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The idea of a guaranteed annual income (GAI) or basic income (BI) is in the spotlight today ɀ here in Canada 
and around the world. Finland1 has just launched a GAI experiment and several cities and regions2 are 
exploring the idea of a basic income from Europe to India to Latin America. In Canada, the Ontario 
government is consulting on the design of a pilot project based on the advice of former Senator Hugh Segal.3 
The announcement of the basic income pilot is expected this spring.  

Similarly, the federal government has expressed interest in a GAI as part of its work on a national Poverty 
Reduction Strategy.4 The provinces of Quebec and Prince Edward Island, as well as the high-profile mayors 
of Calgary and Edmonton are also examining the idea.  

This is an important moment for anti-poverty advocates 
who have worked over many years to create an income 
security system that ensures that all Canadians can meet 
their basic needs and live with dignity.  

The idea of a basic income shines a light on the significant 
ÆÁÉÌÉÎÇÓ ÏÆ #ÁÎÁÄÁȭÓ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÓÁÆÅÔÙ ÎÅÔ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÈÏÌÄÉÎÇ ÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ 
promise of greater social justice and equality. It raises the 
conversation above piecemeal changes to individual 
programs to the fundamental goals of our welfare state 
and our obligations to each other as members of 
Canadian society.  

There remains a good deal of debate about the 
desirability and design of a basic income. Will it become 
Á ÓÔÒÁÔÅÇÙ ÆÏÒ ÒÅÄÕÃÉÎÇ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔȭÓ ÒÏÌÅ ÉÎ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÁÎÄ 
economic policy ɀ or a strategy to transform our system 
and propel meaningful change in the lives of low income 
individuals and families?   

4ÈÉÓ "ÒÉÅÆÉÎÇ .ÏÔÅ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÓ #0*ȭÓ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÔÈÉÎËÉÎÇ ÏÎ Á ÂÁÓÉÃ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÉÔÓ ÐÌÁÃÅ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ Á ÌÁÒÇÅÒ ÁÎÔÉ-
poverty strategy. It offers a set of recommendations for guiding the development of a Guaranteed Livable 
Income (GLI) ɀ an income security system that would ensure that everyone has access to the basic necessities 
of life and the means to participate meaningfully in the life of their community.  

CPJ recognizes that a GLI does not represent a solution to all of the causes of poverty, but it is an important 
strategy for addressing fundamental societal inequities and highlighting the scope and impact of #ÁÎÁÄÁȭÓ 
current poverty reduction programs and those being considered in future. 

 

A guaranteed annual income ÉÓ ÁÎ ÉÄÅÁ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÁÓ ÍÁÎÙ ÎÁÍÅÓ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÂÁÓÉÃ ÉÎÃÏÍÅȟ ÃÉÔÉÚÅÎȭÓ ×ÁÇÅȟ 
guaranteed minimum income, guaranteed livable income, and social dividend or bonus. What is common to 
each is the concept of a basic government transfer to individuals or households, available to everyone 
irrespective of need, with few if any conditions of eligibility attached. CPJ uses the term Guaranteed Livable 
Income (GLI) to describe these proposed programsȟ ÓÏ ÎÁÍÅÄ Ȱin recognition of both the human rights 
perspective and the CanadÉÁÎ ÖÁÌÕÅ ÏÆ ÆÁÉÒÎÅÓÓȢȱ5 

This Briefing NÏÔÅ ÌÁÙÓ ÏÕÔ #0*ȭÓ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÏÎ 

guaranteed annual income (GAI) / basic 

iÎÃÏÍÅ ɉ")Ɋ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÓ ÔÏ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ #0*ȭÓ 

participation in current debates, and to 

inform the development of a Canadian 

Poverty Reduction Strategy. It complements 

#0*ȭÓ ×ÏÒË ÉÎ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ Dignity for All 

campaign and its proposals to eliminate 

poverty contained in A National Anti-Poverty 

Plan for Canada, published in 2015. 

http://www.dignityforall.ca/en
http://www.cpj.ca/sites/default/files/docs/files/DignityForAll_Report-English-FINAL.pdf
http://www.cpj.ca/sites/default/files/docs/files/DignityForAll_Report-English-FINAL.pdf
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Various designs have been proposed for a guaranteed annual program ɀ from both conservative and social 
democratic perspectives.6 Indeed, one of the interesting features of the GAI / basic income field is that its 
proponents come from such varied perspectives. 

In Canada, progressive groups are largely agreed on the 
need to guarantee an annual income that provides for the 
community participation and dignity of all people. The 
question is how to pursue this goal ɀ given the complexity 
of the Canadian political system, the existing structure of 
the welfare state, and the diverse profiles of individuals 
and families living in poverty. 

Two basic models are under discussion:   

1. The Negative Income Tax (NIT) model provides an 
income benefit to low-income individuals and 
families, typically administered through the tax 
system. The maximum benefit (income guarantee) is 
available to those with no income from other sources. 
As earnings or other income rises, the benefit level is 
reduced by a certain amount per dollar received; 
proposed taxback rates in Canada have ranged from 
20 per cent to 70 per cent. Once the ÒÅÃÉÐÉÅÎÔȭÓ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ 
reaches a certain level, the benefit is reduced to zero. 
Thus, under a negative income tax scheme there are 
three groups: those receiving full benefits, those 
receiving partial benefits, and those receiving no 
benefits.  

Under the NIT system, there is always an incentive for 
beneficiaries to earn more income or acquire it from 
other sources. However, unless the income guarantee 
is set at the poverty threshold, a NIT cannot eliminate 
poverty on its own. Typically, the NIT programs have 
set the threshold below the poverty line in order to 
encourage people to seek out other income.  

2. The Universal Demogrant (UD)  model, commonly 
known as basic income (BI), consists of a regular 
payment made to individuals or families, granted unconditionally and usually (although not always) tax-
free as a right of citizenship. All other income generated above the benefit is taxable, and generally at a 
rate higher than current income tax rates.i In contrast to the NIT approach which provides net benefits 
only to households up to the break-even income level, the universal demogrant provides benefits to 
households all the way up the income scale. 

                                                             

i It is important to note that a guaranteed income program could be a hybrid of the negative income tax and the universal demogrant, whereby a 

reduction rate exists but the recipient can earn an income up to a certain threshold before transfers are reduced (e.g., OAS). 

&ÉÎÌÁÎÄȭÓ ÂÁÓÉÃ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÅØÐÅÒÉÍÅÎÔ ÉÓ 
underway and will run until the end of 2018. 
Two thousand individuals receiving un-
employment benefits have been randomly 
chosen to participate. The Social Insurance 
Institution of Finland is providing a basic 
ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÏÆ Όυφπ %52 ÐÅÒ ÍÏÎÔÈ Ⱦ Όφȟχςπ ÐÅÒ 
year ($812 CAD per month / $9,744 per 
year), exempt from taxation, to participants. 

To prevent selection bias, participation in the 
basic income scheme is mandatory for those 
selected. A control group has also been 
drawn from this population; this group will 
continue to receive their typical unem-
ployment benefits.  

The primary objective of the experiment is 
ȰÔÏ ÏÂÔain information on the effects of basic 
ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÐÅÒÓÏÎÓȱȢ )Î 
particular, the government is interested in 
determining whether basic income effect-
tively reduces the incentive traps associated 
with means-tested benefits. As well, the 
Finnish government is interested in whether 
ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍ ÃÁÎ ȰÒÅÄÕÃÅ ÂÕÒÅÁÕÃÒÁÃÙȱ ÁÎÄ 
ÈÅÌÐ ÔÏ ȰÓÉÍÐÌÉÆÙ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÐÌÉÃÁÔÅÄ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓ 
ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÉÎ Á ɍÆÉÎÁÎÃÉÁÌÌÙɎ ÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÌÅ ×ÁÙȢȱ 



3 

 

 

 

Another variant of the NIT model is also being discussed at the current moment: the Top-Up or Fill -the-Gap 
model. In this design, a basic benefit or income guarantee is established (i.e., low income threshold) and any 
ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌ ÏÒ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÆÁÌÌÓ ÂÅÌÏ× ÔÈÁÔ ÔÁÒÇÅÔ ÉÓ ȰÔÏÐÐÅÄ ÕÐȱ ×ÉÔÈ Á ÃÁÓÈ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÅÒȢ )ÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌÓ ÏÒ 
households above the income guarantee do not receive any transfers. 

Generally speaking, various proposals differ with respect to four basic points:   

¶ Degree of universality in terms of population coverage and whether the benefit is targeted at 

particular individuals or households;  

¶ Degree of conditionality and/or eligibility (e.g., residency in Canada, citizenship, income level, 

work status);  

¶ Adequacy, uniformity, frequency and type of benefit (e.g., cash transfers, in -kind benefits, one -

time capital grant);  

¶ Integration with other s ocial programs (as a complement or replacement for selected programs).  

The Basic Income Canada Network,7 for example, has been very active in promoting a universal basic income 
program that specifically replaces social assistance programs, leaving in place programs for children and 
seniors that are currently working well. Canada Without Poverty,8 however, has expressed reservations 
about pursuing a basic income strategy without first ensuring that Canada has a robust social welfare system 
in place. The conÃÅÒÎ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔÓ ×ÉÌÌ ÐÕÒÓÕÅ Á ȰÍÉÎÉÍÁÌÉÓÔ-ÌÉÂÅÒÔÁÒÉÁÎȱ ÖÅÒÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ Á basic income as 
ÅÎÖÉÓÉÏÎÅÄ ÂÙ -ÉÌÔÏÎ &ÒÉÅÄÍÁÎ ÉÎÓÔÅÁÄ ÏÆ Á Ȱ3ÔÒÏÎÇ "ÁÓÉÃ )ÎÃÏÍÅ -ÏÄÅÌȱ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÓ Á ÖÅÈÉÃÌÅ ÔÏ ÌÉÆÔ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ 
out of poverty.9 Other groups and researchers have offered up their own perspectives on the debate and 
proposals for income security reform, providing important context and background for the current 
discussion (e.g., MISWAA,10 Caledon Institute,11 Mowat Centre12).  

In Ontario, former Senator Hugh Segal has propÏÓÅÄ Á Ȱ4ÏÐ-5Ðȱ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍ ÌÉËÅ ÔÈÅ ÏÎÅ ÐÉÌÏÔÅÄ ÉÎ -ÁÎÉÔÏÂÁȭÓ 
Mincome experiment13 ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ρωχπÓȢ 4ÈÅ 3ÅÇÁÌ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÉÌÏÔ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ Á ȰÒÁÎÄÏÍÉÚÅÄ 
ÃÏÎÔÒÏÌ ÔÒÉÁÌȱ ÉÎ Á ÌÁÒÇÅ ÕÒÂÁÎ ÁÒÅÁȟ ÁÌÏÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ  ÔÈÒÅÅ ȰÓÁÔÕÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÉÔÅÓȟȱ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÁÌÌ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄuals aged 18 to 65 
years living in low income, as well as Ontario Works and Ontario Disability Support Program recipients, 
would be eligible to participate.14 Participants would receive a monthly, non-taxable payment of at least 
$1,320 (or $15,840 /year) for a single person, with an opportunity to keep a percentage of additional 
employment earnings. The benefit level received would vary according to net family income and family 
composition, and be paid to all adults in the family. Participants with disabilities would receive an additional 
$500 per month.15  

The level of interest and engagement in the GAI/BI discussion is exciting, but rather daunting even for those 
×ÈÏ ÁÒÅ ÆÁÍÉÌÉÁÒ ×ÉÔÈ #ÁÎÁÄÁȭÓ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÓÅÃÕÒÉÔÙ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȢ 4ÈÅ ÖÅÒÙ ÒÁÎÇÅ ÏÆ ÐÏÔÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÏÐÔÉÏÎÓ ÃÏÍÐÌÉÃÁÔÅs the 
discussion considerably, as it is difficult to sort out where people might agree or disagree. Are we talking 
about developing a program that replaces all of the existing federal and provincial income security programs 
ɀ or one that targets a certain population and certain set of programs? Is the primary goal of a GAI to create 
a safety net for working-age individuals trying to support themselves in an increasingly precarious labour 
market or to fix enormous and pernicious problems associated with the social assistance system? The GAI / 
BI debate iÓ Á ÔÅØÔÂÏÏË ÅØÁÍÐÌÅ ÏÆ ȰÆÕÚÚÙȱ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ-making.16 

!ÇÁÉÎÓÔ ÔÈÉÓ ÂÁÃËÄÒÏÐȟ ÔÈÉÓ "ÒÉÅÆÉÎÇ .ÏÔÅ ÓÅÅËÓ ÔÏ ÓÅÔ ÏÕÔ #0*ȭÓ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÏÆ Á 'ÕÁÒÁÎÔÅÅÄ ,ÉÖÁÂÌÅ 
Income (GLI) as part of its own work to advance federal policy measures that will reduce poverty and make 
a meaningful difference in the lives of low-income people in Canada. CPJ uses the term Guaranteed Livable 
Income (GLI) to describe a suite of income security programs that together provide for the economic security 
ÏÆ ÁÌÌȢ 4ÈÅ ÎÁÍÅ Ȱ'ÕÁÒÁÎÔÅÅÄ ,ÉÖÁÂÌÅ )ÎÃÏÍÅȱ ×ÁÓ ÃÈÏÓÅÎ Ȱin recognition of both the human rights 
ÐÅÒÓÐÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ #ÁÎÁÄÉÁÎ ÖÁÌÕÅ ÏÆ ÆÁÉÒÎÅÓÓȢȱ17 
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#0* ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ #ÁÎÁÄÁȭÓ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÓÅÃÕÒÉÔÙ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÅÎÓÕÒÅ ÔÈat everyone has access to the basic 
necessities of life, while respecting the dignity of the person and encouraging participation in community life. 
Poverty rates in Canada have not changed substantially in the past twenty-five years. Neither employment 
nor social programs currently ensure that all people have enough income to meet their basic needs.18 Poverty 
has significant costs for individuals and for society, including health care, judicial costs, loss of productivity 
and social exclusion.19 

While there are several reasons why Canada should pursue a Guaranteed Livable Income (GLI) program, for 
example, to address the failings of our social safety net, or to protect workers who are being pushed aside in 
ÔÏÄÁÙȭÓ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÙȟ #0* ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÉÍÁÒÙ ÇÏÁÌ Ïf a GLI program should be to ensure that all Canadians 
ÁÒÅ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÌÉÖÅ ÉÎ ÄÉÇÎÉÔÙȟ ÆÒÅÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÐÏÖÅÒÔÙ ÁÎÄ ×ÁÎÔȢ #0*ȭÓ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÊÕÓÔÉÃÅ ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒË20 emphasizes dignity 
and justice within social relationships, but poverty and public policy focused solely on economic 
development both rob people of dignity and justice. In this context, a GLI offers the potential of greater 
income security, economic opportunity and social inclusion. CPJ offers the following recommendations to 
guide the development of a Guaranteed Livable Income for Canada.21 

CPJ envisions an income security system that raises individuals and families out of poverty and protects 
against income loss and interruption over the life course. It should provide support to all people, especially 
those facing the greatest risk of poverty (e.g., people with disabilities; lone-parent families; newcomers), 
taking into account community factors that place people at risk, e.g., local labour markets or low education. 
Programs should be designed to ÆÁÃÉÌÉÔÁÔÅ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȭÓ ÃÈÏÉÃÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÚÅ ÔÈÅ ÖÁÌÕÅ ÏÆ ÐÁÉÄ ÁÎÄ ÕÎÐÁÉÄ ÌÁÂÏÕÒ 
in families and communities, while minimizing the intrusion of government into ÐÅÏÐÌÅȭÓ private lives.  

While Canada has achieved considerable success in building an income security platform for children and 
seniors, programs serving the work-age population have been systematically undermined for over two 
decades. Poverty levels among unattached singles and people with disabilities, for instance, remain very high. 
In this context, a universal GLI could provide a basic income guarantee to many more vulnerable Canadians, 
tackling fundamental inequities in current welfare state programming.  

"ÕÔ ×ÈÁÔ ÄÏÅÓ Á ȰÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌȱ ',) ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÍÅÁÎ ÉÎ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅȩ 3ÈÏÕÌÄ ÔÈÅ ',) ÔÁËÅ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÒÍ ÏÆ Á Õniversal 
demogrant, such as the old Family Allowance program, or a tax instrument, such as the Basic Personal 
!ÍÏÕÎÔ ÏÒ !ÇÅ !ÍÏÕÎÔ ÏÎ ÔÏÄÁÙȭÓ ÔÁØ ÆÏÒÍ? Or should it be a program Ȱuniversally availableȱ to those who 
fall below a particular income threshold ɀ or another target group? 

4ÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ ÐÏ×ÅÒÆÕÌ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔÓ ÏÎ ÂÏÔÈ ÓÉÄÅÓȢ 0ÒÏÖÉÄÉÎÇ ÁÎ ÁÕÔÏÎÏÍÏÕÓ ÃÁÓÈ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÅÒ ÉÎ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ȰÔÈÅ 
ÆÕÎÄÁÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÄÉÇÎÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÅÖÅÒÙ ÐÅÒÓÏÎȱ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÎÏÔ ÏÎÌÙ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÌÉÖÅÓ ÏÆ ÌÏ×- income families, 
it would do so in a way free of stigma. Measures to police programs such as social assistance systematically 
undermine the well-being of recipients in ways that are damaging and long-lasting. A universal demogrant 
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or cash transfer administered through the tax system would significantly enhance the quality of life of 
recipients (low-income recipients in particular) and foster greater community inclusion, while potentially 
reducing administrative costs (more on this point below). As Sheila Regehr from the Basic Income Canada 
Network argues, such a transfer offers recipients real security ɀ the knowledge that the benefit will be 
delivered each month without question ɀ and the ability to make ÏÎÅȭÓ own decisions essential to individual 
and family well-being.  

Most universal demogrant models, however, are very expensive, delivering benefits ɀ depending on the 
design ɀ to many who may not need the assistance. Assuming a benefit level averaging $10,000 per capita ɀ 
an amount above what most welfare systems provide for singles but below established low income lines ɀ 
ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÃÏÓÔ Ασυπ ÂÉÌÌÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ #ÁÎÁÄÁȭÓ συ ÍÉÌÌÉÏÎ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÓȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÃÏÓÔ ÆÁÒ ÅØÃÅÅÄÓ #ÁÎÁÄÁȭÓ ÔÏÔÁÌ 
federal revenues (about $280B in 2014-15). Indeed, such a program risks leaving millions of low-income 
people, such as seniors, worse off, even before taking into account the effects of higher taxes to pay for the 
program and/or the cancellation of other supports. Even a GLI of $15,000 would represent a loss of income 
for some. Depending on the model, we could actually experience a rise in poverty rates as a result of a 
universal GLI.  

4ÈÅ ÏÔÈÅÒ ×ÁÙ ÔÏ ÌÏÏË ÁÔ Á ȰÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌȱ ',) ÉÓ ÔÏ ÌÏÏË ÂÅÙÏÎÄ Á ÓÉÎÇÌÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÏÖÅÒÓ ÔÈÅ ÔÏÔÁÌ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ 
to a suite of programs that work together to guarantee livable incomes for all.22 Not a Guaranteed Livable 
Income program, but a Guaranteed Livable Income system. This approach views existing income security 
programs and other in-kind benefits, like prescription drug programs, as building blocks of a more 
comprehensive and effective system. Instead of a single program, then, the goal is to identify holes in our 
current programming and to create new approaches and programs that ɀ taken together ɀ provide universal 
coverage or access to a basic income ɀ in ways that embrace dignity, facilitate ÃÈÏÉÃÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÖÁÌÕÅ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȭÓ ÐÁÉÄ 
and unpaid work.  

The question of universality is an important one as it highlights the issues of cost and distributional equity 
in the ongoing debate. Margot Young and Jim Mulvale are worth quoting at length on this point: Ȱ!Ó ÔÈÅ 
breadth of coverage widens towards universality ȣ the up-front cost of providing a guaranteed income rises. 
This may achieve greater coverage (everyone gets something), but it also raises issues of vertical economic 
distribution because the wealthy receive the same benefit as individuals at lower income levels. While a 
progressive taxback rate can correct the regressive impact of such coverage, the optics of providing benefits 
to those who do not need them along with the initial budgetary impact of such universality may make it 
ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÄÉÆÆÉÃÕÌÔ ÔÏ ÈÁÖÅ Á ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÉÎ ÁÌÌÅÖÉÁÔÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÄÕÃÉÎÇ ÐÏÖÅÒÔÙȢȱ23  

CPJ believes that it is better to tackle the glaring deficiencies of our current system than to hold out for a 
universal scheme that may undercut poverty reduction.24 It is also the case, as Young and Mulvale conclude, 
ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ȰÐractical implementation of a guaranteed income may result in unacceptable political compromises, 
such as in inadequate benefit levels, partial implementation that forestalls more radical progressive change, 
and selective application to only the Ȭdeserving poorȭȢȱ25 
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CPJ firmly believes that all Canadian residents should be entitled to an income guarantee, here including 
permanent residents, refugee claimants and asylum-ÓÅÅËÅÒÓȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ #0*ȭÓ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ 
work on refugee policy reform and resettlement ɀ and would set aside requirements attached to citizenship 
status and tenure in the country. This position recognizes the rights of residents to an adequate standard of 
living under international covenants and conventions.  

But should a GLI program be targeted to particular populations or groups? Should program receipt be 
contingent on meeting certain conditions or criteria? Most guaranteed income proposals are conditional in 
the sense that they are targeted to low-income residents. Others, however, impose additional eligibility 
ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÍÅÎÔÓȟ ÆÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȟ ÍÅÅÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍȭÓ ÄÅÆÉÎÉÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ Á ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ×ÉÔÈ Á ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÏÒ ÏÂÌÉÇÁÔÉÎÇ 
recipients to seek out paid employment. Still others introduce design elements such as low benefit levels to 
dissuade potential applicants or to reinforce specific policy goals and objectives.  

The concerns about work incentives have been a driving force in Canadian discussions of income security, 
ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÌÏÎÇ ÓÈÁÄÏ× ÏÆ #ÁÎÁÄÁȭÓ ÃÏÌÏÎÉÁÌ ÐÁÓÔ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ %ÌÉÚÁÂÅÔÈÁÎ 0ÏÏÒ ,Á×ÓȢ )Î ÔÈÅ 
context of current proposals for a GLI, it can be considered a distraction (see Sheila 2ÅÇÅÈÒȭÓ 2016 critique 
of Jonathon Rhys Kesselman).26 It may be the case that an income guarantee set at or near a poverty threshold 
will encourage some people to stop working, thus driving up overall program costs. Certainly, there are 
ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ÉÓÓÕÅÓ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ Ȱ×ÅÌÆÁÒÅ ×ÁÌÌȱ ÎÏÔÁÂÌÙ ×ÉÔÈ ÒÅÓÐÅÃÔ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÔÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÌÏÓÓ ÏÆ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ ÁÎÄ ÄÒÕÇ 
benefits and other subsidies. Both of these issues are policy challenges that need to be tackled in a 
comprehensive design for a GLI that links income security and supports such elements as child care, health 
ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÒÁÉÎÉÎÇȢ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÅÙ ÓÈÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÂÅ ÈÅÌÄ ÕÐ ÁÓ Á ÒÅÁÓÏÎ ÆÏÒ ÓÅÔÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÖÁÌÕÅ ÏÆ Á ÂÁÓÉÃ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔ 
at subsistence levels. Given the goal of providing a basic income guarantee, there is no place for any type of 
requirements related to employment status ɀ ÏÒ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔ ÔÏ ÄÉÓÔÉÎÇÕÉÓÈ ÔÈÅ ȰÄÅÓÅÒÖÉÎÇȱ ÆÒÏÍ 
ÔÈÅ ȰÕÎÄÅÓÅÒÖÉÎÇȱ ÐÏÏÒȢ  

4ÈÉÓ ÉÓÎȭÔ ÔÏ ÓÁÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÔÏÐÉÃ ÏÆ ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÔÙ ÉÓÎȭÔ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔȢ )Æ ÔÈÅ Ðrimary goal of a GLI is to reduce   
poverty, introducing any kind of eligibility criteria runs the risk of potentially excluding those in need. For 
example, poor single seniors might be overlooked with a GLI program that is focused solely on working-age 



7 

 

 

 

individuals and families. This is where the principle of universality butts up against efficiency. The reverse is 
ÔÒÕÅ ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌȢ Ȱ#ÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎ-ÆÒÅÅȱ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÓ ɀ even those designed to tax back benefits from higher income 
families ɀ will end up directing scarce reÓÏÕÒÃÅÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÏÓÅ ×ÈÏ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÉÌÙ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔȟ ÒÅÄÕÃÉÎÇ 
the level of assistance available to individuals most in need.  

Targeting or conditionality of any kind involves administrative challenges. For instance, the screening tool 
used by the federal government to determine eligibility for disability programs has been criticized for setting 
an overly high threshold, and as such, continues to be subject to intense debate. One of the selling features of 
a universal demogrant is reduced administrative cost in terms of time and money; social assistance 
caseworkers, for example, spend up to 70 per cent of their time applying administrative rules and 
regulation.27 David MacDonald estimates that roughly $1.2B is spent on welfare system administration, 
representing 7.5 per cent of total program costs, and another $1.6B on administering Employment Insurance 
at 8.5 per cent of program costs.28  

At the same time, MacDonald, along with others, notes that the proposed administrative savings are almost 
certainly overstated, with the funds representing a relatively small proportion against potential program 
ÃÏÓÔȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÉÓÎȭÔ ÁÎ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ Á ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌ ÍÏÄÅÌ ɀ but a caution against relying too heavily on this line 
of argument.    

The question comes back to the policy goals for a GLI program. There is an argument to be made for an 
ȰÕÎÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌȱ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ-wide program and a ȰÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌȱ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ-specific program that targets those 
that face the greatest risk of poverty (e.g., working-age adults, social assistance recipients, or people with 
disabilities) with its attendant operational challenges.   

CPJ believes that a staged approach would be the best strategy, tackling the needs of working-aged adults 
and people with disabilities first, providing the opportunity to experiment with different program models. 
There is a strong case for starting with groups served by provincial social assistance programs, the large 
majority of whom live on incomes that fall significantly below various low-income lines and are subject to 
overwhelmingly intrusive rules and regulations. Provincial monies freed up by the participation of the 
federal government could further help to underwrite the expansion of supports (e.g., health and dental 
benefits; rental subsidies; etc.) to all low-income Canadians, including the working poor.   

A tighter focus on populations in need ɀ building on and improving existing mechanisms in the process ɀ 
could accomplish a great deal, providing the foundation of a universal income guarantee. A NIT or Top Up 
model would be consistent with this choice through which the government could target the benefit and 
integrate any new program with supports and services for low- and modest-income families. 

A guaranteed annual income program could also focus on creating an equitable and just system of income 

supports for people with disabilities. People with severe disabilities can get vastly different levels of 

support depending on how and when they acquired their disabilities. The Caledon Institute has a proposal 

that would create an income guarantee by converting the Disability Tax Credit into a refundable credit, 

eliminating social assistance in the process. The monies saved by the provinces and territories would be 

reinvested into an expanded support system.  

4ÈÉÓ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÃÏÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔ ÅØÉÓÔÉÎÇ ×ÏÒËÐÌÁÃÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÏÒÙ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÓ ɉÅȢÇȢȟ %)ȟ ×ÏÒËÅÒÓȭ 

compensation, CPP/QPP), replacing needs-based and income-based programs, such as social assistance, 

WITB, and refundable tax credits. Others argue that the net should be cast wider to include EI sickness, 

×ÏÒËÅÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÅÎÓÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÁÎÄ ÖÅÔÅÒÁÎÓȭ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓ ɀ taking into account that about 70% of total income 

security programming is not income-tested and the cost of the proposed GAI / BI will be significant. 
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Household characteristics, such as income and the number and age of children, are routinely used to 
determine eligibility and to structure benefits (e.g., social assistance, Canada Child Benefit) and the same 
approach should be used in the design of a Guaranteed Livable Income. Similarly, the proposed program 
should recognize the needs of lone-parent families, providing higher financial assistance for the first child as 
the equivalent-to-spouse tax credit does.  

The discussion above has focused on who should be the focus or target of a GLI program. The next questions 
revolve around the size of the benefit and program envelope. What should the value of a GLI be? How should 
the level of the basic benefit be set? Against what income threshold? What is the potential financial impact of 
different proposals? Who are the potential winners and losers under the different scenarios?  

Existing proposals vary widely with respect to benefit level ɀ ranging from a top-up of existing sources of 
income to a stand-ÁÌÏÎÅ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÓ Á ȰÄÅÃÅÎÔȱ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄ ÏÆ ÌÉÖÉÎÇȢ Proposals also vary in terms of 
form and duration, for example, a weekly, monthly or annual benefit, paid out continually or for a set period 
of time. The issue of indexation is an important consideration in terms of the value of the benefit over time 
and whether or not the benefit should be adjusted to reflect regional living costs.  
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Different points of reference have been used in determining benefit levels in various GAI proposals, including 
the low-income lines commonly used in Canada (see Table below), annual minimum wage earnings 
($19,990), and benefits available to low-income seniors ($17,157 for a single senior from OAS and GIS). For 
example, in 2005, the Modernizing Income Security for Working-Age Adults (MISWAA) project picked $15,000 
as its basic threshold of adequacy, the midway point between commonly used measures of low income. More 
recently, Kevin Milligan, a prominent UBC economist, also used the $15,000 threshold in his cost projections 
of a basic income program.29  

 Single Individual  Family of Four  

Low-Income Measure, After -Tax (LIM-AT)  $21,773 $43,546 

Low-Income Cut-Off (LICO-AT)  

(community 500,00+) 
$20,160 $38,117 

Market Basket Measure (MBM)  

(Winnipeg, MB) 
- $35,618 

The income threshold for a large city, population 500,000 or more, has been chosen to illustrate the LICO. The 
ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÔÈÒÅÓÈÏÌÄ ÆÏÒ 7ÉÎÎÉÐÅÇ ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÃÈÏÓÅÎ ÔÏ ÉÌÌÕÓÔÒÁÔÅ ÔÈÅ -"- ɉ7ÉÎÎÉÐÅÇȭÓ ÍÅÄÉÁÎ ÁÆÔÅÒ-tax income 
is close to the Canadian benchmark). 

In choosing a benefit design, program designers weigh the goals of the program (e.g., alleviating poverty) 
against its potential cost and impact. A benefit of $15,000 per year ɀ as noted above ɀ would fall short of the 
three commonly used low-income lines in Canada. At the same time, a universal demogrant in this amount 
×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÐÒÏÈÉÂÉÔÉÖÅÌÙ ÅØÐÅÎÓÉÖÅ ÁÔ ÏÖÅÒ Ασππ ÂÉÌÌÉÏÎȢ !ÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ $ÁÖÉÄ -ÁÃÄÏÎÁÌÄȟ ÅÖÅÎ Á ÔÁØÁÂÌÅ ȰÃÈÅÑÕÅ 
ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÉÌȱ ÏÆ Αρȟπππ ÐÅÒ ÁÄÕÌÔ ɀ stacked on other programs so that no one is worse off ɀ would produce a 
drop in poverty among children, adults aged 18-64 and seniors, but at a cost of $32.6 billion ɀ or roughly 
$43,290 for every person lifted above the LIM-AT for a single person. 

The high costs of a universal demogrant model is the reason why much of the energy has been focused on 
Negative Income Tax (NIT) or Top-Up designs. CPJ agrees that this model holds out the greatest promise and 
that the After-tax Low Income Measure (LIM-AT) represents an income threshold that would improve the 
lives of hundreds of thousands of Canadians. It is also the official poverty measure used by the Ontario 
government to track the progress of its Poverty Reduction Strategy. According to an analysis of the 2013 
Canadian Income Survey, it would cost a minimum of $22 billion to lift all Canadians up to the LIM-AT for 
one person ($21,750).30    

The income threshold should be indexed to the cost of living ɀ and depending on the final design ɀ take into 
account the presence and number of children and other special circumstances, such as disability or lone-
parenthood.  
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An Angus Reid Institute Poll conducted in 2016 found that there was general support for a guaranteed 

minimum income in Canada. However, a majority also believe that such a policy would be unaffordable, 

and most would not support an increase in taxes to fund it.31 

Survey respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with the following statements: 

¶ Ȱ! ÇÕÁÒÁÎÔÅÅÄ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÇÉÖÅ #ÁÎÁÄÉÁÎÓ ÇÒÅÁÔÅÒ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÆÒÅÅÄÏÍȢȱ ɉφφ per cent 

agreed) 

¶ A guaranteed income program ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÔÏÏ ÅØÐÅÎÓÉÖÅ ÆÏÒ #ÁÎÁÄÁȭÓ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ ÔÏ ÁÆÆÏÒÄȢȱ ɉυω per 

cent agreed) 

¶ Ȱ) ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ×ÉÌÌÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÐÁÙ ÍÏÒÅ ÉÎ ÔÁØÅÓ ÉÎ ÏÒÄÅÒ ÔÏ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÓÏÍÅ ËÉÎÄ ÏÆ ÇÕÁÒÁÎÔÅÅÄ ÉÎÃÏÍÅȢȱ ɉστ 

per cent agreed) 

¶ Ȱ'ÕÁÒÁÎÔÅÅÄ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÓ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÁÇÅ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÆÒÏÍ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇȢȱ (63 per cent agreed)32 

What should the relationship be between a guaranteed income program and other income support programs 
and the provision of ȰÉÎ-ËÉÎÄȱ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ goods, such as social housing? Should a Guaranteed Livable Income be 
funded through the cancellation of other programs and/or the introduction of new revenue-generating 
programs?  

Some proponents of a guaranteed income argue that the program should stand as a replacement for most 
other income security programs, such as Employment Insurance, social assistance, and personal tax credits. 
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There would be no additional cost to the government treasury or the tax payer. Monies gathered to fund 
existing programs would be folded into a new guaranteed income plan.  

By contrast, other proposals envision a guaranteed income program that complements existing income 
support programs that work well and in-kind supports, such as drug and health benefits. This version sees 
ÔÈÅ '!) ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍ ÁÓ ÁÎ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÐÌÁÎË ÉÎ #ÁÎÁÄÁȭÓ ×ÅÌÆÁÒÅ ÓÔÁÔÅ ÁÒÃÈÉÔÅÃÔÕÒÅȢ 4ÈÅ ÆÏÃÕÓ ÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÏÎ ÔÁÃËÌÉÎÇ 
the failures of existing programs that leave far too many families living in deep poverty.  

These two different approaches ɀ and the variants in between ɀ have very different cost implications for the 
government.  

To lend some perspective, Kevin Milligan has produced costs estimates for 10 different versions of a GAI, 
with two different base benefits and five reduction rates from zero per cent (effectively a universal 
demogrant) to 100 per cent (effectively a Top-Up design). The estimates vary from $32.2 billion to $328.8 

billion.  

GAI ɀ Basic Benefit  
Reduction Rate  

0% 25%  50%  75%  100%  

$15,000 per adult  328.8 157.5 97.7 74.7 62.5 

LICO-BT threshold  
for families  

313.8 136.9 66.3 42.9 32.2 

Source: Milligan (2014) using SLID microdata. Seniors excluded. Total income 
defined less social assistance and child benefits. 

4ÈÅ ÃÏÓÔ ÏÆ Á ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌ ÄÅÍÏÇÒÁÎÔ ÏÆ Αρυȟπππ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÆÁÒ ÅØÃÅÅÄ #ÁÎÁÄÁȭÓ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÓÐÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÓÅÃÕÒÉÔÙ 
programs ($160 billion). Other variations of a NIT program would also require a significant investment ɀ 
ranging from 14 per cent to 66 per cent of total federal revenues ($237 billion in 2010). Even a Top-Up 
program, which would direct benefits only to those below the set income threshold, would require an 
investment upwards of $30 billion (depending on the threshold).  

This is a difficult choice: Should the government eliminate current programs and re-direct the funds to a new 
GAI/BI? Should the government raise the needed funds through a new tax program on corporations or 
carbon sources ɀ or pursue some combination of the two? 

As .ÏÁÈ :ÏÎ ×ÒÉÔÅÓȡ Ȱ!ÎÙ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓ ÏÆ Á ÂÁÓÉÃ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÎÅÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ ÁÌÏÎÇÓÉÄÅ ÔÈÅ 
costs of the plans to pay for it, including the tax rates faced by low-income Canadians, the loss of other credits 
and services, and the overall economic impact. There is no easy way to pay for this ɀ even substantial tax 
increases for higher income Canadians would not come close to paying for a substantial universal basic 
ÉÎÃÏÍÅȢȱ33  

As an alternative, governments could free up funds by further targeting existing programs more narrowly to 
ÔÈÏÓÅ ÉÎ ÇÒÅÁÔÅÓÔ ÎÅÅÄȢ #ÁÎÁÄÁȭÓ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÓÅÃÕÒÉÔÙ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÄÅÌÉÖÅÒÓ ÓÉÚÅÁÂÌÅ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÅ ×ÁÙ ÕÐ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ 
ladder. We currently have the resources in the system to reduce poverty; David Macdonald estimates that 
we could reduce the overall poverty rate (as measured by the LIM-AT) from 12 per cent to 7 per cent if we 
ÃÁÎÃÅÌÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÄÉÒÅÃÔÅÄ ÆÕÎÄÉÎÇ ÆÒÏÍ #ÁÎÁÄÁȭÓ ÅØÉÓÔÉÎÇ '!)-style programs (e.g., OAS and the Child Benefit, 
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plus the WITB, social assistance and EI) into a Negative Income Tax program. But, there would be losses for 
modest income individuals and families. One-third of households in the 2nd and 3rd income deciles (mostly 
single seniors) would be worse off under this proposal.34  

$ÉÇÎÉÔÙ ÆÏÒ !ÌÌȭÓ National Anti-Poverty Plan calls for a comprehensive strategy to reduce poverty ɀ building a 
network of income security programs and in-kind supports, such as child care, training, and social housing, 
to create a more robust and effective social safety net that is able to address the diverse needs of Canadians. 
CPJ believes that building an effective income platform for working-age adults (including those with 
disabilities) is a logical next step. If there is agreement on this strategy, funding for social assistance ($15 
billion) , working income tax benefit ($1.2 billion), the GST Credit ($4.1 billion) and related provincial 
programs could be re-directed into the creation of a new GLI program (and related supports for low-income 
families).  

Better targeting of other income support programs and tax expenditures would provide another important 
source of program revenue.ii Depending on the model chosen, new tax measures should be considered to 
supplement and expand the GLI program over time such as eliminating the stock option deduction for 
corporate executives ($600 million), taxing income from capital investments at the same rate as employment 
income ($8 billion), or a financial activities tax on profits and remuneration in the financial sector. 

Finally, it is essential that the government work to enhance and maintain the progressivity of the tax system 
so that the cost of a Guaranteed Livable Income is fairly shared among Canadians. This is consistent with 
#0*ȭÓ ÅØÉÓÔÉÎÇ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÏÎ ÔÁØ ÆÁÉÒÎÅÓÓȟ ÓÕÍÍÁÒÉÚÅÄ ÉÎ ÏÕÒ &ÉÎÁnce Committee Briefs35 ÁÎÄ #0*ȭÓ fact sheet 
series on taxation.36  

                                                             

ii In a recent study of tax expenditures, David Macdonald found that out of 64 tax expenditures, 59 of them provided more benefit to the top 50% of 

income earners than the bottom half of earners, with the largest share going to the richest 10%. The cost of these 59 programs totaled $100.5 
billion in 2011 alone. 
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The recommendations presented above sketch out the parameters of a new GLI system for working-age 

adults. Hopefully, this will be one of the models tested over the next few years. In moving forward, it will be 

very important to establish benchmarks against which to evaluate the success of the different pilot projects.  

The Ontario government signaled its priorities in its February 2016 Press Release announcing the Pilot 

0ÒÏÊÅÃÔȢ 4ÈÅÉÒ ÇÏÁÌ ÉÓ ÔÏ Ȱtest whether a basic income [can] provide a more efficient way of delivering income 

support, strengthen the attachment to the labour force, and achieve savings in other areas, such as health 

care and housing supports." 

But there other considerations to take into account ɀ as we have argued above.  

A guide to evaluation would l ook at the following questions:  

¶ What principles should guide the evaluation work?  

¶ How will we know that one model or another has made a difference in people Óȭ ÌÉÖÅÓȩ  

¶ What measures should be put in place to monitor progress and determine program impact?  

¶ What are the critical benchmarks / conditions / markers of a successful pilot? For families? 

For communities? For governments?  

¶ How does the program interact with other income support or in -kind programs?  

¶ How will we identify and track government costs and savings related to lifting people out of 

poverty across program areas?  

¶ How should the community be engaged in the development , implementation and ongoing 

monitoring and analysis of project findings?  

This last point is critical ɀ community involvement is one of the key elements of successful anti-poverty work. 

The Ontario government is seeking input on the pilot project design as proposed by former Senator Hugh 

Segal.37 Going forward, it will be important to establish mechanisms to engage the public and the residents 

in the selected communities on an ongoing basis. The evaluation team should work with residents to select 

evaluation measures that have meaning for them. Meaningful engagement will ensure that the research team 

ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÅÓ Á ÃÏÍÐÒÅÈÅÎÓÉÖÅ ÐÉÃÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÉÌÏÔȭÓ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÆÏÒ ÁÌÌ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅÄȢ 

Following on this, it will be important to establish an independent group to carry out project monitoring and 

evaluation activities, ideally bringing together government, university and community-based research 

knowledge and experience.iii   This is a real opportunity for the government to illustrate an open approach ɀ 

one that will guarantee better results which in turn will guarantee better policy and program design in the 

future.  

 

 

                                                             

iii  Hugh Segal has proposed the creation of an independent coalition of non-profit research organizations to design and conduct the program 

evaluation, working with a Research Operations Committee who would be tasked with developing the methodology. 
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CPJ offers the following guidance to develop a GLI program that will support and lift low-income 
Canadians out of poverty: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


