime, and after a period of exemption, assistance could be resumed. 

By early 1996, 33 states were operating some form of time limit policy. Although there was very little research on the impacts of time limits and none on the impacts of non-termination waivers, the heightened political rhetoric led to a shift towards termination time limits. Indeed, the scientific discourse that surrounded policy experimentation and evaluation in many states was no more than a technocratic cover to the political goal of implementing an alternative model of welfare based on time limits (Rogers-Dillon, 2004). This goal was realized with the passage of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act in 1996 which eliminated the entitlement to welfare and imposed lifetime time limits on assistance provided under the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grant. As a result, in general, a family with an adult is limited to a life-time limit of 60 months of TANF-funded assistance, although some states have imposed even shorter time limits. 
In Canada, the road to time limits reflects similar ideological and political shifts regarding the nature and purpose of welfare. Most importantly, the end of the Canada Assistance Plan (CAP) and the passage of the Canada Health and Social Transfer (CHST) in 1995 fundamentally changed the philosophy and practice of social assistance (Herd et al, 2005; Lightman 2003; Shragge 1997). In contrast to a philosophy of universality, needs-based eligibility, and rights and entitlements which underpinned CAP, CHST embodied the emerging international consensus around market-based selectivity, social contracts and rights and responsibilities. The emphasis was now on compulsion rather than voluntarism, sanctions rather than incentives, and individualized obligations rather than collective rights (Herd et al, 2005). 

Specifically, CHST collapsed federal government payments for a range of social programs into one block grant. The impact was to reduce overall federal expenditure; erode inter-regional income transfers; increase provincial power over social programs; and undermine the legislative base of national standards. As a result of these changes, CHST dramatically changed the framework for social assistance on the ground. Whereas previously eligibility for social assistance was based on a sole unconditional determination that an individual was “in need” (or likely to be “in need”), the new legislation freed the provinces from this constraint, allowing them to adopt “work for welfare” (or workfare) programs and to disqualify certain groups from assistance.

The loss of national standards under CHST combined with greater provincial flexibility to open up the space for “local solutions”. However, reduced federal funding actively encouraged short-term and low-cost strategies and accelerated the trends towards “work-first” approaches regardless of provincial politics (Lightman et al, 2006). Consequently, solutions were typically narrowly constructed and focused on cutting rates, reducing eligibility and financial sanctions for non-participation (Morel, 2002). In Ontario, for example, the years following CHST saw the Progressive Conservatives introduce a number of dramatic social assistance reforms, including the infamous 22% reduction in welfare rates and tightened eligibility requirements (Herd et al, 2005). 
Beginning in the mid-1990s under the New Democratic provincial government, welfare was also dramatically reformed in British Columbia: assistance rates were cut and eligibility rules tightened. Despite talk of a “new era”, welfare retrenchment continued under the Liberal government. In January 2002, a broad package of welfare reform measures was announced which included further rate cuts, the introduction of a new “waiting period” requiring applicants to conduct a three week job search before their case is reviewed and the elimination of earnings exemptions. At the heart of reform proposals, British Columbia introduced a time limit "clock", which began to tick on April 1, 2002.

While proponents of time limits drew selectively on US experiences to argue that they would reduce dependency by forcing recipients to change their behaviour (Fraser Institute, 2001), the B.C. government said little about the inspiration behind this fundamental policy shift. Indeed, as Klein and Long (2003) note, the ministry service plan cited no research, nor did it highlight other jurisdictions as evidence that reforms would improve the lives of low-income people. Instead, financial and ideological factors appear to have driven the change. As part of the emphasis on “employment and personal responsibility”, time limits were introduced in order “to motivate employable income assistance clients to find jobs as quickly as possible” (MHR, 2004b). A commitment to cut overall provincial spending by $1.9 billion over three years, meanwhile, led to a 30% cut in the operating budget of the Ministry of Human Resources and provided the economic rationale for a more punitive approach (Klein and Long, 2003).  
Time Limit Policies 

In general terms, states in the US have implemented three forms of time limits:   

· Lifetime time limits which terminate or reduce assistance permanently;

· Fixed-period time limits which terminate or reduce assistance for a fixed period of time after which regular assistance can again be provided; and   

· Mixed models which terminate assistance after 24 months in a 60 month period and also after 60 months over the lifetime (Bloom et al, 2003; Rowe and Giannarelli, 2006).
By 2003 most states had time limits resulting in the termination of families’ welfare benefits: 23 states had a termination time limit at 60 months, and 17 states had a shorter limit. In addition, 8 states and the District of Columbia had a time limit that reduced benefits or changed the form of benefits after the limit was reached, and 2 states had no time limit. As the latter two categories included large states like California, Michigan, and New York, they comprised nearly half of the national welfare caseload.

States cannot use federal TANF funds to provide assistance to a family with an adult who has received assistance for 60 months. However, federal TANF funds can be used to provide assistance beyond 5 years for up to 20% of the average monthly state caseload. States are also able to use state funds to provide assistance to families in excess of the 20% limit. Moreover, at any time before the 60-month time limit, a state can provide assistance to a family using only state funds and thereby stop the federal time limit clock. In practice, therefore, “the federal time limit is not a limit on individual families but, rather, a fiscal constraint that shapes state policy choices” (Bloom et al, 2003: 2).

States have significant flexibility to adopt exemptions and extensions to the federal time limit policy (Rowe and Giannarelli, 2006). Essentially, an exemption relates to a circumstance under which a month of assistance does not count towards the time limit (the "clock stops"). State exemptions include: when parents or caretakers have disabilities (26 states); where there is evidence of domestic violence (18 states); when a parent or caretaker is elderly (17 states); where an adult is caring for a young child (16 states); and where child care is unavailable (8 states). 

Under extensions, meanwhile, assistance may be continued even though the family has reached its time limit. So, for example, extensions may be granted for reasons of domestic violence (24 states); good faith attempts to find work (20 states); and evidence of hardship (7 states). 

Clearly, the simple linear process of starting at zero and exhausting entitlements 60 months later does not occur with great regularity. While the ideological position is straightforward, the reality is more complex, and in a variety of different ways, states attempt to adjust their programs to meet both federal constraints and client needs.
Since April 2002 all welfare recipients deemed “employable” in British Columbia have been limited to twenty four months of cumulative assistance out of every five years. While any months of full or partial support and/or shelter assistance received after that date count toward an individual’s time (similar to the US), there were initially a number of exemptions -- seven in total -- including persons with disabilities or aged 65 years or older; single parents with a child under three years old; people caring for a disabled child; and those "temporarily excused" from seeking work. 

For those who reach time limits, the following policies apply (MHR, 2004a):

· employable singles: case closed;   

· employable couples, with both adults over the limit: case closed;  

· employable couples with one adult over the time limit: $300 reduction per month;

· single parents: benefits reduced by $100 per month; 

· two-parent families with one over the limit: benefits reduced by $100 per month; and  

· two-parent families with both over the limit: benefits reduced by $200 per month.

The introduction of time limits was met with fierce opposition by community agencies, unions, academics and municipal governments (Reitsma-Street and Wallace, 2004). Significantly, elected local councils across the province raised concerns about the impact of downloading responsibility for the survival of large numbers cut off from provincial assistance. This direct opposition combined with the problems of implementing an ideologically-driven policy to create pressures for further exemptions. 
In 2004, the list of exemptions was expanded from 8 to 25 specific circumstances, including pregnancy and drug and alcohol issues (see Appendix for full list). Essentially the final category -- which exempts individuals who have an employment plan they are in compliance with -- exempts almost everybody, as the requirement to develop such a plan is an integral part of eligibility for assistance in B.C.  Non-compliance with an employment plan includes: failure to search for employment; leaving employment without just cause; dismissal with just cause and failure to accept employment (MHR, 2004a). According to the provincial government these new criteria ensure that those who are unable to work or are actively seeking work will not lose assistance (MHR, 2004b).  
Advocates of time limits saw the extension of exemptions as a “disastrous U-turn” which effectively nullified the policy and reflected immediate political concerns rather than any genuine concern for those still struggling to make the transition from welfare to work (Clemens and Veldhuis, 2004). Certainly, the broadened exemptions mean that far fewer individuals in B.C. now face the threat of being cut off welfare. The policy, however, remains in place. And with the philosophy and ideology of time limits embedded in legislation, the concept of welfare as a transitional support, rather than one based on meeting need, is further entrenched. The Government of British Columbia continues to use time limits as a deterrent against “dependency”, while at the same time recognizing that widespread implementation risks unacceptable consequences.  
The Research Evidence

Identifying the impacts of time limits is extremely complicated. On the one hand, this reflects the challenge of distinguishing the effects of time limits from the effects of other welfare reform elements, from the effects of the economy in general and from the interaction of different welfare reform components. On the other, it recognizes the exceptional diversity in state policies and the key differences in the way similar policies are actually implemented in practice (Blank, 2002)
. 

Who Reaches Time Limits?

By 2002 approximately 231,000 cases had reached time limits in the US (Bloom et al, 2003). Of these, some 93,000 cases were terminated at the time limit, without an extension or further safety-net benefits, and another 38,000 had their benefits reduced. Nearly 29,000 cases were closed but were receiving alternative benefits through a state or locally funded program. The remaining 71,000 cases received an extension and were terminated later, left TANF voluntarily, or continued to receive assistance.

Reflecting a number of factors, including the strong economy and expanded financial supports for low-income working families, only a small proportion of recipients (approximately 54,000) reached the federal time limits of 60 months of continuous benefit receipt. Approximately 176,000 reached state time limits of fewer than 60 months, but again, few recipients (approximately 85,000) reached these limits after continuous benefit receipt. Significantly, in several states with shorter time limits, a large proportion of the recipients whose cases were closed were already employed (mixing work and welfare) before they reached the time limits (Bloom et al, 2003). 

Analysis of those who reach these various time limits suggests that they face more hardships and barriers to work than others who leave welfare for work, are more likely to lack a high school diploma, more likely to have physical or mental health problems, and less likely to live with an employed spouse or partner (Pavetti and Kauf, 2006; Rowe and Giannarelli, 2006). Typically, those who reach time limits fall into three broad categories:
· Those with multiple barriers to work who are long-time recipients or who cycle on and off assistance; 

· Those who are employed but remain eligible for cash assistance because their earnings are so low; and 

· Those who face few obvious barriers to employment but do not find jobs. 

Crucially, regardless of status, most studies suggest that those who leave welfare because of time-limits are struggling financially; and enforcing time limits has no positive effect on the likelihood of finding a job. A recent study, for example, found that low cognitive functioning, limited education and physical and mental health problems made it impossible for the majority of welfare recipients to find and sustain regular work, or even to participate regularly in welfare employment programs (Pavetti and Kauf, 2006).

To date, in British Columbia there is an absence of data on those who reach time limits. In February 2004 the provincial government issued a report projecting the number of recipients likely to be affected by time limits (MHR, 2004b). This estimated that some 339 employable clients who had been receiving assistance for more than two years might become ineligible over the coming year, or receive a rate reduction, as a result of non-compliance with their employment plan. 
Time Limits and Welfare Receipt

As well as seeking to reduce long-term welfare receipt, time limits attempt to change the behaviour of current or potential welfare recipients. In this regard, time limits may affect welfare receipt in a number of distinct ways (Bloom and Michalopoulos, 2001). First, the existence of a time limit might discourage potential recipients from applying for benefits. Second, those who reach time limits might be more likely to replace their lost income through work. Finally, time limits might encourage recipients to leave welfare faster, before reaching the limit, in order to “bank” some of their allocation. 

A small number of US studies have suggested that time limits reduce welfare use during the pre-time limit period, indicating that recipients change their behaviours even before their benefits are exhausted (Grogger, 2002; Grogger and Michalopoulos, 2003; Ochel, 2004). Grogger and Michalopoulos (2003), for example, found that the strength of this “behavioural effect” varied with the age of the youngest child in the family. As families can no longer receive welfare once their youngest child turns 18, those with young children seek to preserve future eligibility by reducing their current welfare use.

The notion of “banking” welfare, however, obscures the complex and painful daily realities of poverty which most recipients face (Edin and Lein, 1997; Lightman et al, 2005a). In addition, the greater needs of those who reach time limits compared to the general caseload suggest that the vast majority are in no position to act in this “economically rational” way. Adopting such an approach would require a clear understanding of the rules surrounding time limits. US studies suggest, however, that many recipients have at best a limited understanding of time limit rules. For example, one study found almost 40% of recipients were unaware they faced a time limit (Zedlewski and Holland, 2003). Greater proportions of non-English speakers and those with two or more work barriers had no knowledge of time limits. Other research suggests that among those who are aware of time limits, only half knew the length of the limit, many confused it with various state requirements and others were unaware of extensions and exemptions (Grogger and Michalopoulos, 2003). Finally, Bloom et al (2003) found that in an effort to send a “clear” message to recipients, states tended to ignore or gloss over policy details. For example, extension policies were seldom mentioned until recipients were close to the time limit, providing no opportunity to “manage” their use of welfare. 
Some commentators have claimed that time limits are forcing welfare recipients in British Columbia to change their behaviour, with potential months on assistance being saved as insurance against future risks (Clemens and Veldhuis, 2004). In reality, however, there has been no substantive research to date on the extent to which time limits may be changing the behaviour of welfare recipients. As in the US there is some research which suggests that welfare applicants remain unaware of possible exemptions (Wallace et al, 2006). Even if “banking” assistance was considered a serious option for recipients, therefore, the focus on a “clear” message appears to have diminished its impact.   

Time Limits and Efforts to Support Work

Once implemented, time limits begin to interact with other welfare policies and the evidence suggests that such interactions often negate the policy intent of time limits. Over recent years, for example, most US states have introduced more supports and policies to “make work pay” in an attempt to support the transition into work (Herd, 2006). Earnings disregards (or exemptions), for example, are a proven means of supporting employment by making it easier to combine welfare with work. They also provide a vital income supplement to impoverished recipients. 

The more generous the earned income disregard, the more months a family can work without losing eligibility for some amount of cash assistance. However, unless a state exempts months in which recipients work, each month on assistance counts toward the time limit. In this way, the positive impact of the disregard is substantially diminished by the imposition of time limits. Recognizing this, most states have sought to diminish the impact of time limits, acknowledging intensive supports as more appropriate.  
Similarly, in British Columbia prior to 2002, people on social assistance could engage in paid employment and keep a portion of that income. As part of the sweeping reforms, however, earnings exemptions were completely eliminated, making it harder for recipients to leave welfare for work (NCW, 2006). This policy change isolated BC as the only province without earnings exemptions for employable welfare recipients. As Klein and Long (2003) comment, while the BC government has borrowed many policy ideas from the US, it appears to have focused substantially more attention on policy “sticks” that restrict access to welfare (time limits, sanctions, and tighter eligibility rules), rather than policy “carrots” that help people make the transition to paid employment (child care, transportation, training/education opportunities). Indeed, in contrast to BC, the initial round of welfare reforms in the US saw increased spending on programs for low-income people during the post-1996 welfare reform period (Herd, 2006).

Time Limits and Life After Welfare 

The post-exit employment rates of time-limit leavers vary widely across US states (ranging from 50-80%) due to the complex array of state policies that shape who reaches the time limit or who is eligible for a time-limit extension. Overall, however, there is little evidence that ending assistance through time limits induces many recipients to work. Indeed, where success has been claimed it has proven impossible to disentangle the effects of time limits form other policies that promote work (Bloom et al, 2003). 
In addition, US studies suggest that even with exemptions and extensions protecting some of the most vulnerable, time-limited leavers who work have lower wages; work fewer hours; have lower incomes and are less likely to have benefits coverage (Colton et al, 2003; Crichton, 2003; Wemmerus et al, 2003). Whether in work or not, families that lose welfare due to time limits face serious hardships, including food insecurity, problems with housing and utilities, and unmet health care needs (Fremstad, 2004). 
As yet there is no research on the experiences of time-limited leavers in British Columbia. Again, however, there is little to suggest that those who reach time limits will fare significantly better than their counterparts in the US.  Indeed, the growing body of research on post-welfare outcomes in Canada paints a very similar picture to that in the US (Frenette and Picot, 2003; Lightman et al, 2005a, 2005b, 2005c). Studies show a higher incidence of part-time and temporary employment among those leaving assistance than among the rest of the labour force, with wages and weekly earnings far lower and significant hunger and hardship (Lightman et al, 2005a, 2005c). In British Columbia, two years after exiting assistance, the bottom third of welfare leavers found themselves with average family incomes of less than $2,700 per year (Frenette and Picot, 2003).  

Conclusion

Proponents of time limits advocate their use as part of a package of measures designed to limit “abuse” of the welfare system, to change the behaviour of individuals and, ultimately, to reduce welfare “dependency”. On the contrary, this review of the research on time limits to date demonstrates that time limits are philosophically flawed, as well as an ineffective policy tool. Rather than policy sticks, the evidence suggests that those who become subject to time limits face multiple barriers to employment and as a result require either more extensive supports to enter and remain in work or, in cases of severe health and other problems, access to more appropriate programs. The policy of cutting these people off social assistance because need extends beyond an arbitrary period rather than because needs have been addressed is both misguided and punitive.

In practical terms, recognition of the human costs of time limits in both the US and British Columbia has led to the development of broad exemptions and extensions to protect the most vulnerable. While this has negated many of the impacts of time limits, the powerful symbolism remains. The presence of time limits graphically highlights the transformed purpose and scope of welfare: from entitlement based on need to a limited, transitional support. As such, while the practical impact in British Columbia has been significantly reduced, time limits continue to cast an ominous shadow over those in need of assistance. 
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Appendix: Exemptions to Welfare Time Limits in British Columbia

1. Persons with Disabilities 

2. Persons with Persistent Multiple Barriers 

3. Pregnant women 

4. Children under the age of 19 

5. Single parents with a child under the age of three 

6. Single parents precluded from leaving the home for purposes of employment because they are caring for a disabled child 

7. Single relatives of a child under the age of three when the child is living in the relative’s home  

8. Single relatives of a disabled child living in their home when caring for the child precludes the relative from leaving the home for purposes of employment  

9. Single parents with a foster child under the age of three 

10. Single parents precluded from leaving the home for purposes of employment because they are caring for a disabled foster child 

11. Single caregivers for a child under the age of three in an out-of-care living arrangement 

12. Single caregivers precluded from leaving the home for purposes of employment because they are caring for a disabled child in an out-of-care living arrangement 

13. People in a special care facility or private hospital or who require extended care 

14. People precluded from leaving the home for purposes of employment because they are caring for a disabled spouse 

15. People with an alcohol or drug problem that interferes with their ability to search for, accept or continue in employment 

16. People with a mental health condition that interferes with their ability to search for, accept or continue in employment 

17. People with a temporary medical condition that interferes with their ability to search for, accept or continue in employment 

18. People participating in an alcohol or drug treatment program that interferes with their ability to search for, accept or continue in employment 

19. People leaving a violent or abusive relationship within the previous six months when the abuse or separation interferes with their ability to search for, accept or continue in employment 

20. People participating in a Training for Jobs program (including Bridging Employment program and English as a Second Language program) 

21. People receiving direct purchase services for employment training interventions where no Training for Jobs program providers exist in their community 

22. People participating in an English as a Second Language, Adult Basic Education, literacy or upgrading program 

23. People over the age of 65 

24. People receiving hardship assistance including refugee claimants who have not yet been granted permission to take up permanent residence in Canada 

25. People who have a time count of 24 months, have an employment plan, are complying with their plan, are actively looking for work, but have not been successful in finding employment.
�In addition, each research methodology has particular limitations. Three microeconomic approaches provide the main source of data about time limits: Leavers Studies, that analyze the behaviour and well-being of those who leave welfare because of time limits and generally use administrative and survey data; Random assignment studies, that measure the difference between the outcomes for an experimental ("treatment") group and a control group to determine the effect; and Econometric assessments based on non-experimental data collection.
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