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Social consensus is critical in reconciling equality and freedom, including the

creation and on-going modification of the welfare state. Without sufficient consensus

among the major societal groups and among citizens, reforms will not occur, or at least

not last for long. In the past 25 years there have been numerous efforts to reform

components of the three pillars of Canada’s pension regime. These pension reforms and

role of social consensus is shaping outcomes are unique, reflecting the particular

political and demographic conditions, and other characteristics of the nation.

Nevertheless, there are three insights that can be drawn that areof value for South

Korean policy makers and public administrators. First, frequent policy shifts or debates

can undermine the necessary consensus and stability required for individuals, and

organizations, to make longer term financial plans. Second, a modest mandatory public

plan will tend to draw widespread acceptance, at least within a liberal welfare state.

Third, a three pillarpension regime means that most Canadians do not rely solely on any

one component of the pension regime. Consequently, social consensus can be reached

more easily among the social partners and other stakeholders in under such conditions,

compared to a nation with only one major pension program.
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Ⅰ. INTRODUCTION

Equality and freedom are the alternatives that divide citizens in democratic countries.
The former choice (equality) means that government must intervene to reduce the
inequalities and hazards that markets create (Alesina and Rosenthal, 1995). The latter
choice (freedom) implies allowing citizens to benefit, or suffer, from the market-based
distribution of rewards. The welfare state is the tool that reconciles political equality with
economic freedomby altering the distribution of income from what it would be in a
notional free market (Myles, 1984). 

Social consensus is critical in reconciling equality and freedom, including the creation
and on-goingmodification of the welfare state. Without sufficient consensus among the
major societal groups and among citizens, reforms will not occur, or at least not last for
long. This paper analyses the manner and extent to which social consensus has been
attained in pension policy in Canada from 1980 to the present. It was during this time
period that, due to chronic government deficits, changes in the labour market, and
changing demographics, particularly dramatic reforms of pension programs were
planned. These typically sought to restrict benefits and eligibility and/or increase
contributions from individuals and employers, and therefore would require considerable
social consensus in order to be implemented. 

Canada is the world’s second largest nation, with a land mass 100 times that of South
Korea, yet its population of 32.6million results in an extremely low population density of
three inhabitants per square kilometer, compared to 480 for South Korea. Its cultural
diversity is reflected in a constitution that explicitly recognizes the official bilingualism
and linguistic duality of the nation as well as the multicultural essence of the society.  The
two largest groups in Canada are Anglophones and Francophones, with the latter group
comprised of over six million people mainly residing in the province of Quebec.
Individuals of Aboriginal descent represent nearly three and half percent of the
population (1.1 million) overall but make up a significantly higher proportion in the
western and northern regions of the nation. Immigrants form an important part of the
country, as Canada accepts more immigrants per person than just about any nation in the
world. In 2000, 18.5% of Canada’s population was foreign-born, compared to only 10.5%
in the United States of America (United States Census Bureau, 2003). 



Demographic pressures in Canada are slightly less severe than those in many
European nations. In 2000, 13% of the population was 65 years of age and older, compared
to18% in Italy and 16.4% in Germany. All the same, the Canadian change is now as rapid
as that of Eurocountries, and it will be more rapid once the large baby-boom generation
move into retirement ages. Whereas in Canada just over one in ten people were over 65 in
1986, fifty years later, in 2036, projections are that about a quarter of the population will
be over 65. Along with a median age of 45 years, and more than 12% of the population
aged 75 and over, this will make an aged society (Kerr & Beaujot, 2005). 

Canada is one of the most decentralized nations in the world, particularly when it
comes to social and labour market policies. Itsfederal structure means that governmental
powers and responsibilities are divided between the federal government and ten provinces
(and three northern territories). Federal powers relate primarily to economic and financial
policy, international affairs, defense, immigration, and criminal law. Provincial powers
are expansive in comparison to most nations including responsibility for education,
health, social assistance, the workplace, municipal institutions, and other fields. Given
these unique characteristics of Canada, achieving social consensus represents a
particularly challenge.

The next section of the paper outlines the key elements of Canada’s pension regime,
followed by overview of major developments in the past 25 year (section three), and an
analysis of  social consensus inherent in these (section four). The last section of the paper
discusses the applicability of the Canadian situation to South Korea, and draws
conclusions. The focus of this paper is on public pensions, however private pensions are
discussed to a lesser extent as they are a crucial component of Canada’s income security
system for older individuals.

Ⅱ. CANADA’S MULTI PILLAR PENSION REGIME

Canada’s pension regime conforms in many ways to the three pillar model advocated
by the World Bank and some other organizations for the past decade (The World Bank,
1994). The first pillar is a quasi-universal flat-rate pension financed from general tax
revenues composed of three separate programs: The Old Age Security program, begun in
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1951,provides a modest income beginning at age 65 for all citizens and permanent
residents who have lived in Canada for at least 10 years since age 18. The maximum
monthly payment for 2006 was $492 (393,600 won), while the average was close to that
amount at $463 (370,400 won). Individuals who have lived in Canada for less than 40
years receive a reduced pension, with each year of non-residency reducing the payment
by 2.5%. Theprogram is quasi-universal in that individuals with net income above
$62,000 (49,600,000 won) do not receive the entire amount, while those with income
above $101,000 (80,800,000 won) do not receive any payment at all. 

The second program-the Guaranteed Income Supplement-provides additional money,
on top of the Old Age Security pension, to very low-income seniors. In 2006, the
maximum monthly payment was $600 (480,000 won), while the average payment was
$410 (328,000 won). The supplement is not paid once the annual income of an individual
exceeds$14,500 (11,600,000 won) annually, with a higher cut-off threshold for a couple.

The third and much smaller program-the Allowance-provides income support for
those ages 60-64 whose spouse or partner receives the Old Age Security pension and the
Guaranteed Income Supplement, or has died. The vast majority of the recipients of the
Allowance are women. The Allowance is determined based on the annual income from the
previous tax year. At age 65, most people who receive the Allowance have their benefit
automatically changed to the Old Age Security Pensionand, for those with low income,
also the Guaranteed Income Supplement. 

The second pillar of Canada’s pension regime is composed of two earnings-related
pension programs: the Canada Pension Plan and the Quebec Pension Plan. The Quebec
Plan is almost identical to the Canada Pension Plan but applies only to those working in
the province of Quebec (the Canada Pension Plan does not apply to those working in the
province of Quebec). The provinces, other than Quebec, share constitutional
responsibility for the Canada Pension Plan, with any change to the plan requiring
approval from two-thirds of the provinces. The plans are not of the fully-funded type,
but are closer to the pay-as-you-go model. Upon retirement,the pension plans provide
monthly benefits based on an employee’s average earnings, up to certain maximums. The
pension is designed to replace about 25 percent of the earnings on which a person's
contributions were based. The replacement rate has remained unchanged since the
creating of the plans 40 years ago.



With very few exceptions, every person in Canada over 18 who earns more than the
basic exempted amount of $3,500 (2,800,000 won) in employment income must pay into
one of the two pension plans.The contribution rate is 4.95% for the worker, and the same
for the employer, for employment income between $3,500 and $42,100 (33,700,000 won)
to a maximum annual contribution of $1,900 (1,520,000 won) for each party. The
self-employed must pay both portions, namely 9.9% of income. 

The plans allow for retirement at age 60, unlike the Old Age Security program that is
only available at age 65. However, for those accessing the Canada or Quebec pension
plans early, payments are reduced permanently by 0.5% for each month prior to age 65.
The maximum monthly pension payment at age 65 in 2006 was $845 (675,000 won)while
the average payment was considerably less at $463 (370,000 won). 

Private pension plans are the third pillar of Canada’s income security regime for older
persons. Two types of private arrangements exist: employer (occupational) pension plans
and individual retirement savings plans. Although these plans are private, there is a
substantial cost borne by the federal treasury for the plans in terms of lost tax revenues. 

Other than the mandatory participation under the Canada or Quebec pension plans,
employers in Canada are not required to establish or participate in any type of pension or
savings arrangement for the benefit of their employees.Nevertheless, a number of
employers have established company pension plans. These plans must beregistered with
the appropriate federal or provincial regulatory authorities, and comply with tax and
pension standards rules.The plans are funded through tax-deductible contributions by
both employees and employer, while the investment income is tax-deferred. 

Registered individual retirement savings plans are savings schemes for individuals,
including the self-employed, that have been registered for the purposes under the federal
Income Tax Act. Annual contribution limits to such an individual plan are based on earned
in the previous year. The current the limit is 18% of income to a maximum of $16,500
(13,200,000 won). Contributions from individuals are tax deductible, while the investment
income is tax-deferred until funds are withdrawn from the plan. The moneys in
individual savings plans may be invested in a wide variety of ways, including cash and
equivalents, fixed-income and equity investments. 

Workers who are members of an employer pension plan can also establish an
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individual retirement saving plan, but their contribution limit to their individual plan is
reduced by the amount of a ‘pension adjustment’that reflects contributions made by, and
on behalf of, the employer pension plan. In other words, all workers in Canada are limited
to contributing 18% of their income, to a maximum of $16,500, towards employer or
individual plans or some combination thereof. 

Private pensions in Canada, as is the case with most nations, reproduce the
inequalities of work life, with those in the primary labour market much more likely to be
covered. In 2004, half of Canadians age 25 to 64 contributed to either an employer or
individual pension plan. The percentage of workers covered by an employer plan was 39%,
a decline from 45% a decade earlier. With regard to individual savings plans, 38% of
workers made contributions in 2004, a percentage that has remained unchanged in the
past decade. Not surprisingly, an individual's income affects both the likelihood of
participating in an individual plan and the amount contributed. Injustthree percent of
income earners agedincomes less than (8,000,000 won) and eligible to contribute, in fact
made contributions. This compares withof workers with incomes of (65,000,000 won)and
over, who also made the highest average contribution:$9,500per person (7,600,000 won). 

Ⅲ. REFORM EFFORTS SINCE 1980

In the past 25 years there have been numerous efforts to reform components of the
three pillars of Canada’s pension regime. The major proposals are analyzed below, while
the next section of paper examines the role of social consensus in each of the reform
attempts.

In 1985, shortly after gaining a large majority in the federal Parliament, the
centre-right party-as a means to reduce the national deficit-proposed to partially
de-index payment under the Old Age Securityprogram. According to the government’s
proposal, in response to increases in the consumer price level, benefits would only be
raised to a set maximum (three percent or less). This would decrease the value of benefits
paid over time. However, this proposal was abandoned within weeks after an atypically-
for Canada-potent negative reaction from nearly all stakeholders, which is analyzed in
the next section.



In 1989 the same government successfully introduced a policy that limited Old Age
Security payments to high income individuals and eliminated these altogether for those
with very high income. Moreover, the incomeat which the benefits were reduced was only
indexed to inflation in excess of three percent, such that over time more seniors would
receive lower payments. However, in 2000 full indexation of the cut-off point was
restored as the government achieved a series of budget surpluses. Atpresent only five
percent of seniors are affected by the income test, so that the program does remain almost
universal in character. 

In 1996, after the centre-right party assumed power, it proposed to eliminate the Old
Age Security and Guaranteed Income Supplement program altogether and replace these
with a new ‘seniors benefit’that would be based on income and thus paid to those of low
and middle-income. Additionally, the new benefit was to be paid based on family income,
rather than individual income as was the case for the Old Age Security program. As in
1985, a powerful wave of grass-roots opposition arose and the government was forced to
completely withdraw its proposal.

The federal nature of Canada means that provinces are permitted to establish and
operate their own pension plans, something that the province of Quebec has done. Both
the Canada Pension Plan, which applies to the other nine provinces and three territories,
and the Quebec Pension Plan become effective the same time in 1966 after many years
offederal-provincial negotiation. The plans provided full benefits in 1977 following a ten
year transition period, for those 65 and older. 

Some reforms were made to the two pension plansin 1987, after extensive
federal-provincial negotiation. The amendments extended benefits to those 60 years of
age, rather than 65 as previously had been the case, payments for the disabled were
increased, and premiums began to rise slowly from the 1.8% for employees and employers
that had been in place since the start of the pension plans. However, by the early 1990s, it
became more and more obvious that the pay-as-you-go structure of the plans was not
sustainable at then current contribution levels, due to Canada's aging population and the
longer life expectancy of Canadians. The impending crisis generated an extensive review
by the federal and provincial governments including public consultations, academic
studies and so forth. 

Social Consensus in the Process of Pension Reform in Canada
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The reforms that were proposed and implemented in 1998 were three-fold: 1) some
modestreductions in benefits, 2) increases in contribution rates, and 3) changes to the
pay-as-you-go model of the Canada Pension Plan. Each of these in discussed below.

The minor reductions included freezing the base level of income exempted from
contributions at $3,500 (2,800,000 won) so that, due to inflation, over time a lower real
level of income would be exempted from contributions to the plans, thereby raising
effective average contribution rates. As well, the calculation for benefits was altered to
the average of maximum pensionable earnings in the last five years, instead of three
years. Disability pensions were reduced so that applicants must have worked an extra
year or two to be eligible, while retirement pensions for disability beneficiaries
wascalculated using the average wage at the time of disablement instead of when the
recipient turns 65. Lastly, the one-time death benefitpaid to all plan recipients, was
reduced slightly and fixed permanently at $2500 (2,000,000 won). The restrictions in
disability benefits reduced the number of new beneficiaries by about 50 percent: from
about one percent of the population to about 0.5 percent. As a result, the percentage of
disability benefit recipients among older workers declined within a few years from about
eight percent of the population to about six percent (OECD, 2005).

With regard to contribution rates, these were increased annually from three percent
for both employees and employers in 1997 to 4.95% for each party by 2003, from which
time the rate is to remain unchanged for the foreseeable future. The final element of the
reforms was to move the plans further towards a hybrid structure to take advantage of
investment earnings on accumulated assets. Instead of being a completely
"pay-as-you-go" structure, the plans are expected to be 20% funded by 2017. The Quebec
plan already had the Quebec Deposit and Investment Bank to actively manage its pension
funds and thus was already operating more like a hybrid fund. The federal government
created an arms-length body to do the same for the Canada Pension Plan: The Canada
Pension Plan Investment Board.

Developments over the past 25 years with respect to private pension plans are not the
focus of this paper, however two important reforms to the individual plans are noted
briefly below. First introduced in 1992, first time home buyers (those not having owned a
home in the previous five years) are permitted to withdraw up to $20,000 as a loan from
their individual plan to use as a down payment.The loan is not considered income and is



not taxed as long as it is repaid within 15 years. Second, as of 1999, individuals are also
permitted withdraw up to toward the cost of full-time training or education for the
individual or spouse, but not children. The funds must be repaid to the pension plan
within 10 years after the completion of the educational program. The impact of these
reforms on social consensus is discussed in the section below.

Ⅳ. SOCIAL CONSENSUS

As noted at the beginning of this paper, social consensus is critical in ensuring the
successful reform of a nation’s pension regime. If sufficient consensus is not attained,
reforms may not be possible at all, or may be dysfunctional in that actors may circumvent
these or seek opportunities to reverse them in short order.

Canada’s unique history, geography, economy and governance have created distinct
routes to achieving social consensus. Unlike most other Anglo-Saxon nations, class
voting in Canada has historically been weak "because the political parties are identified as
representatives of regional, religious, and ethnic groupings, rather than as
representatives of national class interests (Alford, 1963). Canada’s socially fragmented
landscape has resulted in brokerage style of politics, where success depends on a party’s
ability to aggregate support from a wide range of disparate interests. The main parties
nevertheless also maintain close ties to business (Cross, 2004). As a result, reaching
political consensus on income security policy is less problematic than in many other
nations, as the platforms and ideologies of the major political parties diverge little with
regard to this policy domain. 

Veto pointsin the decision-making process in any nation are a critical nexus for
consent to be reached or withheld. Canada’s atypical arrangements, reflecting its history
and political economy, have shaped a particular set of veto points. Both the federal
government as well as the provinces have parliamentary regimes, with a
Westminster-style combination of a first-past-the-post electoral system with
single-party and executive-centered, prime-ministerial government. The
first-past-the-post system-in other words, whichever candidate gets the largest number
of votes is elected, even if his or her vote is less than half the total-means that most
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governments are majorities; while minority governments are rare. At the national level,
but not at the provincial level, a second chamber-the Senate-exits, but as an appointed,
rather than elected body, it does not represent a serious veto point. Elected
representatives to the parliaments are subject to strong party discipline. Every province
has a legislative assembly that is very similar to the House of Commons and transacts its
business in much the same way. 

The fusion of the legislative and executive branches-along with majority governments
? results in the prime minister wielding extraordinary power. Once a decision is reached
by his or her office, it is unlikely that either members of the governing party, or the
legislature, will be able to block or reverse it.Issues requiring federal and provincial
agreement or consensus, as described above, are typically decided after negotiation by the
executive branches of the two levels of government, with often minimal involvement from
the respective legislatures or other stakeholders. In summary, few impediments that face
a governing party other than in policy domains requiring federal and provincial
consensus.As such, grass-roots protests and/or highly organized coalitions of civil
society groups are normally required to significantly alter government social policy
proposals.

With regard to Old Age Security, a domain in which the provinces have no jurisdiction,
inboth 1985 and 1996 governing parties failed to reach sufficient consensus to reform the
program. What explains this? In part, the reforms proposed were solely for the purposes
of reducing the expenditures under the program. This, in and of itself, placed the
governments in a precarious situation, as arguably those without the opportunity for
income for employment will have the most difficultly in adjusting to lower transfer
payments. This was the major argument made by the coalition of groups that arose to
oppose the reforms. The partial de-indexation proposed in 1985 was seen as especially
harsh since during the late 1970s and throughout the 1980s inflation had been high, with
the consumer price index increasing at a rate of 10% for several of these years. Even
groups that might not normally support income security programs for the elderly were
convinced that targeting this group was unfair. The government’s reforms in 1989 that
limited Old Age Security payments for those with high incomes and eliminated it
altogether for very high income earners saw little opposition as these impacted a very
small group of people.



A critical factor in the mobilization of the fierce opposition to the 1985 proposal,
including the mass protests by many senior citizen and age-advocacy groups that had
emerged or expanded during the 1970s and 1980s. Insome cases, these groups were
launched with government grants during the 1970s aimed at creating senior citizen clubs
and community organizations (Pratt. 1993). 

The reforms planned in 1996 were more dramatic than those proposed in 1985 in that a
relatively large pool of retirees would stop receiving Old Age Security payments. To avoid
a backlash, the government wanted to exempt current Old Age Security and Guaranteed
Income supplements recipients from the reform, as well as all those 60 and over, as well
as their spouses. Nevertheless, the plan to abandon one quasi-universal program and one
income-tested program was not acceptable to groups representing the interests of the
elderly, but also professional associations, organized labour and investment firms (Beland
and Myles, 2005). Part of their argument was that the proposed ‘seniors benefit’was not
a benefit, but rather a tax that would discourage individual savings. Other groups-
especially those representing women-opposed the scheme because it would be based on
the income of a couple, rather than individual income as was the case for the Old Age
Security program. Women feared that they might lose the seniors benefit, and their
financial independence, if their spouse had a high income. In any case, the use of family
income was atypical forincome security programs in Canada, which tend to use individual
income (other than programs for children) as one would expect in a liberal welfare state. 

In both the 1985 and 1996, the governments did not follow the Canadian tradition of
social-policy making namely extensive consultation in advance of government
announcements. Rather, the announcement of significant retrenchment came as a
surprise to stakeholders, which served to engender the mass protests and rapid one-time
coalition building. That the 1985 proposal had no policy rationale other than expenditure
reduction, and was seen as engendering decreases in benefits ‘by stealth’doomed it from
the start. In 1996, the plan to abolish a long cherished program and universal program
was unacceptable to its beneficiaries, especially when its planned replacement would be
so different.

In developing proposals to reform the Canada and Quebec pension plans the
governments did undertake the traditional and expected extensive public consultations
with stakeholders and social partners, as well as academic and expert discussions across
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the country (Lam, Cutt and Prince, 1997). The federal and provincial governments decided
not to make major cuts in pension benefits or to increase the age of eligibility for benefits,
unlikely many nations that have done so when reforming their pay-as-you-go pension
systems in the past decade (Galasso, 2006). The experience with attempting to shrink
benefits under the Old Age Security program had convinced politicians that a gradual rise
in the contribution rates would generate less resistance, especially when coupled with
reforms on how accumulated assets would be invested.

That the Canada Pension Plan Investment Board would be fully independent, had a
clear and simple investment-optimizing mandate, and would have diversified assets was
essential in reassuring the business community of the policy reforms, especially given
that payroll tax would increase significantly over a few years (Mendelson, 2005). Indeed,
the successful operation forseveral decades of the Quebec Deposit and Investment Bank
provided a model for decision-makers in establishing the Canada Pension Plan
Investment Board and reduced fears that this policy innovation might under-perform
(Weaver, 2004). 

Although some business groups and political parties advocated different policy
directions, such a privatization of the plans, this was never a serious possibility. The
province of Quebec would never agree to this, and in any case, the fact that the federal
government and all provinces agreed on the reform directions-a rare situation in Canada
on almost any matter-forestalled the further debate. The changes made in 1998,
especially its most radical aspect-the partial marketization of the Canada Pension Plan-
have been summarized as "modest" but ones that received "relatively widespread support
from labour, business and social policy groups outside Quebec. Typically, no group is
entirely happy with the initiative…But most agree that the reform provides greater public
confidence about the financial future of the scheme" (Grover, 2005).

With regard to private plans, the consensus in Canada-dating to the first employer
plans in the late 19th century-has been that whether such a plan exists at all, and its
provisions, are matter to be decided between employers and workers. In the same
manner, the general consensus is that households are responsible for decisions about
whether to establish individual plans, and the level of contributions to these.This
conforms to what would be expected in a political economy where the welfare state seeks
to maximize citizens’reliance upon, and loyalty to, the free market including the labour



market, especially for working-age households. Individual plans have proven to be
popular among Canadians, in part because of extensive advertising by the financial
community. The option to borrow money for home ownership has been universally
lauded; one third of first-time home-buyers utilize funds from their individual pension
plans.

Ⅴ. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The pension reforms undertaken in Canada during the past quarter century and role
of social consensus are unique, reflecting the particular conditions and characteristics of
the nation. Nevertheless, there are three insights that can be drawn that might be of
value for South Korean policy makers and public administrators.

First, notwithstanding considerable economic restructuring in the past two decades-
much of it the result of the Canada-United States Free Trade Agreement which came into
effect in 1989 and the North American Free Trade Agreement which came into force in
1994-as well as demographic changes, the pension regime has remained surprisingly
unaltered. As a result, the existing pension regime has enjoys a degree of legitimacy and
popularity that it might not, had a series of significant reforms indeed taken place and
created a sense of uncertainty. In contrast, in South Korea, the national pension scheme
remains unpopular and a source of public mistrust (Hwang, 2006). The lesson is that
frequent policy shifts or debates can undermine the necessary consensus and stability
required for individuals, and organizations, to make longer term financial plans.

Second, the existence of the Canada and Quebec pension plans allow employers,
particularly those of medium and small enterprises, to argue that there is no need to
institute their own occupational plans. As thus, the Canada and Quebec pension plans
have typically been supported by the business community, even as premiums were
increased in the 1990s. At the same time, that the two plans provide only modest benefits
has permitted the labour movement to press for more and improved occupational plans.
Therefore, unions also, have supported the two public plans. The broad consensus of
these two social partners about the public pension plans has been critical in protecting the
integrity of the plans and reducing the number of policy shifts. The lesson from Canada is
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that a modest mandatory public plan will tend to draw widespread acceptance, at least
within a liberal welfare state.

Third, the existence of three pillars of the Canadian pension regime, and that two of
the pillars (the flat-rate pension and private pension) are composed of several
components, means that most Canadians do not rely solely on any one component of the
pension regime. Consequently, it may well be that social consensus can be reached more
easilyamong the social partners and other stakeholders in under such conditions,
compared to a nation with only one major pension program (Schludi, 2006).

The multi-pillar pension system means that most individuals depend on a
combination of income from several public and private pension schemes for maintaining
their standard of living in retirement. Social consensus has not been a major sustained
issue in debates on pensions in Canada, notwithstanding that during the 1980s and 1990s
the Canadian welfare state witnessed some retrenchment. This is partly because the
retreat of the welfare state in Canada was not as dramatic as in other Western nations,
and certainly not so with respect to pension policy (Pierson, 2001). To the extent that the
Canadian welfare state has become more selective, there has not been the rise of the
income polarization found in other Anglo-Saxon nations. Though broadly liberal,
Canada’s welfare state remains more robust than that of the United States due to the
presence of universal elements in its social security system (Haddow, 1993). Although the
two nations appear to be similar from a European perspective, the differences between
their social programs are important "especially for the poor and for marginal social
groups" (Banting, 1997). 

As importantly in explaining the relative absence of intergenerational or class conflict
is that the liberal market economy and liberal welfare state can-and perhaps must-
operate without the need for a high degree of social consensus (Foot, 2005).In other
words, Canadians value individuality and freedom to a stronger extent than many
European and Asian societies. Solidarity, equity and social cohesion are less important,
while pluralism prevails (Dryzek and Niemeyer, 2006). The social consensus that is found
in Korean society, including a tradition of an activist state-is foreign to the Canadian
situation.

The planned reforms (reductions) to the eligibility and payments under the Old Age



Security program were not implemented as social consensus was not reached. The
proposed reforms did not fit with the model of income security that has come to dominate
in Canada: namely, a minimum guaranteed level of support for all, with additional modest
support for those in greater need, supplemented by a larger role for individual savings.
The sense of economic or demographic crisis that might have caused sufficient solidarity
to enact the proposed changes was never felt by the majority of the population, or even
the major stakeholders. On the other hand, the adjustments to the Canada and Quebec
pension plans, which increased benefits paid by workers and employers-but left the
major other elements of the program untouched-saw considerable social consensus. 

With regard to private plans, a primary policy objectivein the past two decades has
been to provide equitable tax assistance for retirement, regardless of whether a worker
participates in an employer-sponsored plan or an individual plan. That private plans are
available to only the better off workers-and thus donothing to reduce inequities-fits with
the liberal welfare state of the nation, particularly given the existence of the other two
(public) pillars of the pension regime. 

In summary, Canada’s pension system reflects the diversity and pluralism of the
society. A number of distinct programs have been established over the years in a
relatively logical manner (Pratt, 1993). Social consensus, or at least social cohesion, has
been forged and maintained with a set of programs geared to particular class and regional
groups that as a whole balance equality and freedom. 

Social Consensus in the Process of Pension Reform in Canada

Thomas R. Klassen is Associate Professor School of Public Policy and Administration and
Department of Political Science York University. His research include interest Pensions,
Retirement, Income Security(E-mail: tklassen@yorku.ca).



제28권 제1호

Alesina, Alberto., Nouriel Rosenthal. (1995). Partisan Politics, Divided Governments, and
the Economy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Alford, Robert. (1963). Party and Society. Chicago: Rand McNally & Company, p.251.

Banting, Keith. (1997). "The Social Policy Divide: the Welfare State in Canada and the
United States," in Banting et al., (eds). Degrees of Freedom. Montreal: McGill-Queen’s
University Press, p.268.

Beland, Daniel., John Myles. (2005). "Stasis Amidst Change: Canadian Pension Reform in
an Age of Retrenchment", in Bonoli and Shinkawa, (eds). Ageing and Pension Reform
Around the World. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Cross, William. (2004). Political Parties. Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press,
p.33.

Dryzek John S., Simon Niemeyer. (2006). Reconciling Pluralism and Consensus as
Political Ideals, American Journal of Political Science, Vol. 50, Issue 3, pp.634-649.

Foot, David K., Rosemary A. Venne. (2005). Awakening to the Intergenerational Equity
Debate in Canada, Journal of Canadian Studies, Vol.39, No. 1, pp.5-22.

Galasso, Vicenzo. (2006). The Political Future of Social Security in Aging Societies.
Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press.

Grover, Glenn. (2006). Tilting Toward Marketization: Reforms of the Canada Pension
Plan, The Review of Policy Research, Vol. 19, No. 3, p.86.

Haddow, Rodney. (1993). Poverty Reform in Canada, 1958-1978. Montreal:
McGill-Queen’s University Press, p.14.

Hwang, Gyu-Jin. (2006). Pathways to State Welfare in Korea. Aldershot, England:
Ashgate, p.54. 

Kerr, Don., Roderic Beaujot. (2005). "Demographic Change and Mandatory Retirement in
Canada" in C. T Gillin, D. MacGregor and T. R. Klassen, eds. Time's up:Retirement in
Canada. Toronto: James Lorimer & Company Ltd., Publishers.

참 고 문 헌

.



Lam, Newman, James Cutt and Michael Prince. (1997). "The Canada Pension Plan:
Retrospect and Prospect,"in Banting and Boadway, (eds). Reform of the Retirement
Income System: International and Canadian Perspectives. Kingston, Ontario: Queen’s
University, School of Policy Studies.

Mendelson, Michael. (2005). Financing the Canada and Quebec Pension Plans.
Washington: AARP Public Policy Institute. 

Myles John. (1984). Old Age and the Welfare State. Boston: Little, Brown.

OECD. (2005). Aging and Employment Policies: Canada. Paris: OECD, pp.77-78.

Pierson, Paul. (2001). "Coping with Austerity: Welfare State Retrenchment in Affluent
Democracies," in Pierson, (ed)., The New Politics of the Welfare State. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Pratt, Henry J. (1993). Gray Agendas: Interest Groups and Public Pensions in Canada,
Britain, and the United States. Ann Arbor, Michigan: The University of Michigan
Press.

Schludi, Martin. (2005). The Reform of Bismarckian Pension Systems. Amsterdam:
Amsterdam University Press.

The World Bank. (1994). Averting the Old Age Crisis: Policies to Protect the Old and
Promote Growth. New York, Oxford University Press.

United States Census Bureau. (2003). The U.S. Foreign Born Population: Census 2000,
Current Population Reports, Series, P23-206, Washington, DC: U.S. Government
Printing Office.

Weaver, R. Kent. (2004). "Whose Money it is Anyhow? Governance and Social Investment
in Collective Investment Funds" in Rein and Schmahl, (eds)., Rethinking the Welfare
State: The Political Economy of Pension Reform. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Social Consensus in the Process of Pension Reform in Canada

..



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (Photoshop 5 Default CMYK)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket true
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /UseDeviceIndependentColor
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (Photoshop 5 Default Spaces)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Impact
    /LucidaConsole
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 200
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents suitable for reliable viewing and printing of business documents.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


