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Speaking Out Project:  The Consequences of Policy Changes for Ontario Households

With special thanks to the Speaking Out Project participants.

     The Speaking Out Project was established in January 1997 to document the effects that
policy changes are having on ordinary people in Ontario, especially those with low incomes.  The
project is a longitudinal study of 40 Ontario households, which will be interviewed intensively at
six-month intervals until the year 2000.  To supplement and interpret the households’ experiences,
Speaking Out also analyzes a wide range of other sources of information.  We will report our
findings after each round of interviews.

     The name Speaking Out comes from the idea that citizens should have the opportunity to
‘speak out’ on their own behalf.  Our goal is to provide a vivid and understandable portrait of the
consequences of Ontario’s shifts in policy, spending and taxing on different types of households.

Speaking Out is a project of the Caledon Institute of Social Policy, which is a private, non-
profit organization dedicated to social policy research.  The Caledon Institute seeks to inform and
influence public opinion while developing and promoting concrete practicable proposals for
social policy reform.  Its work covers a broad range of social policy areas including income secu-
rity, poverty, taxation, social spending, employment, social services and health.  Speaking Out is
supported financially by the Atkinson Charitable Foundation, which funds projects that promote
social and economic justice.

The project team has seven members.  The two co-principal investigators – Michael
Mendelson,  Senior Scholar with the Caledon Institute, and Sheila Neysmith, Professor of Social
Work at the University of Toronto – provide direction on methodology and policy analysis.  The
research associates – Kate Bezanson, PhD candidate in women’s studies at York University, Louise
Noce, PhD student in sociology and equity studies at the Ontario Institute for Studies in Educa-
tion, Anne O’Connell, PhD student in sociology and equity studies at the Ontario Institute for
Studies in Education, and Fraser Valentine, a PhD candidate in political science at the University
of Toronto – are conducting the interviews, and carrying out research, policy analysis and writing.
Project manager Susan McMurray is also doing analysis and writing, as well as representing the
project and carrying out tasks on a day-to-day basis.  The varied backgrounds and diverse aca-
demic disciplines and interests of the project team members facilitate thorough policy analysis.

For more information about the project, please see our first occasional report, Speaking
Out Project Description, Research Strategy and Methodology.  Check the Caledon Institute’s web
site for information on all of the Speaking Out reports at http://www.caledoninst.org/speaking.
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Introduction

On June 8, 1995, Ontario elected a Conser-
vative government under the leadership of Mike
Harris.  Since its election, the government has
initiated enormous change in almost every area of
public life in Ontario.  In many cases, these changes
have fundamentally transformed and redirected the
path the province is taking.

The Speaking Out Project was established
in January 1997 to document the effects this
transformation is having on ordinary people in
Ontario, especially those with low incomes.  The
project is a unique longitudinal study of 40 Ontario
households, which will be intensively interviewed at
six-month intervals over the next three years.  To
supplement and interpret the households’
experiences, the Speaking Out Project also will
analyze a wide range of other available data sources
regarding the policy changes being implemented.
Our goal is to provide a vivid and understandable
portrait of the consequences of Ontario’s shifts in
policy, spending and taxing on different types of
households.  Wherever possible, this portrayal will
be in the words of the people we have interviewed.

The name Speaking Out comes from the idea
that ordinary people should have the oppor-
tunity to ‘speak out’ on their own behalf – to tell
their own stories.  These stories will contri-bute to
public discussion about policy changes by showing
the consequences that have occurred for people in
their everyday lives.

Speaking Out, whose full name is the
Speaking Out Project: The Consequences of
Policy Changes for Ontario Households, is
looking for unexpected as well as expected
results of government cuts and changes.  The
research design allows us to look at what happens
to people, families, households and communities
over time as they respond to isolated and cumula-
tive changes.  We may find that families become
more self-reliant or that they split apart; that people

thrive or that they suffer.  While the project focusses
on changes introduced by the current provincial gov-
ernment, we also will be looking at other influences
on the lives of the participating households.  Our
study will complement the work of many other
concerned organizations – such as the Tracking
Impacts Coalition, the Ontario Social Safety
NetWork and People for Education – which also
are assessing the impacts of policy changes in
Ontario.  We will report our findings after each round
of interviews.

This Occasional Paper #1 describes the
Speaking Out Project’s team members, project
methodology, ethical considerations involved,  steps
taken to choose households and the interview
process.  The paper concludes by profiling the
participating households in chart form.

The partners and the project team

Speaking Out is a project of the Caledon
Institute of Social Policy, a private, nonprofit
organization dedicated to social policy research.
The Caledon Institute seeks to inform and influence
public opinion while developing and promoting
concrete practical proposals for social policy reform.
Its work covers a broad range of social policy areas
including income security, poverty, taxation, social
spending, employment, social services and health.
Speaking Out is supported financially by the
Atkinson Charitable Foundation, which funds
projects that promote social and economic justice.

The project team has seven members.  The
two principal co-investigators – Michael Mendelson,
Senior Scholar with the Caledon Institute and
Sheila Neysmith, Professor of Social Work at the
University of Toronto – provide direction on
methodology and policy analysis.  The research
associates – Kate Bezanson, PhD candidate in
women’s studies at York University, Louise Noce,
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PhD student in sociology and equity studies at the
Ontario Insti-tute for Studies in Education, Anne
O’Connell, PhD student in sociology and equity
studies at the Ontario Institute for Studies in Edu-
cation and Fraser Valentine, a PhD candidate in po-
litical science at the University of Toronto – are con-
ducting the interviews, carrying out research,
analyzing policy and writing.  Project manager Susan
McMurray also does policy analysis and writing,
represents the project and carries out tasks on a
day-to-day basis.  The varied backgrounds and di-
verse academic disciplines and interests of the
project team members facilitate thorough policy
analysis.

Our methodology

We considered a number of different factors
when deciding on our sample size.  Too many
households would have made proper tracking
difficult and too costly; too few would have meant
insufficient coverage of various characteristics.  We
decided that a sample of 40 households allowed
adequate coverage of demographic and other char-
acteristics, was manageable and accommodated the
expected withdrawal of some households from the
project.  Because one of the strengths of the project
design is repeated in-depth interviews with the same
people, we do not plan to replace households that
leave the study.  On the other hand, we expect that
the configuration of some households will change
as people move, and we will follow people through
these changes wherever possible.

Speaking Out is unique in that the unit of
analysis is the household, not the individual; in-depth
interviews mean that participants determine the
content of their replies rather than respond to a
predetermined set of categories; and data are
longitudinal rather than cross-sectional.

We chose to focus on ‘households’ because
they represent the ‘natural’ unit within which

people live.  We loosely defined households as one
or more people sharing living space on a regular
basis, where adult members share some or all
resources and some degree of commitment to the
relationship.  Households may consist of a mix of
men, women and children of different ages, in
different jobs, involved in different aspects of
community life.  The experiences of each household
member may vary in response to similar policy
changes, as may those of different types of
households.  Their varied experiences can result in
complex changes to interpersonal relationships.

Creating a ‘purposive sample’ enables us to
reflect a range of income levels and a variety of
household structures and demographic character-
istics that might not be reflected through a statisti-
cally representative random sample.  Households
were selected depending on how their profiles
related to the diversity of Ontario’s population as
reflected in a template we created.  Both the
selection process and the template are described
below.

In-depth interviews, lasting from one to three
hours, permit us to probe for a deeper and broader
understanding of what is happening in the lives of
household members.  Our primary research interest
is to document the experiences, concerns and
issues people raise during the interviews.  A semi-
structured approach to interviewing allows
household members to identify what is important
to them and reflect on how these issues affect
their lives.  Much of our work, therefore, will evolve
from the comments of the participants.

A ‘longitudinal design’ allows us to capture
the dynamic aspects of household life.   Households
do not remain static.  We expect many changes over
the life of the project.  People will get and lose jobs,
income levels will fluctuate, children will be born
and people will move, divorce, marry and maybe
even die.  Although we did not seek out situations
of crisis, we anti-cipate there will be some over the
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life of the project.  People in middle-income
households with a good job and stable marriage
today could find themselves on their own two years
hence,   working part-time for lower wages.  Alter-
natively, some households will encounter unantici-
pated good fortune.  A single mother on welfare
may make stable child care arrangements, complete
her education and secure steady employment.

Although there are many advantages to our
research method, one disadvantage of in-depth
interviews is that the sample is necessarily limited.
The complexity of the data means long hours of
coding and analysis.  As a result, it is not feasible
for our project to interview large numbers of people.
While the smaller sample size means that we cannot
automatically generalize our specific findings from
these 40 households to all others in Ontario with
similar demographic profiles, a range of comple-
mentary surveys and other types of studies and
databases are available for our use.  When the issues
we explore overlap with other studies, that data will
be investigated to see if generalization is possible.
Thus, our analysis and reports will reflect a multi-
method research approach.

After each round of interviews, we highlight
issues that seem important to many households even
though participants may have experienced or talked
about those issues in very different ways.  Details
from the interviews – anecdotes about people’s
experiences or difficulties with which they are
grappling – direct our investigation more speci-
fically.  This process may lead us back to policies
or policy changes implemented by governments.
Once the key issues and policies are identified,
we seek other information on each topic.  We also
explore current and emerging issues with front-line
service providers.  Finally, through policy analysis,
we link together household experiences, other
available information and government actions to
develop a deeper understanding of the selected
issues.

The Speaking Out project is collecting data
before and after policy changes.  The three-year
time period coincides with the remaining term of
office of the present provincial government.  By
combining what emerges from our household
database with findings from other studies, we will
be in a position to assess both the immediate and
the cumulative and compounding impact of policy
changes on a range of Ontario households.

The household template

Capturing a range of household configura-
tions and characteristics is an important aspect of
the project.  People are affected by services and
legislation differently depending on their
characteristics, personal experiences, geographic
location and other circumstances.  Within the
parameters of our funding, we reflect all of these
elements in our case selection.  With this in mind,
we drew up a template to guide us in selecting
households.  The range of characteristics in the
template included:

• low-  , medium-   and high-income house-
holds;

• geographic diversity (northern, eastern,
central and southwestern Ontario, Metro
Toronto and the Greater Toronto Area);

• various household structures (two-parent
families, single-parent families, single people,
singles living with room-mates or friends,
couples, three-generation households);

• different sources of income (people
receiving social assistance, people with
various types of jobs, retired people and
those with other sources of income such
as federal Employment Insurance, work-
ers’ compensation and rental income);
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• other characteristics, such as race and
ethnicity, physical disability, sexual orienta-
tion, housing status, age and gender.

Because of the project’s emphasis on people
with low incomes, a majority of participating
households were to be low income with different
sources for that income.  Our financial constraints
dictated that at least half would be from the
Metropolitan Toronto or Greater Toronto Area,
while the remaining households would be split
among different regions in Ontario.  The proportion
of other characteristics was finalized during the
selection process.

The template then was used to determine the
types of contacts we needed to find potential
household leads.  We returned to the template over
time to check our success in achieving a diverse
sample of households, but recognized that the
template served as a starting point to guide us in
our recruitment and selection, and not as the final
determinant in our selection.

Identifying and selecting households

We asked selected community service and
other organizations to identify potential participants.
We felt that people might be more willing to reveal
personal details and make a commitment to
participate in a three-year study if they were
introduced to the project by someone they knew.

Our primary criteria for selection were that
households should meet some mix of the template
characteristics and that participants should be able
to communicate their day-to-day experiences.  We
were primarily seeking experiences, not opinions.
To determine whether our criteria were met, we
collected initial demographic information and then
followed up with a face-to-face or telephone
screening interview with at least one household
member.

Households were selected on a rolling basis.
We examined each household’s characteristics to
see the match with those we were seeking, explored
the characteristics for variety (in occupations, for
example) and compared households with similar
characteristics with one another.  The selection
process evolved as more households were selected
and we became more specific about the proportion
of other desired characteristics, such as sources of
income and household structures.  At the same time,
we remained flexible about exact proportions, given
that those proportions will change anyway as
household situations change.

Agencies and organizations with which we
had spoken passed along information about our
project to other contacts, and potential households
passed along our brochure to people they knew.
All of this had a snowball effect.  We received calls
directly from interested people as well as referrals
from agencies.  We continued to make decisions as
new screened leads became available.

A strict guarantee of confidentiality was critical
in finding households willing to reveal personal
information and commit to three years of
participation.  The steps we took to provide this
guarantee are described below under Ethical
considerations.  We also provided each house-
hold with an honorarium following each interview,
to acknowledge their commitment to the project
and to compensate them for their time during the
interview as well as time spent reviewing written
materials or providing additional information in
follow-up contacts.  Finally, we paid for expenses
such as child care or transportation so households
would incur no cost as a result of their participation.

Our search for households began in March
1997 and we were still searching for the last two in
November 1997.  The careful and detailed search
for representative households will enhance the
quality of our research.
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Ethical considerations

Each household has a copy of an ethics
protocol it signed that describes the project, prom-
ises that no reports will contain identifying
information, outlines household participation and
identifies any anticipated risks and benefits.  To
ensure that these ethical guidelines are followed, we
have taken a number of steps:

• We have described the project and its
objectives thoroughly to each household
and answered questions they had regard-
ing the project.

• We clearly indicated that households may
withdraw at any time for any reason and
that they may ask for the tape recorder to
be turned off.

• We guarantee confidentiality to all partici-
pating households.  Even the contacts who
provided us with potential household leads
do not know whether those people are
participating, unless contacts have been
told directly by participants.

• Pseudonyms are used in our reports.  Our
database does not include identifying
information such as real names and
addresses, names of children’s schools or
child care centres.  With the exception of
Metro Toronto and the Regional Muni-
cipality of Ottawa-Carleton, the names of
communities are not used.

• At an administrative level, we have been
careful with even minor details such as not
identifying the honorarium receipts that
households sign.

• We tape the interviews to build up our
computer database over time by including
transcriptions of each interview, to ensure

accuracy of our data and to permit the
interviewers to pay full attention to the
discussion.  However, the tapes and
transcripts will be destroyed.  Only the team
members, the transcribers and the transla-
tor (for interviews not conducted in
English) hear the tapes, and each of these
people has signed a confidentiality
declaration.

• Finally, since there was a possibility that
the project might be perceived as a
resource to households in times of crisis,
team members prepared themselves to play
a limited role by identifying actual resources,
such as food banks or shelters, to which
we could refer people if necessary.

The interview process

Our first step before each round of interviews
is to draft questions in line with our objectives.  For
example, in the first round of interviews, conducted
in spring 1997, we wanted to establish baseline data
about our participants.  With that in mind, we asked
a wide variety of questions about income, education,
job, spending patterns, community involvement,
household configuration, ethnic background,
language, health and concerns.  We also wanted to
know about any changes in participants’ lives during
the previous two years and any changes they were
anticipating in the future.  Each round of interviews
uses different objectives and questions.

To ensure that the interview guide can elicit
information in the areas specified by the objectives,
team members test and role-play the questions
individually and, as a group, critique the questions
and the techniques simultaneously.  The team
debriefs following each interview, to discuss and
address any problems with the questions and to
improve interviewing techniques and approaches.
The interviewers, having been involved in develop-
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ing the full interview guide, can tailor the questions
and process to each person.  The result is a guide
that is comprehensive, but not rigid.

Face-to-face interviews are most appropri-
ate because of the ongoing nature of the project
and the personal information being sought.  This
method also encourages inter-viewees to raise
issues of their choosing rather than respond only to
predetermined questions.  In most cases, the same
team member will interview the same households
over the life of the project.  The process is designed
to build rapport between household members
and interviewers so that the interviews will be open,
honest and comfortable.

Interviews are held at a time and place
convenient to interviewees, usually in their home.
In some cases, the interviews may be conducted at
the Speaking Out Project office or at other locations,
such as a participant’s workplace or somewhere in
the community where she or he feels comfortable.
All household members are invited to participate,
including children who understand the process,
although the number of actual participants will vary
from household to household.  If a participant feels
more comfortable communicating in a language other
than English, interpretation and translation are pro-
vided.  Interviews are expected to last between one
and three hours, on average, depending on the
number of household members, the household
structure and any changes they experienced since
the last interview.

Analyzing the interview data

There is a substantial amount of data to
analyze after each interview.  This situation is
compounded by the longitudinal nature of the
project.  To assist the project team in making full
use of the data, we are using a computer software
program designed for qualitative research. The
software, Non-numerical

Unstructured Data: Indexing, Searching and
Theorizing (NUD*IST), allows users either to
predetermine the coding structure or to code dir-
ectly from the transcripts.  The indexing system then
can be used to look at relationships between
different categories or to explore the data in each
category.

Following each interview, the recorded tapes
are transcribed by an experienced transcriber.
Interviewers review their transcripts to ensure
accuracy and to eliminate any identifying infor-
mation, and then prepare interview summaries.
When a round of interviewing is nearly finished,
the summaries, which include key interview themes
and policy issues, are discussed by the team.
Decisions are made about the issues or themes to
be analyzed.

Having reached such agreement, each
interviewer codes the transcripts for the households
she or he has interviewed.  Data in the categories
are then analyzed for subthemes.  After discussion
and agreement about subthemes, coding is done at
this additional level.

Finally, the project team begins the process
of locating related studies, analyzing household
interviews and additional data, and writing drafts of
the reports.

The households

Collectively, our households are geographi-
cally diverse; have many sources and levels of
income; cut across age, gender, racial and ethnic
categories; come in many configurations; hold
diverse political and social beliefs; and relate
in many different ways to their families, friends and
communities.

The difficulties inherent in trying to classify
households became clear when we started
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describing and quantifying each household.  Some-
times households defy simple classification.  How
big is a household if some children share time with
separated custodial parents?  If adult children live
in their parents’ home but pay rent, are they part of
the same household?  What about children who leave
home to attend college or university?  If friends or
family share a house but maintain separate finances,
do they form a single household?  We used the
definition noted earlier but let the final arbiter be
how people define themselves and whom they think
their household comprises.

The following demographic and characteris-
tic profile gives the reader a snapshot of our
household sample.  Following descriptive statistics
on the sample of households as a whole are profiles
of individual households that give more detail.  In
most cases, we treat the household as a single unit.
However, some information, such as employment
status, is provided about individual members of
each household.  Finally, although we are still
seeking the final two households, we have pro-
jected certain assumptions about their location,
income and household structure so that the fol-
lowing profile reflects the target sample of 40
households.

geography

A majority of the households are in large
urban centres while others are in smaller cities,
towns and villages.  Although our sample repre-
sents regions beyond the Greater Toronto Area, it
is weighted to Toronto.

household income

We used Statistics Canada’s low income cut-
offs (LICOs) to define household income cate-
gories (see Appendix A for 1996 LICOs).  LICOs
vary by household size and size of community.

They range from $11,839 for a single person living
in a rural area to $43,634 for a family of seven living
in a large urban centre.  Families living below these
income levels are considered to be living in
‘straitened circumstances.’

Less public attention is paid to defining
‘high income’ categories.  For the purposes of this
project, we defined ‘high-income’ households as
those with more than double the average income
for all families (average family income in 1995
was $55,247) which is approximately $110,000
income annually.  Households earning between
the LICOs and $110,000 we defined as ‘middle
income.’  The ‘mixed-income’ household has one
low-income earner and one middle-income earner,
but their finances are not blended (i.e., each
maintains individual responsibility for income,
banking and financial obligations although the
middle-income earner temporarily subsidizes
some of the low-income earner’s expenses, such
as rent and entertainment).

When classifying the households’ primary
source of income, some situations were easy to
classify while others were more complex.  Easy to
classify were those households, for example, where
both adult household heads were employed and

Number of Households

20

8

4

4

4

Region

Toronto

Southern Ontario

Greater Toronto

Northern Ontario

Eastern Ontario

Table 1
Geographic Location
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Income Levels

Low

Middle

Mixed

High

Table 3
Primary Source of Income

Primary Source
of Income

Employment

Social Assistance

Other (OSAP)

retired and receives Old Age Security (OAS) and
Canada Pension Plan (CPP) benefits.  Social
assistance recipients get benefits under either the
General Welfare Assistance Act (GWA) or the
Family Benefits Act (FBA).

Of the 24 households for which employment
is the primary source of income, four had social
assistance top-ups or partial payments to one
member, one household also collected workers’
compensation and one household also collected
Employment Insurance.  Of the ten receiving social
assistance, one also received Canada Pension Plan
disability benefits.  Of the six ‘other’ households,
one had employment income as well as student
loans, one household had rental income plus social
assistance, one had Canada Pension Plan and Old
Age Security income plus rental income, one
household collected Employment Insurance, one

Table 2
Income Levels

Number of Households

25

13

1

1

had no other source of income, or where the single
adult member relied solely on social assistance or
pension income.  More difficult to classify were
those households where the income recipient is a
full-time student who is also employed, where one
adult member works while the other receives
Employment Insurance (EI) benefits or where
household members receive different types of social
assistance.

If at least one adult spends substantial time
earning income, that household is classified as
having its primary source of income from
employment, even if income is also available from
another source (e.g., one household member
works full time, another draws Employment
Insurance; one household member collects work-
ers’ compensation, while another provides full-
day in-home child care).  On the other hand, if a
household has another source of income, and
relatively little or no income is derived from
employment, the household is classified as having
its primary source of income from the other source
(e.g., a full-time adult student with a student loan
through the Ontario Student Assistance Program
(OSAP) who works during the school year and
during breaks from school, or someone who is

had a private pension, and we anticipate that one
(street youth) will have unconventional income
support.  Some households also had income
from child support.

household structure

Lone-parent households comprise one
adult with a child or children.  Two-parent house-
holds include families where either or both of
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other characteristics

Unlike the earlier charts where information is
about entire households, these numbers reflect
individuals (65 adults and 57 children) within the
38 households enlisted so far.  It should be noted
that, because some people have more than one of
these characteristics, they are counted more than
once in the data below.

Finally, several other attributes or character-
istics are included in the attached individual
household profiles (see Appendix B): age of
household members, number of people in each
household, housing status, and job and job charac-
teristics.

Publication schedule

Over the next three years, the Speaking
Out Project will tell the evolving stories of the
household members and provide in-depth analy-
sis of key issues to which their experiences point.
There will be several types of reports during the
three years of the project: periodic reports, popu-
lar bulletins and occasional papers.

Periodic reports will be published after each
of the first five rounds of interviews, which usually
take place twice a year, in the spring and fall.  Each
report is expected to focus on at least one issue
that arises during our interviews.  For instance,
the subjects of our first two periodic reports,
available in late fall 1997, are jobs and employment
in Ontario and the scope and pace of policy change
in Ontario.  As part of each report, we will explain
why we are addressing the specific subject, report
on what the household members said about this
subject, analyze the extent to which the experiences
of the interviewees are shared more widely among
Ontarians, explore the relevant policy changes that
have been made and analyze connections between
households and policy.

Number of
Households

15

9

7

3

3

3

the adults have children who live with them.
Mixed-generation households include those in
which a parent and an adult child share a home,
with or without grandchildren.  Couple households
comprise two adults living conjugally, including
same-sex couples.  Households in which adult
children rent part of the house from their par-
ents are considered two separate households.
Housemate households are ones whose members
have formed a significant relationship with each
other and who plan social and economic activities
together.  In single households, individuals may
live with others (e.g., in a rooming house or
temporarily with friends) but their social and
economic activities are independent.

Two of the 40 households changed their
configuration between the time they were sel-
ected and the first round of interviews were con-
ducted.  For example, one woman and her two
children moved into a house which they will share
with her boyfriend.  Other households are planning
changes in the near future.

Table 4
Household Structure

Household
Structure

Two-parent

Lone-parent

Single

Mixed-generation

Couples

Housemates
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Table 5
Other Characteristics of Individual

Household Members from 38 Households

Other Characteristics

Number of Adults = 65

Number of Children = 67

Gender

39F
26M

Aboriginal
 people

6

5

English as a
second

language

8

Short, easy-to-read bulletins also will be
published, highlighting key points from our reports.

The present report is the first of the occa-
sional paper series.  We also will publish other
occasional papers from time to time, which may
not be as closely tied to the household inter-
views.  Such reports may, for example, focus on
methodological, theoretical or policy issues
beyond those identified in the interviews.

Racial
minorities

12

17

Gays or
lesbians

5

Persons with
disabilities

3

1

Following the sixth round of interviews, we
plan to publish a full-length book which will tell
the stories of all of the households, analyzing both
the individual and cumulative effects of policy
changes.  A documentary also is being planned
which will be directed and produced by John
Walker, Gemini award-winning director of Tough
Assignments: Teachers on the Frontline.
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500,000+

$17,132

$21,414

$26,633

$32,238

$36,036

$39,835

$43,634

rural

$11,839

$14,799

$18,406

$22,279

$24,905

$27,530

$30,156

less than
30,000

$13,577

$16,971

$21,107

$25,551

$28,562

$31,571

$34,581

30,000-
99,999

$14,591

$18,239

$22,684

$27,459

$30,695

$33,930

$37,166

100,000-
499,999

$14,694

$18,367

$22,844

$27,651

$30,910

$34,168

$37,427

Community Size

Family Size

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Low Income Cut-Offs, 1996 (LICOs)

Source:  Data from Statistics Canada.

Appendix A



Appendix B 
Household Characteristics 

 
Household 
name 

Profile and size Ages Location Education level and 
connection 

Household  
Income 

Individual Sources  
of Income 

Individual  
Employment Status 

Present Job 

Jenny  lone-parent 
family of 4 – 
mother and 3 
children 

27, children 
are 9, 6 and 2 

mid-size south-
east Ontario city 

Jenny recently left 
Gr.n12 upgrading; 2 
in Catholic 
elementary school, 1 
with special needs 

low  Family Benefits
(FBA) 

Not in labour market but 
wants to work  

N/A 

Anne  lone-parent
family of 5 – 
mother and 4 
children 

27, children 
are 8, 6, 3 
and 2 

mid-size south-
east Ontario city 

Anne has less than Gr. 
12; 2 in Catholic 
elementary school,  2 
have special needs 

low FBA Not in labour market but 
wants to work 

N/A 

Ashley and 
Rosa 

3-generation 
family of 3 – 
mother, 
daughter and 
grandchild 

57 and 33, 
grand-
daughter is 3 

Toronto  Rosa, some
postsecondary, 
withdrew from 
upgrading; Ashley  
Has some  
Postsecondary 

low ($6K) 
low 

Rental income 
FBA 

Employed 
Seeking work 

Relief receptionist 
+ cottage industry 
(casual, pt) 
N/A 

Olivia and 
Gary 
 

2-parent family 
of 3 – mother, 
father and 
teenager 

37 and 35, 
daughter is 
15 

Greater Toronto 
Area (GTA) 

Olivia and Gary, some 
postsecondary; 1 in 
public high school 

low  
($30K+/-) 

 
Employment  

Unemployed/illness 
Self-employed 

N/A 
Painter (self-
employed) 

Denise and 
Rick 

Blended family 
of 6 – mother 
and father with 
2 teens each 

39 and 44,  
children are 
17, 17, 15 
and 14 

GTA 1 in public 
elementary, 3 in high 
school, 1 has special 
needs 

middle  Employment 
Employment 

Employed 
Employed 

Home support 
worker (pt) 
Labourer (ft) 

Christine 
and Dwight 

2-parent family 
of 3 – mother, 
father and child 

mid-30s and 
37, son is 12 

small south west 
Ontario town 

Christine is 
completing BA; 
Dwight has Gr. 12; 1 
in French elementary 
immersion 

middle  
($50K) 

Employment 
Employment 

Self-employed 
Employed 

Child care (self-ft) 
Journalist (ft) 

Victoria  lone-parent
family of 2 – 
mother and 1 
teen (1 lives 
away) 

49, daughter 
is 19 

Ottawa Victoria has MSW; 1 
in university; 1 in 
public high school 

middle  
($55K) 

Employment Employed Social worker (ft) 

Patrick single – lives 
alone 

33 Toronto College diploma; self 
study 

low  
($10K) 

General Welfare 
(GWA)/pt work 

Employed Book store clerk 
(pt) 
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Veronica  lone-parent
family of 3 – 
mother and 2 
children 
 
 

29, children 
are 7 and 4 

GTA 
 

Veronica has Gr. 12, 
drives school bus, 
plans to start college; 
1 in public elementary 
school 

low FBA and pt 
employment 

Employed School bus driver 
(pt) 

Frank and 
Michael 

couple – no 
children 

36 and 38 Toronto Frank has MA; 
Michael completing 
PhD 

middle 
($95K) 

Employment 
Employment 

Employed 
Employed 

Counsellor (pt) 
Counsellor (ft) 

Natalia and 
Antonio   

2-parent family 
of 4 – mother, 
father and 2 
children (1 lives 
away) 

40 and 36,  
children are 
11 and 7 

Toronto  Antonio finishing
college; 2 in Catholic 
elementary school 

low Not in labour mkt 
OSAP/employment 

N/A 
College, ptly empl. 
 

N/A 
Care provider (pt) 
 

Teresa single – lives 
alone 

31 years old Toronto Enrolled in college low FBA Not in labour market but 
wants to return to school 

N/A 

Angie     lone-parent
family of 3 –  
mother and 2 
children 

34, sons are 
14 and 12 

Ottawa Angie has Gr. 12; 2 in 
public elementary  
school, 1 with special 
needs 

middle 
($42K) 

Employment Employed Building manager
(ft) 

Sadan  lone-parent 
family of 6 – 
mother and 5 
children (1 other 
lives on own) 

40, children 
are 21,14, 
11,7 and 1 

Toronto Sadan has Gr. 4; 3 in 
public elementary 
school, 1 with special 
needs 

low GWA/now OWA Seeking work N/A 

Richard 
and 
Robbie 

Housemates – no 
children 

51 and 28 GTA  Richard has Gr. 12/13; 
Robbie Gr. 11 

low 
low 

CPP/FBA top-up 
GWA 

Unable to work/ill 
Unemployed 

N/A 
N/A 

Amy (and 
Charles) 

now 1-parent 
family of 4 – 
mother and 3 
children 

27, children 
are 12, 6 and 
4 

Toronto Amy has Gr. 12; 2 in 
public elementary 
school, 1 has special 
needs 

low  GWA/
Handicapped Child 
Benefit 

Upgrading 
 

N/A 
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Kate and 
Carl 

2-parent family 
of 4 – mother, 
father and 2 
children  (1 lives 
away) 

34 and 28, 
children are 8 
and 3 

Toronto Carl has some post-
secondary; Kate has 
Gr. 8;  1 (+1) in public 
elementary school, (1) 
has special needs 

low Employment/FBA Employed 
Employment Employed 

Telemarketer (ft) 
Outreach (pt) 

Liz single – lives 
alone 

54 Toronto Liz has some college low Pension Retired, but wants to 
work 

N/A 

Rosie and 
Bob 

couple (+ adult 
son who pays 
rent) 

60 and 67 Toronto Rosie has bus. school 
diploma, Lloyd has 
Gr. 5; Rosie is school 
crossing guard 

low 
($12K) 

Employment, rental 
OAS/CPP 

Employed 
Retired 

School crossing 
guard(pt) 
N/A 

Denzel  lives with mother 
and 2 siblings 

26      GTA Some university;
plans to return to 
university 

he earns 
$19K: low-
middle 

Employment Employed Customer
service(pt) 

Jackie      lone-parent
family of 3 – 
mother and 2 
children 

34, children 
are 15 and 1; 
mother 59 

mid-size south-
east Ontario city 

Jackie has BA; 1 in 
high school; 
grandmother has Gr. 
10, 1 has special 
needs 

low Employment Employed Community
development 
worker (pt) 

Cheryl and 
Paul 

2-parent family 
of 4 – mother, 
father and 2 
children 

47, 49, sons 
are 15 and 12 

small south-west 
Ontario city 

Cheryl and Paul have 
BA; Paul teaches; 1 in 
public elementary 
school; 1 in high 
school 

middle  Employment
Employment 

Employed 
Employed 

Retail (casual) 
Teacher (ft) 

Josie and 
Rebecca 

3-generation 
family of 5 – 
mother, daughter, 
3 grand-children 

late 40s and 
20s, children 
are 6, 5 and 3 

GTA Josie has Gr. 11; 
Rebecca Gr. 9; 2 in 
public kindergarten 

middle 
($41k) 
low 
($2.3k) 

Employment  
 

Employed 
Was working – lost both 
jobs 

Health care aide (ft) 
N/A 

Maria and 
Leo 

2-parent family 
of 4 – mother, 
father and 2 sons 
 

51 and 52, 
sons are 23 
and 19 

Toronto Leo has college; 
Maria has teach.cert. 
and teaches; 1 in 
university; 1 in public 
high school 

middle  Employment
Employment 

Employed 
Employed 

Teacher (ft) 
Textile worker (ft, 
seasonal) 
 

Sabrina 
and 
Elizabeth 

housemates – no 
children 
 

32 and 34 Toronto Sabrina has diploma; 
Elizabeth has BA 

mixed Employment/GWA Employed 
Employment Employed 

Care provider (pt 
x3) 
Social Worker (ft) 
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Monica and 
Randy 
 
 

blended family 
of 5 –  mother, 
father and 3 
children 

29 and 30s, 
children are 
14, 8 and 6 

small southern 
Ontario city 

Monica has Gr. 9; 
Rob just compl. Gr. 
12, 1 in catholic high 
school, 2 in public 
elementary school, 1 
with special needs 

low 
($20K+) 

Employment 
Employment 

Employed 
Self-employed 

Child care (self, ft) 
Call centre, garage  
 

Lisa and 
Ray 
 
 

2-parent family 
of 4 – mother, 
father and 2 
children 

44 and 38, 
sons are 14 
and 11 
 

mid-size north  
Ontario city 

Lisa has some 
secondary and adult 
ed; Ray has some 
college, 2 in catholic 
elementary school 

low 
($30.5K) 

Employment 
Employment 

Employed 
Employed 
 

Cash jobs 
Community worker 
(ft) 

Janet and 
Christopher 

blended family 
of 5 – mother, 
father and 3 
children (+2 
more on 
weekends +2 
away) 

40 and 47,  
children are 
17, 15 and 12 

mid-size south-
east Ontario city 

Janet has 1 yr. 
college; Chris is RPN, 
4 in public high 
school, 1 in 
elementary, 1 with 
special needs 

low-middle 
($30-
$35K) 

Employment 
Employment 

Self employed 
Employed 

Small service 
business (self-ft) 
Hospital kitchen 
work (pt) 

James        single 27 Toronto some postsecondary low
($2.3K) 

GWA Unemployed N/A

Pamela and 
Bert 

2-parent family 
of 4 – mother, 
father and 2 
children 

late 40s and 
early 50s, 
sons are 26 
and 16 

mid-size north  
Ontario city 

Pamela has BSW and 
1/2 MBA; Bert has 
Grade 11; 1 doing 2nd 
university degree, 1 in 
secondary school 

middle 
($50K+) 

Employment 
Employment 

Employed 
Employed 

Consultant 
Primary industry 
(ft) 

Aida and 
Xavier 

2-parent family 
of 5 – mother, 
father and 3 
children 

47, daughters 
are 24 and 
26, son is 20 
 

Toronto Aida has college; 2 in 
university 

low 
($35K) 

Employment 
Employment 

Employed 
Employed 

Community worker 
(pt x 2) 
Construction 
labourer (ft, 
seasonal) 

Barbara and 
Adam 

family of 4 – 
lone parent with 
2 children and 
new partner 

30s and 40s, 
daughters are 
15 and 16 

small northern 
town 

Barbara has 
university;  2 in high 
school switched from 
Catholic 

middle 
 

Employment 
Employment 

Employed 
Employed 

Office 
administrator (ft) 
Primary industry(ft)
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Sara and 
Anand 

2-parent family 
of 4 – mother, 
father and 2 
children 

37 and 36, 
children are 4 
and 7 

Toronto Sara and Anand have 
advanced university 
degrees 

high Employment 
Employment 

Employed 
Employed 

Researcher (ft) 
College teacher (ft) 

Julie single – lives 
alone 

37 Toronto Julie has MSW low-middle 
($20k) 

Employment   Employed Researcher (pt)

Brad single 19 Toronto has Gr. 10, in school low GWA and pt casual 
employment 

Employed and in school Squeegeeing 

Samantha    lone-parent
family of 3 

17, children 
are 2 and 6 
mos. 

Toronto has Gr. 10, returning 
in fall 

low GWA
 
 
 

Not in labour market N/A 

Jerry  lone-parent
family of 2 

23, daughter 
is 2 

Ottawa Gr. 12 low Employment Employed Hospitality industry 
supervisor (ft) 

 
 
 


	Present Job
	Present Job
	Present Job

