Looking up
&
Facing Forward

A report based on the findings of a
community-based study on panhandling in
the urban center of St. John's, NL, CA.
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In 2019, St. John’s re-opened the conversation about panhandling and people who engage in
non-traditional street-based industries. Concerns were raised about the number of people
panhandling, the vitality of the downtown core, road safety, and for some, what the number
of people panhandling means about the economic state of the city and province.
Thrive, and City Officials discussed the importance of approaching panhandling with a
compassionate, trauma-informed, and harm-reduction perspective that would not further
entrench poverty into the lives of people working in the panhandling industry. Together,
the city of St. John’s and Thrive decided to create a community-based research initiative that
engaged people who panhandle relevant stakeholders, and the community at large (including
people who panhandle). The goal is to understand the needs of all people in the community
as it relates to the non-traditional work of panhandling.

Using Compassionate, Person-Centered Language
When discussing people who experience vulnerability and marginalization, it is
important to use person-centered language. This language elevates the voices of
those who are often silenced.
In the context of this research, certain terms have a specific meaning. These terms
are defined below.
The Community: includes all people in the city. This term is inclusive of everyone,
including people who panhandle or who engage in other non-traditional work.
Donor: a person who donates money or alms to a person engaged in panhandling.
Passerby/Passersby: anyone who walks past a person engaged in non-traditional,
street-based work.
Alms: food or other things (excluding money) donated to a person working in a nontraditional industry, such as panhandling.
The Public: an exclusionary term used against people who are engaged in nontraditional work industries, including panhandling.
Panhandling: a part of the non-traditional work industry. Act of asking passersby
(passively or actively) for donations or alms. This term excludes people engaged in
busking, squeegeeing, or selling street art.
Busking: part of the non-traditional work industry. Defined as playing a musical
instrument on a street or sidewalk, in hopes of gaining donations from passersby.
Harm Reduction: a set of strategies and ideas that aim to prioritize the safety of
individuals without including moral judgement in care and support.
Trauma-Informed: a strengths-based framework that is grounded in an
understanding of and responsiveness to the impact of trauma, that emphasizes
physical, psychological, and emotional safety for both providers and survivors, and
that creates opportunities for survivors to rebuild a sense of control and
empowerment(i).
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STBBIs: Sexually transmitted or blood-borne infections
Non-Traditional Work Industries: employment options that are excluded from
workers' rights and traditional employment structures such as panhandling, sex
work, and busking.
Metro Region: The Greater St. John's region, including Conception Bay South,
Paradise, Logy Bay, Torbay, and more.

Bias in the Research and Researcher Bias
As this is community-based research, there is some inherent bias. Thrive works from
trauma-informed and harm-reduction lenses, meaning Thrive uses a strength-based
framework that is grounded in an understanding of, and responsiveness to, the impact of
trauma prioritizing the emotional, physical, and psychological safety and wellness of the
participants. In other words, Thrive understands trauma can manifest itself in many ways,
and our work aims to ensure the participant is safe and well while receiving services.
Harm-reduction is a set of strategies and ideas that are used across many areas of
support service, policy, and more. Harm reduction aims to prioritize the safety of
individuals without including moral judgement in care and support.
As an example, Thrive is a satellite of the Safe Works Access Program or SWAP, which
distributes safe substance use supplies to people free of cost. This program helps reduce
the harms of sharing substance use supplies, such as needles, which can transmit various
STBBIs. Both of these lenses create biases in the research. Namely, that the investigation
is framed from a poverty reduction lens, which assumes that people engage in
panhandling or busking due to need. Additionally, Thrive aimed to create compassionate
recommendations that ensured the preservation of human and worker’s rights for
people engaged in non-traditional industries. A component of the funding for this project
was provided through the City of St. John’s, although it is worth noting that the
researcher has no affiliation to the city or this city council. The researcher declares no
conflict of interest with this funding source.
The researcher has a background in Neuroscience and Mental Health and is graduating
with a Master of Health Ethics in May 2020. They grew up in poverty, which provides
them with the lived experience to understand many of the concerns of the people
participating in this project. The researcher brings their academic and personal
experiences into the project, particularly in interviewing people who panhandle, as they
utilized their own experiences with poverty to establish trust and rapport with
participants of the study. These experiences inherently bias the research towards a
poverty reduction approach.

About St. John's

St. John’s, Newfoundland and Labrador is both the capital and the largest city in the
province. It is the most easterly city
in Canada. The population of St. John’s, based on the results of the 2016 census,
is 205,955 people(ii).
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Of this population, the number of Canadian citizens is 196,600. The average age of
people living in St. John’s is 40.3(ii). The majority of people in St.
John’s are in the age range of 15-64 at 69.4%(ii). Of the population
of St. John’s, 24,590 people have no educational diploma, degree, or
certification, including the completion of high school(ii). 43,385 people
completed high school. There are 112,740 people in the labour force(ii).
Of those people, 103,000 are employed, and 9,735 are unemployed (8.6%) in
traditional job industries. St. John’s has 92,353 private dwellings(ii).
Of those dwellings, 85,015 are occupied, leaving 7,338 dwellings unoccupied
annually(ii).
Newfoundland and Labrador traditionally relied on the fishing industry to support the
economy. However, after the cod moratorium in 1992, Newfoundland and Labrador
began to diversify its economy to include other natural resources, such as oil and gas(iii).
Additionally, the civil service expanded, providing more stability to the economy(iv). The
province has sizable industry in the business, service, and retail sectors and there
is a strong entrepreneurial community, particularly in the arts. The minimal diversity
in the economy contributes to brain drain; thus, many young educated people
migrate out of the province (particularly out-port communities) to pursue
diverse employment and educational opportunities elsewhere(iv). All
this taken together creates educational inflation whereby people who would
typically be employed in more professional roles fill entry-level positions
long-term, making those positions unavailable to people who would typically fill
them. The people who would be qualified for entry-level positions fill positions
that may not require any formal education, creating a trickle-down effect.
Additionally, educational inflation allows employers to select over-qualified
candidates for their openings, and this process displaces workers without
formal education or who have typically worked in roles that do not require a
specialized skill set.
In addition to industry diversity, the province’s historic truck system still has effects on
the current labour market. Under the truck system, merchants would provide fishers
with equipment and supplies they needed to get through both, the fishing season and
the year, on credit(v). During the summer, the fisher would catch, and salt, as much cod
as possible to repay the debt to the merchant. The merchant would not set the price of
the goods credited to the fisher until the end of the fishing season. A culler would grade
the catch to determine its worth. The determined value allowed the fisher to pay the
merchant and receive credits for a top-up on supplies in the winter from the merchant.
Conversely, the fisher may not be able to make enough to repay the merchant, causing
them to go into debt, which could worsen each year. If the fisher was unable to earn
more credit, they were at the mercy of the merchant to receive winter supplies(v). If the
fisher failed get winter supplies, they would seek relief from charities, government, and
community. Because the fishers were so reliant on the merchants, there was a clear
class
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divide between merchants and workers, where the workers needed to maintain social
connections to survive. It is the social component of the truck system that is still
affecting the labor market in Newfoundland and Labrador today(v).
One of the most powerful resources people in Newfoundland and Labrador have for
gaining employment is their social and professional network. Like in the truck system,
knowing the right people allows job seekers to gain access to employment opportunities
that they otherwise may not have. Additionally, utilizing one’s professional network is
considered commonplace when seeking employment. For those with small or no
professional network, employment opportunities are limited, and often in service or lowwage sectors. It is widely known that low wage sectors do not provide employees with
livable or sustainable wages, thus contributing to the cycle of poverty.

Research Methods

This research utilized mix methods including, semi-structured interviews, focus groups,
and three anonymous online surveys. Additionally, demographic information, including
age, place of birth, income, and use of substances, was collected from all participants in
the study.
The methodologies utilized in the study included personal narratives, which were used to
understand the context in which people embed their experiences and how they make
meaning of those experiences(vi). Ethnography was used to understand various social
groups and the community. Ethnography allows us to understand beliefs people hold
about themselves and about various groupings of people(vii) These methodologies were
relevant to each of the three research tools.
Semi-structured interviews were conducted with folks who panhandle. We recruited
participants through posters, emails, social media, word of mouth, and approaching
people while they were working. Interviews lasted between 11 and 55 minutes. We spoke
with 16 people; of those 16 people, one was excluded from the study as they had not
engaged in panhandling, busking, or other forms of street work. One person had a
support worker with them while being interviewed. One of the 15 people included in the
study did not consent to having their interview audio recorded. Each person was asked a
series of 20 questions, using a motivational approach to interviews. Motivational
interviews are used to establish an empathetic and collaborative relationship
between the interviewer and the participant(viii). Additionally, motivational interviewing
allows participants to utilize their strengths, as it assumes that the individual has the
tools within themselves to be successful(viii). Interviews were then thematically
analyzed for tone, common experiences, and common beliefs/understandings. For
example, eight people who panhandle said that passersby do not acknowledge them as
they walk by.
Stakeholders participated in focus groups or the two anonymous online surveys. We
reached out to 49 stakeholder groups ranging from government to the service industry,
and to community organizations and partners. We initially reached out through social
media, email, posters, and word of mouth.
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After minimal take-up, we reached out with additional emails to organizations and
specific people in the organization where possible. We also participated in two radio
interviews during the morning rush hours to increase interest in our stakeholder groups.
After minimal take-up, we reached out to stakeholders via phone call. Finally, we created
21 times throughout January to attend the focus groups: these times were advertised via
email and social media. There was minimal registration, but it is important to note, five
sessions were lost due to St. John’s having a state of emergency declared in response to
a record-breaking winter storm in January of 2020.
Stakeholders participated in 20-30 minutes of education about panhandling, poverty,
government and community services, and why we were conducting the research.
Education was at the beginning of the sessions, as we distributed pre- and post-study
surveys to determine if this education created a bias in the research. We received a
negligible number of post-study surveys back. Therefore, we are unable to include
changes in knowledge in the analysis. The session was guided by a PowerPoint
presentation, and posed a series of 11 questions for discussion, although discussion was
encouraged throughout the session. Stakeholder sessions were recorded and
thematically analyzed for tone, common experiences, and common
beliefs/understandings. For example, five stakeholders feel concerned about people
panhandling on the medians of busy intersections, as they feel it is a safety concern for
all involved.
Stakeholders and social services providers had the option of participating in both our
Social Services Engagement Survey and our Stakeholder Engagement Survey. Survey
Monkey powered both surveys, and the anonymizing function was enabled. In other
words, no identifying data was collected, such as emails, IP addresses, or names. Initials
were used to provide consent and maintain anonymity. Respondents were recruited
through posters, QR codes on social media, email, and word of mouth. Both surveys
received 24 responses; incomplete surveys were excluded. The Stakeholder Engagement
Survey had 17 responses included; the Social Services Engagement had 11 responses
included. Surveys were thematically analyzed for tone (via language use and word
choice), common experience, and common beliefs/understandings.
Finally, the community at large was engaged through the Community Engagement
Survey. The survey was powered through Survey Monkey, and the anonymizing function
was turned on. In other words, no identifying data was collected, such as emails, IP
addresses, or names. Initials were used to provide consent and maintain anonymity. The
survey revived 143 responses; only completed surveys were included in the study,
therefore 93 responses were included in the study. Surveys were thematically analyzed
for tone (via language use and word choice), common experience, and common
beliefs/understandings.

Results

Themes found through all research tools included power, violence and harassment,
government systems, and concerns about safety.
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Demographic Information:
Semi-Structured Interviews with People who Panhandle:
Fifteen people who panhandle were interviewed for this study. All 15 people completed
their demographic information collection. 12/15 participants are male, 3/15 are female,
and zero participants are gender diverse, fluid, or non-binary. One-third of our
participants are between the ages of 36-45, see figure one.

Figure 1

Just over one-third of participants completed high school. See figure 2.

Figure 2
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Six people who panhandle interviewed are from a small community in Labrador. Eight
people who panhandle interviewed are from outport communities on the Island. One
person is from St. John’s metro. The amount of time people lived in the St. John’s metro
ranged from 6 months to 28 years. The average number of years living in the metro was
13.32 years. All people who panhandle are currently living in an urban space. All people
who panhandle reported having a personal yearly income lower than $25,000. Finally,
each person had the opportunity to self-report any substances they had used in the last
12 months. The most common substance used was tobacco by 12 people, see figure 3.

Figure 3

Focus Groups with Relevant Stakeholders:
Seventeen people from five organizations participated in our Stakeholder Focus Groups;
the orange bar graphs do not include stakeholders who completed either survey. Three
participants are male, and fourteen participants are female, zero participants are gender
fluid, gender diverse, or non-binary. Just over one-third of stakeholders if between the
ages of 36 and 45. See figure 4.

Figure 4
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Sixty percent of stakeholders have completed an undergraduate degree. All stakeholders
completed high school. See figure 5.

Figure 5

All of the stakeholders were from the Island of Newfoundland, ten from the metro
region and seven from outport communities. Notably, no stakeholders were from
Labrador. The number of years living in the metro area ranged from 1 to 48. The average
number of years living in the metro region was 23.29. Only one stakeholder lives rurally,
ten live in suburban spaces, and six live in an urban setting. Only one stakeholder made
less than $25,000; however, they were participating in the session as part of their work
placement. 52% of stakeholders make between $50,000 and $64,999 annually, see
figure 6.

Figure 6
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Finally, each person had the opportunity to self-report any substances they had used in
the last 12 months. The most common substance used was alcohol by 15 people, see
figure 7.

Figure 7

Online Surveys with Stakeholders and Social Services
The Stakeholder Engagement Survey (SHES) and Social Services Engagement Survey
(SSES) respondents will be represented in the below figures together. Seventeen people
completed the SHES and eleven people completed the SSES. Five SHES respondents are
male, eleven are female, and one person preferred not to answer. No SESS respondents
are male, nine are female, and one person preferred not to answer. See figure 8.

Figure 8
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Sixty percent of SHES respondents have completed a Bachelor’s Degree; fifty percent of
SSES respondents have completed a Bachelor’s Degree, see figure 9.

Figure 9

Both SHES and SSES respondents were primarily from the St. John’s metro region, see
figure 10. The SHES respondents' number of years living in the metro region ranged from
1-50 years. The average number of years in the metro region was 21.6. The SSES
respondents’ number of years living in the metro region ranged from 7-40 years. The
average number of years living in the metro region was 22.9. Notably, no stakeholders
were from Labrador. Only two SHES respondents live rurally, six live in suburban spaces,
and nine live in an urban setting. No SSES respondents live rurally, six live in an urban
setting, and five live in suburban spaces.

Figure 10
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Only two SHES respondents and three SSES respondents made less than $25,000
annually, see figure 11.

Figure 11

Finally, alcohol was the most used substance in the last twelve months by both SHES
and SSES respondents. 76% of SHES respondents and 81.8% of SSES respondents had
used alcohol in the last twelve months. See figure 12.

Figure 12

For both SHES and SSES, respondent’s alcohol was the most used substance in the last
12 months, used by 13 and 9 respondents, respectively.
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Online Survey for Community Engagement:
The final tool used to collect demographic data was the Community Engagement Survey
(CES). Ninety-two people completed the survey. Sixty-three respondents are female,
twenty-five are male, and four respondents preferred not to answer. See figure 13

Figure 13

The majority of respondents to the CES were middle-aged from 25 to 55, see figure 14.

Figure 14

The majority (53%) of CES respondents have a university-level education, 78% of
respondents completed higher education (anything past high school). Only one
respondent did not complete high school. See figure 15.

14

Figure 15

72 (78%) of respondents grew up in the province of Newfoundland and Labrador. 51 (55%
of respondents) of those 72 are from the metro region. See figure 16.

Figure 16

Number of years CES respondents have lived in the metro region ranged from 1-60 years.
Ten respondents preferred not to answer. The average number of years CES respondents
lived in the metro region was 16.17 years. Fifty-three percent of respondents live in an
urban space, while seven live rurally, see figure 17.
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Figure 17

There was a wide variety of income ranges for CES respondents. There were no clear
patterns of characteristics among various income ranges. See figure 18.

Figure 18

Finally, alcohol was the substance most used by CEs respondents in the last twelve
months; 70 respondents or 76% had used alcohol in the last 12 months. See figure 19.
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Figure 19

Thematic Results:
Three online surveys were utilized to gather information from stakeholders, social
service providers, and the community. All survey responses were anonymous, meaning
no identifying information was collected. Recruitment for surveys was through emails to
stakeholders/service providers, emails to community members who were wondering
how they could get involved. Additionally, posters with QR codes and social media posts
were used to boost uptake. Finally, two live radio interviews, with accompanying articles
were completed to drive traffic to the surveys.
Social Services Engagement Survey (SSES)
Participants were asked a series of eleven questions related to their work and knowledge
of panhandling, excluding demographic information collection.
Q15- Do people who panhandle use your services?
Eleven respondents answered this question, nine said yes, three said no.
Q16- Which Services do People who Panhandle Use? How Often?
Seven people responded to this question. There was no pattern to answers, as it is
possible there was no overlap in the types of services provided from each respondent’s
workplace. All services represented addressed the needs of people living with low
resources and were not specific to people working in panhandling. For example, meals,
transportation, and counselling services were listed as services used by people who
panhandle, but these services really address poverty.
Q17- What Circumstances do you Think Lead People to Panhandling?
Eleven people answered this question. All responses were related to resource availability
and poverty. 30% of respondents said unemployment or financial insecurity was a
common circumstance for people who have begun panhandling to increase their
income. Other circumstances that lead people to panhandle included a need to
supplement income, hunger/low access to food, being unable to meet basic needs, and
mental illness.
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Q18- What are Your Thoughts about Panhandling in St. John’s?
Ten people answered this question. 36% of respondents said they have noticed the
number of people engaged in panhandling has increased. Other responses focused on
government systems furthering the need to engage in panhandling or other nontraditional work, as government income support wages are too low to be livable.
Q19- What are Your Thoughts about People who Panhandle in St. John’s?
Ten people responded to this question. Three people said people who panhandle are
friendly. Other responses included the need to meet basic needs, working in panhandling
as a last resort, and that people who busk add to the atmosphere downtown with their
performances.
Q20- What do You Think Would Need to Shift in the Lives of People who Panhandle
for Them to be Able to Exit Panhandling if They Wanted to?
Ten people answered this question. Three respondents said there is a need for safe and
adequate housing. Three respondents said there is a need for reliable access to holistic
health care services. Other responses included the need to supplement income support
and access to effective employment services.
Q21- How Should Our Community Address Panhandling?
Ten people answered this question. Three respondents said public education is needed
to explain that panhandling is a response to poverty and the human need to survive.
Additionally, two respondents felt increasing awareness about poverty was needed.
Other responses included community collaboration and capacity building and poverty
reduction methods such as increasing funding for community services and affordable
housing.
Q22- How Should Our Government Address Panhandling?
55% of respondents said the government needs to fund effective and evidence-based
programs that address the needs of the community being served. Three respondents
said the government needs to do more to support community organizations. Two
respondents felt an emergency low-barrier shelter is needed in the metro area. Lastly,
two respondents said we need to speak with people who panhandle and assess their
needs.
Q23- How Should We, as a Community, Address the Cycle of Poverty?
Nine people answered this question. Three major themes emerged in the responses.
Firstly, increase wages, including income support wages, raising minimum wage to a
livable wage, and removing claw backs and disincentives from the income support
program. Secondly, increase community supports through funding, adopting a skillbased hiring
framework, more opportunities for community and capacity building. Finally, having
more advocacy in the community was noted as an important step in addressing the
cycle of poverty.
Q24- What Services do People who Panhandle Inquire About?
Eight people answered this question. 55% of respondents said people who panhandle
inquire about financial support services. Three respondents said people inquire about
food and housing support services.
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All other responses were directly related to the cycle of poverty and having low
resources available. This included transportation, social and familial support, and access
to healthcare.
Q25- How do you Support People who Panhandle Currently?
Nine people answered this question. 55% of respondents said they donate money to
people working when possible. Four people said they would donate alms in place of
money as they work in community. Three people said they always acknowledge the
person working regardless of donation. All other responses were about connecting
people with other support services.
Stakeholder Engagement Survey (SHES)
Participants were asked a series of thirteen questions related to their work and
knowledge of panhandling, excluding demographic information collection.
Q15- What Do You Know About Panhandling?
Sixteen people responded to this question. A quarter of respondents said people who
panhandle ask for money. Three respondents assumed people who panhandle are
homeless, which is why they panhandle. Other responses included the need for a livable
income, topping up income support wages, and people who panhandle being unable to
meet their basic needs.
Q16- How Do You Interact with People who Panhandle?
Sixteen people responded to this question. Six people said they always greet or
acknowledge the person working. Five people said they won’t donate money because
they work in the community. Other responses preserving autonomy and creating
connections, such as having a chat with the person, or responding in kind to how the
person approached.
Q17- Where Do You Interact with People Who are Panhandling?
Sixteen people answered this question. 50% of respondents said to interact with people
panhandling in the downtown area. More specifically, a quarter said they interact with
people on Water Street, and three people said in the intersections. All other responses
were specific locations such as near Atlantic Place.
Q18- What is your Response to People Panhandling?
Fifteen people answered this question. Five people said they ensure they acknowledge
the person working. All other responses fit into two categories: a poverty lens to
understanding panhandling, or a personal responsibility lens. The poverty lens included
responses such as acknowledge, donate, have a conversation if it is welcomed. Some
examples of the personal responsibility lens included don’t engage with them, annoyed
by people panhandling, and ignore people panhandling.
Q19- Why do you Think People Engage in Panhandling?
Sixteen people answered this question. Over a third of respondents said people
panhandle because they need money.
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A quarter of respondents said people panhandle because income support wages are too
low for survival. A quarter of respondents also said people panhandle because they are
living with addictions and need to be able to purchase substances or supplies. All other
responses included barriers to financial security and barriers to employment, such as
disability and a soft economy.
Q20- Do People who Panhandle Use Your Services? If So, Which Ones?
Sixteen people responded to this question. Nine people said yes, eight said no. Services
listed included access to health care, mental and physical, case management, housing
and employment services, and access to technology.
Q21- How Does your Role Intersect with Panhandling?
Fifteen people responded to this question. A third of respondents said they provide
front-line/street-level support. Three respondents said their role does not intersect with
panhandling directly.
Q22- Do You Have Concerns about Panhandling? If So, What are They?
Fifteen people responded to this question. 93% said they have concerns about
panhandling, 7% said they did not. Four respondents were concerned about the safety of
people panhandling. Three respondents were concerned about the potential for violence
people panhandling face. All other responses had two themes; first, concern for people
engaged in panhandling and second, concern for public safety. Those concerned about
people working had concerns about how the community treats people panhandling,
such as dehumanizing people working. Those concerned about public safety were
concerned about everyone but the people panhandling; for example, two respondents
felt people who panhandle are frightening and scary.
Q23- How Can Our Community Address Panhandling?
Sixteen people responded to this question. Three respondents said they were unsure
what the community could do. While no other clear theme emerged, other responses
included everything from outright banning of panhandling to public education to
providing the resources needed to ensure basic needs are being met.
Q24- How can our Government Address Panhandling?
Fifteen people answered this question. Four respondents said the systems need to be
updated to have a person-centered/client-centered focus. Four respondents said there
needs to be more access to mental health services. Four respondents said there needs to
be increased access to substance use support services. Other themes included providing
more resources directly, such as transportation, rent control, increasing the minimum
wage, increasing funding to community organizations and services, and adopting a
harm-reduction framework such as having safer/supervised substance use sites and
regulating bedsitters.
Q25- How can we, as a Community, Address the Cycle of Poverty?
Sixteen people responded to this question. A quarter of respondents said education is an
important part of breaking the cycle of poverty and allowing upward mobility. Other
themes included education, both public education about poverty and increasing access
to the public school system.
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Access was another theme that emerged. Including access to education, healthcare
(mental and physical), and housing/ housing support. The final theme to emerge was the
adoption of trauma-informed service delivery across the province.
Q26- What Would Need to Shift in the Lives of People who Panhandle for Them to be
Able to Move on From Panhandling if They Wanted to?
Sixteen people answered this question. Five respondents said individual cases need
individualized supports. Four respondents said connection to education and employment
and a strong support network are needed. Three respondents said safe and adequate
housing. All other responses included relieving the burdens of poverty, including access
to resources, system navigation, and increasing available resources.
Q27- What is the Purpose of Public Spaces?
Fourteen people responded to this question. Five respondents said public spaces are to
be used by all people, without any restrictions. The other theme that emerged was about
safety in public spaces. Many respondents felt public spaces should be free of fear and
harassment.
Q28- Who has the Right to use Public Spaces?
Sixteen people responded to this question. 75% of respondents felt all people have a
right to use public spaces, with no restrictions. All other responses used exclusionary
language such as “The Public” and “all if they don’t infringe on the rights of others.”
Q29- Additional Comments
Six people responded to this question. No themes or patterns emerged.
Community Engagement Survey (CES)
Participants were asked a series of thirteen questions related to their work and
knowledge of panhandling, excluding demographic information collection.
Q15- What Do You Know About Panhandling?
Eighty-nine people responded to this question. Sixteen respondents said they know
panhandling is the act of asking a passerby to donate money or goods. Sixteen people
said people panhandle to supplement government income. Sixteen people said they
don’t know much about panhandling. Health concerns is a theme that emerged (25
respondents said they know people who panhandle have mental health concerns,
general health concerns, and may use substances). Other response themes included
employment and barriers to employment, such as working in panhandling as a last resort
for income, panhandling is survival work, and no or low social support. See figure 20.
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Figure 20

Q16- How Do You Interact with People who Panhandle?
Ninety-three people responded to this question. Over a third of respondents said they
donate money to people who are panhandling. Just over a quarter of respondents said
they acknowledge people who are panhandling. 22% of respondents said they ignore
people who are panhandling. Eighteen respondents said they do not donate money to
people who panhandle, and eighteen respondents also said they donate alms in place of
money. All responses fit into to two themes: person-centered or avoidant. Personcentered responses included respondents saying they smile, build rapport with people
working, and respond respectfully. Avoidant responses included blanket avoidance,
avoiding eye contact, and walking past as quickly as possible. See Figure 21.

Figure 21
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Q17- When Do You Interact with People who Panhandle?
Ninety-three people responded to this question. Over a third of respondents said they
interact with people panhandling downtown any time of day. Fourteen people said they
interact with people panhandling during the day, and eleven said while they are walking.
See figure 22.

Figure 22

Q18- Where do you Interact with People who Panhandle?
Ninety-five people responded to this question. 55% of respondents said they interact
with people panhandling downtown. A quarter of respondents said they interact with
people panhandling on Water Street, downtown. 20% of respondents said they interact
with people panhandling at intersections. See figure 23

Figure 23

Q19- What is Your Response to People Panhandling?
Ninety-six people responded to this question. Twenty-six respondents said they donate
money when possible. Nineteen respondents said they say “No change” to the person
panhandling. Seventeen respondents said they apologize to the person working. See
figure 24.
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Figure 24

Q20- Why Do You Think People Panhandle?
Ninety-six people responded to this question. Over forty percent of respondents think
people panhandle due to substance use issues. Twenty-seven respondents think people
panhandle because they need income. Finally, twenty-two respondents think people
panhandle to supplement their income. See figure 25

Figure 25

Q21- Do You Have Concerns about Panhandling? If So, What are They?
Ninety-four people answered this question. 95% of respondents have concerns about
panhandling. 30% of respondents are concerned about people working on roadways
such as at intersections or on medians. A quarter of respondents are concerned about
people who panhandle using aggressive tactics or strategies. 21% of respondents are
concerned for the safety of person who is panhandling. See figure 26.
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Figure 26

Q22- How Can Our Community Better Address Panhandling?
Ninety people responded to this question. Fifteen respondents said there is a need to
support evidence-based programming/programs. Thirteen respondents said support
community education. Eleven respondents said support community employment
programs. See figure 27.

Figure 27

Q23- How Can Our Government Better Address Panhandling?
Eighty-six people responded to this question. Thirteen respondents said the government
could increase access to mental health services. Thirteen respondents also said the
government could ban panhandling. Twelve respondents said the government could
increase resources and could increase access to services for people who use substances.
See Figure 28
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Figure 28

Q24- How Can We Address the Cycle of Poverty as a Community?
Eighty-one people responded to this question. A fifth of respondents said the community
could address poverty through public education. Ten respondents said we could address
poverty through supportive housing initiatives. Eight respondents said we need to
support employment programs. See figure 29.

Figure 29

Q25- What Would Need to Shift in the Lives of People who Panhandle for Them to be
Able to Move on From Panhandling If They Wanted to?
Eighty-seven people responded to this question. A quarter of respondents felt access to
adequate housing would allow people to move on from panhandling if they wanted.
Twenty respondents felt access to addictions services would allow people to move on
from panhandling if they wanted. Finally, twenty respondents felt access to employment
programs would allow people to move on from panhandling if they wanted. See figure
30.
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Figure 30

Q26- What is the Purpose of Public Spaces?
Eighty people responded to this question. Eighteen respondents said the purpose of
public spaces if for the enjoyment of all people. Fifteen respondents said the purpose of
public spaces is to be safe places to gather. Fourteen people said the purpose of public
spaces was for them to be used by all people. See figure 31.

Figure 31

Q27- Who has a Right to Use Public Spaces?
Eighty-eight people responded to this question. Fifty-five percent of respondents said
everyone has a right to use public spaces. Twenty respondents said all those who respect
others in the space have a right to use it. Twelve respondents said all those who respect
the space have a right to use it. See figure 32
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Figure 32

Semi-Structured Interview Results
Sixteen people participated in the semi-structured interviews. One interview was
excluded as the person had no experience panhandling or busking. Of the fifteen
included interviews, one person did not consent to having their interview audio recorded.
One person was speaking retroactively about their experience panhandling. Interviews
lasted eleven minutes to sixty minutes. All interviews were stopped at the one-hour
mark. Participants were asked a series of twenty questions, excluding demographic
information. Not all participants were asked or provided answers to the full twenty
questions. Response themes will be presented below, along with questions that were
asked.
Q1- Help Me Understand the Reason(s) You Began to Panhandle?
All fifteen participants responded to this question. 86% said they began to panhandle
because they had no money or income. Two-thirds of participants said they needed to
meet their basic needs, and that is the reason they began panhandling. Eight participants
said their income support wages were too low, and therefore they need to panhandle to
survive. See figure 33.

Figure 33
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Q2- Help Me Understand the Reasons You Continue to Panhandle.
All participants responded to this question. One-third of participants said they continue
to panhandle to meet their basic needs. One-fifth of participants said they continue to
panhandle to buy food and to ensure they can establish their spot of work. See figure 34.

Figure 34

Q3- Where Do You Panhandle?
All participants responded to this question. Fifty-three percent of people preferred
working on Water Street, in the downtown core. One-fifth of participants preferred
working at Marie’s and on George Street, respectively. See figure 35.

Figure 35

Q4- What are Some Strategies that Work Well for You When Panhandling?
Six themes emerged as to which approaches people use to panhandle. Four respondents
said they don’t verbally ask for anything. The other five themes were being a
conversationalist, providing something to passersby, showing thanks and gratitude to
donors, safety and spot selections, and explicit solicitation. See figure 36.
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Figure 36

T5- Daily Earning Goals for People who Panhandle
This theme emerged, through conversation, with six participants. They shared the goals
they set when going out to panhandle. One participant described setting a daily earning
goal as equivalent to a server setting a goal for how much they would like to earn in tips
for their shift. Four people said their goal is enough money to cover their basic needs,
and two people said their goal is usually $20 per day.
T6- Daily Earnings
This theme emerged, through conversation, with five participants. Four people worked as
panhandlers, and one as a busker. All five people said they usually earn between $20 and
$30 per day worked. See figure 37.

Figure 37

Q7- What is Donated Often?
All participants answered this question. Eight people said change is the thing most often
donated. Six people said bills, typically five dollars, get donated. Four people said joints
or cigarettes get donated often. See figure 38.
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Figure 38

Q8- What are Your Major Expenses?
All participants answered this question. Twelve people said their major expense is food;
for some, this meant groceries while for others this meant pre-made meals, depending
on the availability of cooking resources, food storage, and housing stability. Nine people
said their major expense was substances, such as beer, cigarettes, and cannabis. See
figure 39.

Figure 39

Q9- What are Your Current Sleeping/Living Arrangements?
All participants answered this question. Thirteen people said they were connected with
government housing and living in an apartment. Two people were experiencing
houselessness/homelessness. Many folks referenced previous living situations, such as
shelters or bedsitters, and their experiences with living in those types of housing.
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Q10- Housing Challenges
Some people spoke about previous living arrangements and various experiences they
had with those living arrangements. Four people discussed their dislike for bedsitters,
two people said bedsitters do not offer privacy, two people said cooking while homeless
was a barrier they faced to ensuring their health and well-being. See figure 40.

Figure 40

T11- Previous Employment and Work
This theme emerged, through conversation, with eight participants. Four participants
previously worked in low wage/survival industries, including service work, and
housekeeping/cleaning. Four participants previously worked in specialized industries,
including mental health services, trades, and teaching.
T12 Current Barriers to Traditional Work
This theme emerged, through conversation, with twelve participants. Four people said
permanent disability is a barrier for them returning to work. Four people said disability
generally is a barrier for them returning to work. Two people said their criminal record is
a barrier to returning to work. Two people said homelessness is a barrier to returning to
work. See figure 41.

Figure 41
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T13- Observations about Donors/Passersby by People who Panhandle
This theme emerged, through conversation, with all participants. Eight people said
passersby and donors won’t acknowledge them. Eight people said passersby and donors
won’t make eye contact with them. Six people said it is mainly young people who donate
to them. See figure 42.

Figure 42

T14- Observations about Donor/Passersby Behaviors by People who Panhandle
This theme emerged, through conversation, with all participants. Four people said they
are regularly asked why they don’t have a job or are told to get a job. Two people said
they get denied by passersby in ways that are hurtful. Two people said passersby will
apologize as they walk by. One person brought forth that they knew some local
businesses pay people to move on; this was also brought up by one stakeholder. See
figure 43.

Figure 43

Q15- Do you have Regulars?
Fourteen participants answered this question. Eight people do not have regulars (people
who donate or chat with them regularly). Six people do have regulars. One person did
not answer this question. Five people said having regulars increased their
earnings.
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Q16- How do You Find Interacting with Business Owners and Police Officers?
All participants answered this question. The only theme to emerge was that there is
minimal interaction with police and business owners, especially for those who work
nights and weekends.
Q17- Are There any Community Resources you Access for Support?
All participants answered this question and were connected with at least one community
resource. Six people were involved with the Gathering Place, four with Thrive, four with
meal providing services, and three with food banks. See figure 44.

Figure 44

T18- What Other Supports do you Connect With?
This theme emerged, through conversation, with nine participants. Four people said they
have family in the area that they reach out to. Two people said they have family living in
the province in a rural area that they contact when possible. Three people said they have
no other supports outside of community organizations.
Q19- What Could the Community do to Better Support you?
All participants answered this question. Six people said they were not sure what the
community could do to support them. Five people said they would like people to stop
asking them questions about their circumstances such as: 'Why are you doing this? You
have so much potential', and 'Why don’t you get a job?'. Five said they would like the
community to support casual day work options that pay the same day. See figure
45.
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Figure 45

Q20- What could the Government do to Better Support You?
All participants answered this question. Eight people said an increase in income support
would help them. Six people said they did not know how the government could better
support them. Two said the government could better support them by helping them
help themselves. See figure 46.

Figure 46

Q21- What Would Need to Shift in Your Life for You to be Able to Move on From
Panhandling if You Wanted to?
All participants answered this question. Four people said they would need to secure
other employment to be able to move on from panhandling. Four people said they would
need financial security to be able to move on from panhandling. Four people said
removing the claw back program and other disincentives from income support. See
figure 47.
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Figure 47

T22- Behaviors of the Panhandling Community Observed by People who Panhandle
Five people who panhandle discussed various behaviors of the community of
panhandlers. These included: helping each other out, sharing news, more experienced
folks help out less experienced folks who are panhandling, people who panhandle
seeking belonging and wishing to contribute to the community. Other themes included
concerns about passersby, such as monitoring body language and being concerned
about being recognized while panhandling.
Q23- How Often do you Interact with Other People who Panhandle?
All participants responded to this question. Six people get along well with most people
who panhandle as well. Six people say they try to keep to themselves. Six people (2
people who busk and 4 people who panhandle) said they have community. See figure 48.

Figure 48

T24- Mindset/Attitudes of People who Panhandle regarding Panhandling
This themed emerged, through conversation, with all participants. Seven people who
panhandle said they would like to return to traditional industries. Five people said they
were frustrated that they need to panhandle to survive. Five people said they feel like
passersby humiliate them. Five people said they feel they have to give up their dignity to
panhandle. See figure 49.
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Figure 49

Q25- What is your Most Positive Experience Panhandling?
Eleven participants answered this question. Two themes emerged; six people had
money-focused responses, and five people had people-centered responses. See figure
50.

Figure 50

Q26- What Brings You a Sense of Safety or Comfort?
Seven participants answered this question. Four people said keeping to themselves
provides them with a sense of safety and comfort. Three people said having money left
over and having their financial needs met provides them a sense of safety or comfort.
See figure 51.
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Figure 51

Q27- What is Something You Are Great at?
Ten participants responded to this question. Three people said they were good at being a
good person. Three people said they were good at playing guitar. See figure 52.

Figure 52

Q28- What do You Want People to Know About You or What Do You Wish People
Knew About You?
Eleven participants answered this question. Four people said they wished people knew
how much skill they, and others panhandling and busking, have. Four people said they
want people to know they are proud to be Indigenous. Three people said they want
people to know they are socially aware and capable of holding conversations. See figure
53
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Figure 53

Focus Group Results
Seventeen people from five organizations participated in our Stakeholder Focus Groups;
the pie charts do not include stakeholders who completed either survey. Groups lasted
from 1 hour to two hours. Three were audio-recorded, and two were not, due to the
location of the focus groups. Participants were guided through thirty minutes of
education about panhandling and then asked a series of eleven questions, regarding
panhandling in the metro region (excluding demographic information presented above).
Not all participants responded to each question; response themes are presented below
Q1- How does your Role Intersect with People who Panhandle or Panhandling?
All focus groups were asked this question. Four people said they literally met people
where they were working to provide services. Three people said they connect people
with services. Three people said they only donate alms to people when they see them
working because of their role in community. See figure 54.

Figure 54
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Q2- What Services do you/your Organization Provide?
All focus groups responded to this question. Three respondents said they work with
organizations the provide various medical supports and access to medical clinics. Two
people said they work with rapid housing. Two people said they work with case
management. See figure 55.

Figure 55

T3- Where Stakeholders See/Interact with People who are Panhandling
This theme emerged, through conversation with all five groups. Four respondents said in
the downtown area is where they interact with most people panhandling. Four
respondents said they see many people working on the Kelsey Drive Medians. Two
people said they see people working on the medians, generally. See figure 56.

Figure 56

T4- Interacting with People who Panhandle While Off-Duty
This theme emerged, through conversation, with two focus groups. Four respondents
said their personal philosophy is to treat people like people. Three people said they will
try to have a chat with the person if the person seems to want to talk. Two people said
they try to set really clear personal and professional boundaries. See figure 57.
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Figure 57

T5- Stakeholder’s Personal Donation Behaviors and Considerations
This theme emerged, through conversation, with all focus groups. Five people said they
try to donate when they can. Two people said they feel guilty when they are unable to
donate. Two people said they always provide acknowledgement, conversation, and
respect. See figure 58.

Figure 58

T6- Behaviors of Passersby/Donors Observed by Stakeholders
All focus groups had this theme emerge, through conversation. Three respondents said
they observe many passersby/donors have a perceived fear of people panhandling. Two
people said passersby/donors see value in buskers due to their talent. Two people also
said many people donate to buskers because they provide a perceived service. See figure
59.
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Figure 59

T7- Behavior of People Panhandling as Observed by Stakeholders
Not all focus groups had this theme emerge. Two respondents said people panhandling
have survival behaviors. No other themes emerged. See figure 60.

Figure 60

T8- Stakeholder Observations about Working in the Panhandling Industry
This theme emerged through conversation with some of the focus groups. Three
respondents said working in the panhandling industry is hard work. Two respondents
said panhandling is a component of the informal employment industry. Two respondents
said people working in panhandling have customer service skills, generally. See figure 61.
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Figure 61

T9- Public Education about Panhandling and Poverty
All focus groups discussed the importance of public education. Five respondents said
there is a need for public education about people who panhandle and poverty. Two
respondents said it is important to talk to youth early about poverty. See figure 62.

Figure 62

T10- Challenges/Barriers to Employment and Education
All focus groups brought this theme forward. Six respondents said there is no
opportunity to get ahead on income support. Four respondents said there are serious
flaws in the income support program. Four respondents said income support and
employment services don’t work together well. See figure 63.
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Figure 63

T11- Stakeholder Concerns about Poverty
This theme emerged through conversation with some focus groups. Three respondents
said a Non-Traditional Workers Union might be a good option for addressing poverty in
the city. Two respondents said there is a need for more poverty reduction services. Two
respondents said they are concerned that poverty, as an underlying issue, is not being
addressed.
T12- Stakeholder Observations of Housing Needs for People who Panhandle
This theme emerged through conversation with some focus groups. Four respondents
said we need a housing first framework to address housing needs. Further, two
respondents said housing first is needed because it connects folks with stable housing
rapidly. Two respondents said housing first is needed because it provides case
management. See figure 64.

Figure 64

T13- Stakeholder Concerns about People who Panhandle and Health
This theme emerged with all focus groups. Four respondents said they had concerns
about people who panhandle and their mental health. Two respondents said they have
concerns about people who panhandle managing their medical conditions. Two
respondents said they have concerns about where people who panhandle go in cold
weather. See figure 65.
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Figure 65

Q14- What Can the Government Do to Better Support People Who Panhandle?
All focus groups responded to this question. Four respondents said bedsitters need to be
closed or heavily regulated, immediately. Two respondents said the government needs
to stop making people share their life stories to receive services and shift to more
trauma-informed service delivery. Two respondents said the Government needs to lift
restrictions on how vouchers can be spent. See figure 66.

Figure 66

T15- Safety Observations About the Community, as Observed by Stakeholders
This theme emerged through conversation with all focus groups. Six respondents said
they were concerned about safety and people working in the margins. Five respondents
said people who panhandle in the medians are more vulnerable to injury and violence.
Three respondents said there is a risk of harm to the person working on the medians.
See figure 67.

45

Figure 67

T16-Using Public Spaces
This theme emerged in all focus groups. Six respondents said everyone should be able to
use public spaces. Three respondents said there are assumptions that people must
contribute to spaces to be deserving of using them, but this is misguided. Two
respondents said the city needs to remove time of day restrictions for using public
spaces, such as parks. See figure 68.

Figure 68

T17- Moving Forward: Suggestions from Stakeholders
This theme emerged with all stakeholders. Four respondents said a solution needs to be
collaborative with local businesses. Four respondents said they would support a casual
day work program, modelled after successful pilot programs. Three respondents said
they recommend a housing first program. See figure 69.
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Figure 69

Recommendations

Fifteen recommendations and a ten-week social media- based educational strategy has
been created from the results of the research. The recommendations are below.
Recommendations have five headings: Immediate, On-Going, Short-Term, MediumTerm, and Long-Term. Immediate means the recommendations should be implemented
as quickly as possible. On-Going means the recommendation is congruent with changes
being made, or the recommendation needs to be addressed regularly. Each
recommendation is structured to provide context for the recommendations with findings
from this study, and other literature as it relates to the recommendation. This structure
was chosen to create a small case for each recommendation and to put the voices of the
people who panhandle first. Thirty-nine of the recommendations are directly supported
by findings from the interviews with people who panhandle, and one is related to current
events that are affecting our community.
Immediate
1) Create a municipal housing first framework for ensuring people who are
inadequately or precariously housed have rapid access to stable and adequate housing.
(on-going)
In 2007 Finland adopted a nation-wide housing first framework; it is the only country in
Europe to see a decline in its rates of people experiencing homelessness in recent
years(ix). The approach is simple; when people are experiencing homelessness, the
government provides them with a stable and adequate home rapidly.
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The philosophy behind this is that people require security and stability before they can
address other factors that make them more likely to experience homelessness. For
housing first to work well, there needs to be an availability of homes on the private
market for a reasonably low cost. The results of the 2016 Canadian Census show that
there are 92,353 private dwellings in the St. John’s metro region. Of those dwellings
85,015 are occupied by usual residents, meaning those dwellings are generally filled.
7,338 of those dwellings remain unoccupied throughout the year. Some of these
unoccupied dwellings could be used for short-term rentals during peak tourist season, or
for various other reasons; Regardless, there are a number of unoccupied spaces.
Additionally, the housing market in St. John’s metro is a buyer’s market, meaning
dwellings are being sold below market cost(x). This makes St. John’s housing market
ideal for a housing first framework. See Image 1 and 2.
In St. John’s, we are fortunate to have community organizations that work with housing
first frameworks in mind. Housing first has five core principles. 1) immediate access to
permanent housing with no readiness requirements. Meaning, the person is given stable
and safe housing quickly and sustainably. They do not need to do anything but be a
person in need of a home to qualify. 2) Choice and self-determination; the ability to

Image 1

Image 2

decide where you are located, and what services you need to part-take in. 3) Recoveryoriented: provides participants with a variety of supports, some of which are intensive.
This is also known as wrap-around support. 4) Individualized and participant-driven; the
person in the program helps to direct their support, which is tailored to each person. 5)
Social and community integration, which allows people to engage with their community
meaningfully.
Due to rapid housing community work, 87% of people who panhandle (interviewed) told
us they have adequate housing. All thirteen people said they have housing due to
connections with community organizations.
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13% said they were experiencing homelessness but were being connected with housing
services. All people said they had used temporary housing services at one point in their
life. Four people discussed the reasons they dislike bedsitters. These reasons included a
lack of privacy, not being able to stay home between 8 am and 8 pm daily, food and
other possessions going missing, receiving IOUs for possessions gone missing, and more.
Bedsitters or other temporary housing is typically better than rough sleeping, but these
temporary and inadequate housing situations do not allow people to thrive.
Consider the foundational psychological theory, Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs(xi)
which argued that human beings all have specific needs they need to be met before they
can function at their highest capacity within society. As an example, critical thinking
becomes challenging when safety and security needs aren’t met. In this line of thinking,
physiological needs such as food, water, and warmth, must be met before someone can
feel safe and secure. The second level of needs people experience is safety and security
needs, which includes shelter. Zavie and Jusan argue that peoples motivational needs are
translated into their housing needs(xii). They argue that Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs
(see image 3) can be used to determine the layers of need a home or dwelling should
meet. In other words, our living environment influences our needs and our needs
influence our living environment. When translated into housing, an insecure environment
might look “different from ‘literal’ homelessness. Housing instability indicators include
difficulty paying rent or a mortgage, being denied housing because of past credit or
rental history problems, eviction threats or notices, moving frequently, living in overcrowded conditions, or ‘doubling-up’ residence with family or friends."(xiii) All of these
barriers make secure and stable housing challenging. All of the above conditions also
take up cognitive space.
Mani and colleagues argue that the human cognitive system only has so much
space(xiv). When space is used for on-going issues such as low-income, unstable
housing, having to make difficult trade-offs, then there is less space for guiding choice
and action(xiv). Therefore, when basic needs are not met routinely, it becomes difficult to
think critically and make strong decisions(xiv). One participant who panhandles said, “As
soon as I got the ability to have shelter, it [panhandling] wasn’t necessary anymore.”

SelfActualization

Esteem Needs
Love/Belonging Needs

Safety/Security Needs

Physiological Needs

Image 3
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Lack of housing stability also makes it more difficult to address many of the concerns
respondents to the Community Engagement Survey raised, such as mental health,
substance use, physical health, and poverty. Stakeholders and community also echoed
the need for a housing first initiative. Twenty-one CES respondents said they felt
adequate housing is a barrier for people to be able to shift out of the panhandling
industry if they want to. Additionally, fifteen respondents feel there is a need for more
evidence-based programming.
Eighty-five percent of housing first participants do not return to homelessness(xv).
What’s more, the return on investment is financially viable as well. The At Home/Chez
Soi project did a comparative cost analysis of high service users against the whole group
of service users. They found for the full group; there is a $7 return for every $10 spent on
housing first(xvi). In the United Kingdom, an analysis in Manchester found that there was
a return of 2.51 euros for every euro invested(xvii).
The population in the St. John’s metro experiencing homelessness is too large, but not an
unmanageable number of people. The 2018 Point-in-Time count determined at least 165
people were experiencing homelessness in the city(xviii). These few people, along with
the number of available dwellings, the current housing market, the evidence regarding
psychosocial and health benefits of stable and adequate housing, and the positive
financial return makes housing first an obvious choice for ending homelessness and
addressing poverty in the St. John’s metro. This recommendation is immediate because
the need for safe and adequate housing is immediate.
2) Regulate bedsitters to be adequate housing spaces or discontinue their use as
temporary or long-term housing
Bedsitters are defined as one-bedroom apartment-style dwellings that serve as both a
bedroom and a sitting room. They typically are shared accommodations with a shared
cooking space. In St. John’s, people placed in bedsitters usually need to share a sleeping
space and cooking space. Four people who panhandle directly referenced their dislike for
bedsitters. Four stakeholders said bedsitters need to be closed or regulated. Both of
these concerns arise out of the living environment bedsitters provide. As explained by
people who panhandle, these spaces are overcrowded with people coming and going.
Personal belonging and possessions regularly go missing or are replaced by an IOU.
People are unable to stay in the bedsitter for many hours a day. None of this is in line
with adequate housing.
Canada itself does not have domestic law protecting the right to safe and adequate
housing. However, Canadian governments have ratified many international human rights
laws supporting the right to adequate housing, acknowledging the need for this right to
be protected. In international law, the right to housing is “the right of every [person] to
gain and sustain a safe and secure home and community in which to live in peace and
dignity(xix).
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As such, the use of bedsitters as medium to long-term dwellings violates the human
rights of all inhabitants. Furthermore, the lack of regulations on bedsitters and other
temporary shelters in the city/province keeps vulnerable people vulnerable. Additionally,
three people who panhandle and have lived in bedsitters raised concerns for the
potential of exploitation while living in bedsitters. Twenty-one stakeholders and service
providers support the need for evidence-based and effective programs, and bedsitters in
their current iteration are not effective, nor is the evidence favorable in support of the
continued use of bedsitters. Finally, ten respondents to the community engagement
survey said housing is a major issue for addressing poverty, and this was echoing the
concerns of people who panhandle regarding housing. For more information regarding
housing and the need to regulate bedsitters, please see the 2019 Housing Needs
Assessment(xx). This recommendation is immediate because the need for safe and
adequate housing is immediate.
Short-Term
1) Increase public education and awareness of the cycle of poverty and how poverty
interconnects with many facets of people’s lives. (on-going)
Poverty is defined as the lack of resources to obtain essentials needed in life(xxi).
Measuring who is experiencing poverty is dependent on the jurisdiction. Canada does not
have an official definition of poverty (or an official poverty line) but typically uses lowincome measures to discuss who is experiencing poverty(xxii). The cycle of poverty
describes the many factors that contribute to a person experiencing poverty chronically
(See image 4 and 5). People usually experience one of two kinds of poverty. Intergenerational poverty is typically defined as two more generations living in poverty(xxiii).
Situational poverty is usually defined as poverty as a result of a discrete
event or change in life circumstances. This type of poverty is usually short-term and
temporary, see image five (xxiii). As stated in the Backgrounder on Poverty in Canada,
people most likely to experience poverty include Indigenous people, recent immigrants,
people living with disabilities, single parents, and unattached people between the ages of
45 and 64(xxii). Moreover, poverty affects health and well-being, which can lead to the
cycle of poverty through loss of income, and worsening health(xxii). Finally, Canadians
living with low incomes have a lower life expectancy, higher rates of dying by suicide, and
are more likely to experience heart disease, chronic health concerns, and mental health
concerns(xxii). This is congruent with our findings.

51

Image 4

Image 5

Sixty percent of people who panhandle interviewed were between the ages of 35 and 64,
grouping them as a vulnerable population for experiencing poverty. Moreover, all people
interviewed reported an income of less than $25,000 yearly, eight people reported
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having a disability (permanent or otherwise), and six people identified as Indigenous.
Each person we interviewed was experiencing poverty. Public education is important in
reducing the number of people experiencing poverty because to change something, it
must be understood.
Thomas Sowell said if a community allows any group of people to become deprived of
basic human rights, then the whole community becomes poorer.
When 10 percent of the community is in poverty, most people will say that there isn’t any
poverty. At 20 percent, most will still say there isn’t any poverty, but the social workers
will be concerned. At 30 percent, people will say there’s a little poverty, and the social
workers will be extremely concerned. At 35-40 percent it hits critical mass and shows up
on everyone’s radar screen. The community takes notice. The top 10 percent of the
community will typically pass laws and ordinances to control the bottom 40 percent.
When 60 percent of the population is in poverty, the top 10 percent will move away... At
that point the community is no longer sustainable(xxiii).
Newfoundland and Labrador has experienced this type of community collapse. In the
19th century, as the collapse of this fisheries began, settlers of Newfoundland and
Labrador began to immigrate to other, more prosperous parts of North America(xxiv)
More recently, we have seen this with communities resettling elsewhere in the province.
The most recent community to resettle is Little Bay Island, which was settled in a once
booming fishing community. The community’s economy continuously declined from the
collapse of the fishery until it’s recent relocation due to economic instability in 2019(xxv).
However, despite clear examples of poverty in the province and city, many still do not
feel there is an adequate understanding of the issue in the community.
Five people who panhandle interviewed said they would like the community to stop
asking them about their employment, or lack of employment, showing the need for
public education. Three people who panhandle said there is a need for more public
education, which was echoed by nine stakeholders and thirteen CES respondents.
Seventeen CES respondents said more public education is needed to address poverty.
Public education interventions have been linked to a reduction in stigma, which also
helps to reduce the effects of living in poverty(xxvi). This is a short-term goal because it
can be easily implemented through social media, and the sooner we begin increasing
community knowledge about poverty the sooner it can be meaningfully and
compassionately addressed.
2) Improve community connections and capacity by creating spaces where people of
all classes are welcome or returning spaces (such as parks) to this original goal. (ongoing)
Community capacity building is promoting the ability of communities to implement and
sustain solutions to problems experienced by the community; this should be done in a
way that maintains, shapes, and exercises the communities control over their physical,
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Image 6

social, economic, and cultural environments(xxvii). In other words, community-based
challenges need community-created solutions. Building connection across groups in the
community that may not typically connect is also imperative to this. DeVol discusses the
principles of change in relation to creating sustainable communities. The first principle is
engaging all economic classes in the effort(xxiii). Two reasons are given for this
recommendation: first, that people support what they create, and participation must be
voluntary(xxiii). Second, bringing people living in poverty into the process allows
information sharing about various economic circumstances, learning from other
economic groups, and engaging in actives which brings people together(xxiii). Six people
who panhandle said there is a strong sense of community among people who panhandle
and two buskers echoed this sentiment. However, it seems this community is excluded
from the community at large. Only six people who panhandle said they have regulars.
Three stakeholders noted the importance of having a conversation in place of donation.
Three people who panhandle said they feel socially isolated. Eight people who panhandle
said passersby and donors do not acknowledge or make eye contact with them. This was
echoed by the CES. 22% of CES respondents they ignore people who panhandle.
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Image 7

3) Collaborate with local downtown businesses where possible to bridge the gap
between business owners and people working on the streets, to ease the tension
between commerce and people’s right to make a living. (on-going)
As per the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (1982, s6(2)(b)) every citizen and
permanent resident of Canada has the right to move and take up residence in any
province and to be able to presume the gaining of a livelihood in any province(xxx),
meaning each person has a right to earn an income and live anywhere in the country.
This addresses two points; first, without additional legislation it is the right of people
panhandling to engage in panhandling insofar as it allows them to earn an income.
Second, travelers have a right to come to St. John’s to panhandle and make an income,
see image 8.
One focus group addressed the importance of collaborating with the downtown
businesses, saying the downtown is the lifeline of our city; we need to work together to
address poverty in a compassionate way because a high tide raises all boats. Additionally,
all people who panhandle said they do not interact with business owners often because
many try to avoid hours when the business would be directly affected, such as evenings
and weekends. Downtown is also the preferred workspace of all interviewed people
panhandling because of the foot traffic the downtown provides. Four stakeholders
directly referenced the need for local businesses to collaborate. This initiative ought to
be coupled with public education because the more people understand about poverty as
it relates to panhandling, the better the community is able to address poverty. Bridging
the gaps between people panhandling and business owners is in line with many of the
recommendations in this report.
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Image 8

4) Create service for low/no-cost household maintenance and cleaning products.
Two stakeholders raised this issue. It was echoed by one person who panhandles. While
some organizations do handout gift cards to box stores that would have cleaning
products available, there is no dedicated service provider for this. Additionally, no
programs that provide personal care items provide cleaning supplies routinely. Poor
sanitation is a part of the cycle of poverty, which increases the likelihood of contracting
an illness or virus and thus reduces employment opportunities (see image 4). Therefore,
having cleaning products and maintenance products available is important to addressing
the cycle of poverty.
In more recent times, the on-going situation of COVID-19 reminds everyone why access
to sanitation products is a basic need. During this time, when we are consistently
reminded to wipe down surfaces and wash our hands, few remember that not all
community members are able to flatten the curve because of low access to sanitation
products. While there is not usually a global pandemic, yearly influenza coupled with
long hours in the cold can be a serious health concern for some people panhandling.
This is another reason why there is a need for a service that provides household cleaning
and maintenance products. This is a short-term need because access to cleaning
products is needed quickly, especially with the on-gong COVID-19 pandemic.
Additionally, many personal care item providers could look to expand their services to
include cleaning products in the short-term.
5) Donate money, alms, and time when possible (on-going)
Donating money, alms, and time is recommended based on working from a harm
reduction lens. Harm reduction aims to prioritize the safety of individuals without
including moral judgement in care and support. In this case, providing
donations, alms, and time to people panhandling allows them to get what they need to
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have their basic needs met in the shortest amount of time, meaning they are at an
increased level of vulnerability for a reduced amount of time. When looking at why
people panhandle, thirteen people said they began panhandling because they had no
money, ten people said they needed to meet their basic needs, and eight said their
income support wages are too low to meet their basic needs (see image 9). Additionally,
the goals of people who panhandle included having enough money to cover their needs
for the day and a more concrete $20 per day. The faster someone is able to meet these
needs, the faster they are able to stop panhandling and carry on with the other activities
in their day. Alms also help to address needs. People who panhandle noted that gift
cards, food, cigarettes, and joints are donated to them on occasion. Each of these items
helps to reduce the needs of the people who panhandle. Finally, three people who
panhandle said they feel socially isolated. Donating time to have a conversation or build
connection with a person who panhandles can be as valuable as money. Two
stakeholders said donating money is a harm-reducing approach, and five said they
donate money when possible. Over a third of CES respondents said they donate money
when possible. Some stakeholders acknowledge the challenges working in community
can pose to donating money; they noted they always provide conversation, information,
and in some cases, alms when possible. This is a short-term goal because this is
something individuals can do immediately.

Image 9

6) Remove claw backs and disincentives from the Income Support program.
Fourteen of the fifteen people that panhandle interviewed are connected with income
support services. Of those fourteen people, eight said they began to panhandle because
their income support rate is too low and does not provide enough money to meet their
basic needs. Four people who panhandle noted that the claw backs through the
exemption program does not allow them to get ahead. This was echoed by six
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stakeholders, and four respondents of the SHE Survey. The rates are too low because
they are considered poverty income. All people who panhandle reported earning less
than $25,000 per year. In contrast, only one stakeholder reported earning less than
$25,000 per year. Stakeholder’s also noted other disincentives within the Income
Support program including the inability to save money on income support, the lack of
cohesion between income support and employment services, the constraints on
workable hours income support requires, amount of money allotted for damage deposits
being too low, and not allowing people to have any cushion of money before receiving
income support, see image 10.
Poverty, and therefore the need to panhandle (in many cases), is directly related to a lack
of resources. Providing people with the ability to build and maintain resources, including
financial resources, is fundamental to reducing the number of people experiencing
poverty in the city and, therefore, the number of people who need to panhandle.
This recommendation is congruent with the Government of Newfoundland and
Labrador’s Poverty Reduction Strategy(xxxi). More specifically, goal 2.5, increasing
income support rates, which included changes to allow people to retain savings. This is a
short-term recommendation because the shift needs to be a priority that happens
quickly and effectively.

Image 10

7) Have staff of government agencies that deal with the public be trauma-informed
and use harm-reductive measures in service delivery.
One person who panhandles discussed the importance of service providers using a
trauma-informed and harm reduction approach to service delivery. This person
discussed a number of painful experiences where the service provider was speaking from
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an uninformed place. Stakeholders also echoed this recommendation. Two stakeholders
referenced personal experiences where they were involved in the provision of services
with their participants, in both cases, the service provider asked demeaning and
degrading questions before deciding if the person was deserving of service. Both
stakeholders discussed the subjective nature of this style of service delivery. Retraumatization is a concern with service delivery that is not trauma-informed or harmreducing. Re-traumatization happens when someone relives the trauma event they
experienced in the past. For people in persistent poverty, trauma can be food scarcity,
being denied services, having no income, housing insecurity and more. The brain
functions differently when living in poverty;
see images 11, 12, and 13.
Living in poverty can generate structural and functional changes in the nervous system,
including the brain(xxxii). These changes influence cognitive regulation and attention,
impulse control, working memory, cognitive flexibility (multi-tasking, ability to switch
between ideas), self-monitoring, planning, and reasoningxxxii. This means navigating
bureaucracy and services that are inaccessible to the communities they serve is all the
more challenging. It is important for services that support communities of people living
in poverty, such as the panhandling community, to understand how service delivery may
be negatively impacting service recipients. Using a trauma-informed and harm reductive
lens for program analysis can reduce these issues. This is a short-term goal because
reducing harm and trauma should always be a priority.

Image 11

Image 12
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Image 13

social, economic, and cultural environments(xxvii). In other words, community-based
challenges need community-created solutions. Building connection across groups in the
community that may not typically connect is also imperative to this. DeVol discusses the
principles of change in relation to creating sustainable communities. The first principle is
engaging all economic classes in the effort(xxiii). Two reasons are given for this
recommendation; first, people support what they create, and participation must be
voluntary(xxiii). Second, bringing people living in poverty into the process allows
information sharing about various economic circumstances, learning from other
economic groups, and engaging in actives which brings people together(xxiii). Six people
who panhandle interviewed said there is a strong sense of community among people
who panhandle and two buskers echoed this sentiment. However, it seems this
community is excluded from the community at large. Only six people who panhandle
said they have regulars. Three stakeholders noted the importance of having a
conversation in place of donation. Three people who panhandle said they feel socially
isolated. Eight people who panhandle said passersby and donors do not acknowledge or
make eye contact with them. This was echoed by the CES. 22% of CES respondents they
ignore people who panhandle.
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8) Continue not to legislate or ban panhandling, as it is ineffective, expensive to the
public,and unnecessary due to Canadian Law. (on-going)
As stated above, Canadian law supports people attempting to make a living in any
province. However, the Canadian Criminal Code (1867) protects against people impeding
people’s paths and using aggressive tactics to make money. Additionally, the Highway
Traffic Act (1990) bans soliciting on roadways and protects against people impeding a
moving vehicle. Neither of these ordinances are typically enforced because a teenager
walking without a light could be subject to fines under this act (see images 14 and 15).
Additionally, fining someone or involving them with the criminal justice system for
panhandling on the roadway is counterintuitive. People who are asking their community
for financial support cannot afford fines. Judicial involvement can also cost people their
housing, income support, and other services depending on their personal situation. Thus,
from a trauma-informed and harm reduction lens, enforcing these traffic ordinances is
concerning. One person who panhandles in the medians said drivers are their biggest
safety risk because when the light changes, it doesn’t matter where they are; traffic
starts moving.
Four people who panhandle said they do not verbally ask for anything when working.
Three people who panhandle said they don’t obstruct doors or pathways when working.
People who are passively panhandling in unobstructive spots are following the law. This
makes up the majority of people panhandling in the metro. Three people who panhandle
said they ask directly for donations; however, this does not mean they are being
aggressive. Being asked a question on the street by a stranger is not inherently
aggressive. Two people who panhandle discussed their frustration with people who use
more aggressive strategies.
Stakeholders echoed the recommendation not to legislate panhandling. Stakeholders
noted that removing people from their desired workplaces, in this case, the downtown,
makes them more vulnerable to a variety of things, including exploitation. They
recognized the need to panhandle to survive. Ten CES respondents did call for an
outright ban on panhandling, however, there is ample evidence to show bans do not
work. A Canadian example of this is in Ontario and British Columbia, with the Safe Street
Acts (1999 and 2004). Ontario introduce the Safe Street Act, which bans panhandling
outright, in 1999. Eleven years later, the Toronto Police Service found 15,000 tickets had
been issues in 2011, of those 99% were unpaid, and 80% were for passive
panhandling(xxxiii). The cost to the Toronto Police Service for all of this was $1
million(xxxiii). See images 16, 17, and 18. This is a short-term goal because it requires no
change.
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Image 16

Image 17

Image 18
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Medium- Term
1) Create casual work groups or group employment spaces for folks who need to work
in non-traditional employment structures
One-third of people who panhandle said they had been asked on numerous occasions
why they don’t have a job or have been told to get a job. Fourteen of the interviewed
people who panhandle receive income support. Income support only allows single
people to earn $175 per month before that income is included in extra earnings that will
cause money to be taken off (clawed back) the next payment. If a person is employed
part-time and earning minimum wage at $11.65 per hour, they can only work 15 hours per
month before experiencing claw backs. Additionally, the unemployment rate in
Newfoundland and Labrador is 11.9%, meaning there is a surplus of workers(xxxvii).This
allows employers to choose overqualified candidates with ample availability. Additionally,
maintaining a schedule set by someone else can be challenging for some people who
panhandle. A number of factors make it a challenge, such as childcare, illness, unreliable
transport, mental and physical health concerns, substance use, and more. Therefore, a
workplace that provides high levels of flexibility is ideal.
Seven people who panhandle said they would work for minimum wage or return to their
field of training. Five people said they would participate in a casual day work program
that provided transportation, a meal and pays cash same-day. Four people who
panhandle and busk noted the amount of talent people who work in street-based and
non-traditional industries possess.
Stakeholders and survey respondents recognized the need for effective employment
programs, including a casual day work program (see image 19). This type of working
group had been piloted in various jurisdictions with good success. The Bridge to Work
program is a casual day work program that was tested for six months. It recently
extended the project to complete the year based on the level of success(xxxviii). This is a
medium-term recommendation because of the limitations with funding and program
development.
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Image 19

2) Adopt essential skill-based hiring practices in place of qualification-based hiring,
where applicable.
A person who panhandles told us about an experience they had when a business owner
asked them why they did not have a job. The person responded by asking if the business
owner was hiring. The owner responded by telling the person it was too hard to hire
someone off the street. The person then said to the business owner; this is why I don’t
have a job, thank you for asking. Seven people who panhandle said they would return to
traditional work industries. Four people said securing employment would allow them to
shift away from panhandling, and eight people said disability is a barrier to returning to
work. When discussing returning to work, many people who panhandle referenced the
unavailability of resources. When living in poverty, resource needs are typically filled by
people or agencies. People in poverty typically engage with three to nine agencies per
year to have their needs met(xxiii). This includes accessing basic resources such as
internet and computer services to look for employment opportunities and submit
applications. Additionally, access to word processing software and email, or cell phones
with data to access email to submit applications and correspond with potential
employers are often scarce. Moreover, clothing and other hidden resources are needed.
Ruby K. Payne introduced the hidden rules of economic class, a framework for
understanding the various ways people’s life circumstances interact with their economic
class and how people from various economic classes interact with each other(xxi). There
are obvious grey areas, but her work helps to bring understanding to the various
perspectives people hold; see image 20.
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Image 20

People experiencing poverty typically do not have access to the invisible resources the
hidden rules of economic class identify. For example, people experiencing poverty tend
to speak in a casual register, and their valued personality trait is their sense of humor
because relationships are a primary driving force in their lives(xxi). In contrast, a middleclass person speaks in a formal register, their valued personality trait is their
achievements, and this is because a primary driving force in their life is achievement(xxi).
If a person experiencing poverty is interviewing for an employment opportunity in a
middle-class space with a middle-class interviewer, then that person is already
disadvantaged by the way they speak and the examples they use to illustrate their value
to the employer. Using a skill-based hiring framework helps to reduce this issue because
it removes the focus on achievements and re-focuses the focus on ability to do the work
as shown by skillset. This also allows people to use non-traditional examples to
demonstrate their ability to fulfill the duties of the role. Two stakeholders noted that
most panhandlers have customer service skills that could be transferable in the right
role. Stakeholders and survey respondents echoed the need for more employment
opportunities. Some employment opportunities would not be able to adopt a skill-based
hiring framework, typically in highly specialized industries such as medicine and law.
3) Reduce or remove restrictions on the frequency of usage of food banks. (on-going)
Food insecurity is a historical concern in Newfoundland and Labrador. The 'Hungry
Month of March' is a saying here due to the official lists that were kept by government
determining which families had what amount of resources to get to spring, and their
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current health state. Food insecurity continues to be a concern for many people in the
metro region. 80% of people who panhandle said food was a major expense of theirs.
This included pre-made meals and groceries. Many noted they usually had access to
fewer healthy foods. Two people said they don’t agree with the once a month restriction
on food bank usage in the metro. Stakeholders echoed the need for increased access to
food services.
While there are clear challenges presented to increasing service capacity of food banks,
it is important to prioritize the need for healthy foods. Dowler and Connor argue there is
a right to food, and moreover, healthful foods(xxxix). They explain that food policy is
often uses the consumer choice model, which prioritizes trade and financial
choice(xxxix). In other words, what each person chooses to buy as food, based on their
available income, is their decision, although healthful food are promoted. Rarely is food
seen as a component of public health; through more recently, food security, which
includes concerns of affordability, healthfulness, and access, has been brought into a
rights-based domain through poverty research(xxxix), meaning that concerns about
what people can actually access with their resources is not being blamed on individual
choice, rather systematic shortcomings and failures. This could look like food deserts,
where the closest food store is a gas station. Alternatively, this could be low-income
people being unable to afford healthful foods, so they sustain themselves on high salt,
sugar, and fat diets out of necessity(xxxix). Community organizations have filled gaps in
welfare services through the provision of food. Many services offer pre-made meals as
well as whole foods or ingredients. Though, as mentioned above, there are serious
constraints on the ability of food banks and other community organizations fulfill the
food security needs of the metro, Dowler and Connor argue it is the duty of the
governments, federal, provincial and municipal, to address food security needs(xxxix).
4) Increase income support wages to allow for a livable income. Consider a graduated
system or a system that keeps money in people’s accounts. (On-going)
Although fourteen people who panhandle are connected with income support, thirteen
said their main reason for panhandling was because they did not have enough money to
meet their basic needs. Ten people who panhandle said they currently could not meet
their basic needs. Eight people who panhandle said their income support wages are too
low. A study conducted by the Canadian Center for Policy Alternatives showed that a
livable wage in St. John’s Newfoundland is $18.85 per hour(xl). This totals to $34,307
annually. A living wage is important because it allows people to leave poverty, fosters
healthy living environments, encourages gender equality, alleviates severe financial
stress and increases financial security (both of which increase mental well-being), and
allows people to meaningfully engage in social, cultural, and civic community life(xl). In
other words, increasing income support wages to a livable wage would allow people to
exit poverty and encourage well-being. The people we interviewed who panhandle
echoed these findings. Four people who panhandle said financial security would allow
them to move on from panhandling if they wanted to. Eight people who panhandle
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said something the government could do to better support them would be to
increase income support wages, see image 21 and 22.

Image 21

Image 22

Long-Term
1) Assessing current and future legislation and policies to ensure the human rights of
non-traditional workers and people who live in poverty/low-income are protected.
People experiencing poverty often feel powerless; when discussing destiny, it is usually
considered up to fate, or out of their control(xxi). A fifth of people who panhandle said
they feel powerless to stand up to passersby because they don’t feel their interests
would be understood or protected. A third of people who panhandle said they assess
body language and visual cues of passersby to determine who is safe to ask for
donations. Although some survey respondents felt being asked for donations constituted
harassment, it is often the person panhandling who is subject to violence and
harassment, see image 23.
Under the Universal Declaration of Human Rights there are 30 protected rights including
right to equality under the law, right to be considered innocent until proven guilty, right
to social security, right to desirable work and to join trade unions, right to education,
and right to an adequate living standard(xlii). Legislation and policies that inhibit these
rights need to be adjusted.
This recommendation was supported by two people who panhandles that shared their
lived experiences with mental health concerns. However, this recommendation is mostly
supported by stakeholders and survey respondents. Thirty-six survey respondents said
there is a need for increased access to mental health and addictions support.
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Image 23

Additionally, four stakeholders said they would like to see more access to wrap around
supports and intensive case management. As referenced above, agency time is a part of
experiencing poverty that people living in middle and wealthy classes don’t typically
experience(xxiii). As Lareau said, people from elite backgrounds tend to be involved with
institutions serving the elite, and people in poverty tend to be involved with institutions
serving people in need(xliii). All people who panhandle were involved with at least one
community organization.
Wrap-around support is a framework for intensive case management, in that it provides a
holistic and comprehensive, participant-driven way of responding to mental and physical
health concerns and system navigation needs. Vitopoulos and colleagues found in youth
services, providing wrap-around supports and intensive case management was foundational
to the success of their program to transition youth with complex cases out of
homelessness(xliv). They also noted the importance of inter-agency communication to
ensure the participant receive consistent and stable messages from all supports(xliv).

Conclusion

These recommendations represent a small fraction of the changes needed to support
people who panhandle. This community-based research project aimed to understand the
needs and experiences of people who panhandle. Additionally, this report aimed to
elevate the voices of the people who panhandle so their needs could be heard and
understood.
More research is needed regarding panhandling, both in the city and broadly in the
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literature. There was a strong reliance on news articles for both the jurisdictional scan
and the literature review. While analysis was more targeted to poverty research, people
who participate in the panhandling industry are nearly absent or categorized by other
groupings. It is encouraging to have the majority of people panhandling connected with
income support and housing. However, it is possible that these connections allowed
our walk-in participants to hear of the study.
The findings of this project suggest there are a number of systemic issues that need to
be addressed to improve the lives of people panhandling, regardless of if they continue
to panhandle. Moreover, there are a number of systems that need to change for people
to be able to stop living in poverty. The need to panhandle in the city is clearly
precipitated by the level of resources available to the person who is experiencing
poverty. To effectively address panhandling in the city of St. John’s, we need to
effectively address poverty. In other words, the most effective way to reduce the number
of people panhandling is to reduce the amount of poverty experienced in the city.
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