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Foreword
The Canadians who have participated in CPRN deliberative dialogues
consistently demonstrate surprise and pleasure at having been asked to
participate in important public policy decisions. Surprise, because they are
randomly recruited and receive a call from out of the blue, but also because this
kind of public involvement is not a common occurrence in our country. Pleasure,
because their day long process of learning more about a complex policy, and
talking with their fellow Canadians about what is most important for Canada,
leads them to appreciate the opportunity to contribute to decisions about what is
best for the country. They treat their responsibilities as citizens seriously and by
the end of the day, overwhelmingly want others to have the same kind of
opportunity. The participants in the Citizens’ Dialogue on Sharing Public Funds in
Canada were no exception.
The design and function of our transfer programs are incredibly complex - only a
handful of economists and political scientists can truly claim to understand all the
ins and outs. Yet dialogue participants from across the country, quickly cut to the
heart of the issues involved and focused on what is best for all Canadians. They
started from a belief that all Canadians are equal and have the right to move
anywhere in the country and be able to access essential public services and
programs. They saw the potential for transfer programs to support a stronger and
more competitive Canada and the values and principles they want to see
reflected in the design of these programs work together to underpin their panCanadian vision.
We would like to commend the Advisory Panel on Fiscal Imbalance for seeking
to include the views of Canadians as an important source of advice, in addition to
experts and stakeholders as it prepares its observations and recommendations
on transfer arrangements to the premiers of Canada’s provinces. We at CPRN
are most grateful to have had the opportunity to listen to the participants who
approached their task in this dialogue with such sincerity, enthusiasm and
thoughtfulness. This report is our effort to share broadly the deep wisdom they
brought to their advice.

Sharon Manson Singer
President

Judith Maxwell
Research Fellow

March 2006
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Executive Summary
The Citizens’ Dialogue on Sharing Public Funds for a Better Canada is an
initiative of the Advisory Panel on Fiscal Imbalance established by the Council of
the Federation led by Canada’s Premiers. At the request of the Advisory Panel,
Canadian Policy Research Networks (CPRN), an independent national not-forprofit think tank, led a dialogue with Canadians to seek their views on how best to
share public funds between the federal and provincial governments to allow each
to provide quality services to citizens, invest in future growth, and improve
competitiveness.
Participants and Methodology
Ninety-three randomly selected Canadians participated in professionally
facilitated day- long regional dialogue sessions in Halifax, Toronto, Montreal,
Edmonton and Vancouver in December 2005. A national session, involving 21
participants drawn from the regional sessions (reflecting a diversity of
backgrounds and perspectives) was held in January 2006 to further explore
issues that emerged from the regional sessions. A participant workbook
described the dialogue process, laid out the ground rules for dialogue and
provided key facts and background on the sharing of public funds between the
federal and provincial governments. This background included: current positions
of governments on vertical and horizontal imbalance (with an explanation of
these terms), seven principles currently at play in transfer programs, an overview
of four approaches (see Chart 1) used by the federal government to share funds
and two case studies used in the dialogue (access to post-secondary education
as an example of vertical imbalance and the Equalization program as an
example of horizontal imbalance).
Chart 1
Four Approaches to Sharing Public Funds
Approach 1: Provinces / territories get tax points
Approach 2: Provinces/ territories get federal cash transfers without
conditions
Approach 3: Provinces / territories get federal cash transfers with
conditions
Approach 4: Federal government provides more direct spending to
citizens and institutions

In the opening session, participants completed a pre-questionnaire designed to
rank their individual support for each of the four approaches. Working in plenary
with the aid of a facilitator and supported by policy experts, participants
discussed the four approaches to sharing funds, identifying what they liked and
disliked about each approach and why. They agreed on their common ground
and differences, probed tensions among competing values and determined the
tradeoffs that they were prepared to make. Through this process they identified
the values and principles that they want to see guide the sharing of funds in
iv
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Canada. In the second part of their dialogue, they moved into small pre-selected
groups to further discuss, in the context of the two case studies, the possible
approaches to transfer funds, applying the values that they had identified. They
then reconvened in plenary to report back and explore common ground and
differences. Before concluding with their individual key messages to decision
makers, participants completed the post-questionnaire to again rank the four
approaches.
Values and Principles
Chart 2 synthesizes the values and principles that emerged from the regional
sessions and which were reinforced in the national session. Participants are
looking to decision makers to be guided by these values as they negotiate the
terms for sharing public funds.
Chart 2
Fairness

•

Access

•

Transparency
&
Accountability
Sustainability

Efficiency

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Promote shared national standards / goals to ensure the ‘same
acceptable standards’ for all Canadians
Canadians deserve access to the same acceptable level of
service across the country
Support mobility of people to move across the country
Promote greater trust of governments
Measure progress and report to Canadians
Enhance accountability between governments and to citizens
Provide a process to ensure citizen input
Embrace a long-term vision for Canada
Provide continuity of services across changes in government
Ensure affordability
Collaborate to avoid duplication, reduce waste and share best
practices
Coordinate services across provinces
Remove inter-provincial barriers
Enable skilled newcomers to work in their field
Improve Canada’s competitiveness

Participants’ Advice to Decision Makers
The following five points summarize participants’ advice to decision makers.
1. Create a national vision and define the same acceptable standards for
all Canadians
• Replace the notion of minimum standards with ‘same acceptable standards’.
• As all Canadians are equal, essential programs and services must be
accessible regardless of jurisdiction.
• Common standards for essential services such as education and health help
to strengthen our competitive position in the global market.
v
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•
•
•

Canadians are mobile and want to be able to move across the country to
pursue education and jobs or to retire without facing barriers.
Provinces can move beyond the acceptable standard if that is where their
populations choose to invest resources.
Provinces should exercise their authority within a common framework of
services across the country, recognizing the need for provincial flexibility to
tailor programs to meet specific needs.

2. Define the vision and standards in a collaborative way
• It is the responsibility of the federal government, working in close
collaboration with the provinces/territories, to articulate and implement a
national vision and standards. This does not mean giving the federal
government free rein.
• Include all levels of government, citizens and stakeholders in developing the
vision and standards
• Governments need to move beyond outmoded territorialism and collaborate
on programs to reduce inefficiencies and duplication of effort
3. Set standards first and then determine the transfer formula
• The Equalization program is an important and necessary part of fair
federalism but it is not the best vehicle to address the growing horizontal
imbalance.
• The current fiscally-driven formula should be replaced with one that is driven
by what we want to achieve. We need to focus on outcomes rather than
inputs.
• Affordability and avoiding increases in our national and provincial debt are
important and must be considered when designing mechanisms to achieve
new standards.
4. Preference for conditional transfers in addressing fiscal imbalance
• This is a better and fairer way to achieve the ‘same acceptable’ standards
across Canada while giving provinces some flexibility in how to best meet the
needs of their citizens.
• Improved monitoring against standards and transparent reporting will provide
Canadians with better tools to hold governments to account for how public
funds are spent.
5. Support direct federal spending with some conditions
• This approach is well suited to help address the special needs of both
individuals and institutions.
• Direct federal funding facilitates mobility and portability for individual
Canadians.
• Some conditions should apply (e.g. institutions to report in a transparent way
what has been achieved with funds spent; students must successfully
complete their program).
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CPRN Observations
The dialogue results demonstrate that Canadians from a wide variety of
backgrounds can understand these complex issues and determine what is most
important to them in making decisions for designing how we share public funds in
Canada. The strong message that Canadians have an appetite to become more
involved in thinking through how best to deal with these challenging issues as a
country should be encouraging for all governments.
In addition to the clear advice from dialogue participants, CPRN offers the
following observations on the dialogue results:
Pan Canadian perspective: Participants’ thinking isn’t limited to their
geographic location in deciding on how to best share funds. Their sense of
Canada is broad and they don’t want barriers to inhibit their movement whether
for school, work or retirement. Transfer programs should support a stronger,
more competitive Canada which will benefit all regions.
Desire for politicians to focus on the best interests of citizens: Jurisdictional
arguments that prevent progress in addressing the needs of Canadians are a
source of real frustration to people. Participants are looking for politicians to
promote a long-term vision that can move beyond the rigidities of the Constitution
to address today’s realities.
Trust and accountability are both part of the problem and part of the
solution: If trust in governments is to increase, we need better accountability
mechanisms that proactively engage the public in choosing meaningful indicators
and the means to assess progress in ways that will influence future actions.
Start with what we want to achieve as a country: Participants took to heart the
constitutional commitment to ‘reasonably comparable services at reasonably
comparable rates of taxation’. But they want the design of transfer programs to
first reflect what we want to achieve as a country and then to assess what each
province needs to attain the desired standards.
There is an opportunity for leadership: Moving ahead, there is a tremendous
opportunity for all governments to work together to shape a national agenda
through collaborative efforts to develop common standards for key social and
economic policies. The Council of the Federation is well positioned to exercise
leadership in developing a vision and standards as a way to stop the steady
decline in public confidence in their governments, but it will require governments
to think beyond their own provincial borders and work in the best interests of all
Canadians.
In essence, this representative group of citizens has provided the roadmap for
governments to rebuild public trust.
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1

Introduction

The Dialogue on Sharing Public Funds for a Better Canada is an initiative of the
Advisory Panel on Fiscal Imbalance established by the Council of the Federation
led by Canada’s Premiers. The Panel’s mandate is to provide independent
advice to the Premiers on how to better share funds between the federal and
provincial governments across the country to ensure quality programs in areas
such as health and education.
The Advisory Panel asked Canadian Policy Research Networks (CPRN), an
independent not-for-profit think tank, to lead a dialogue with Canadians to seek
their views on this important public policy issue. The purpose of the dialogue was
to better understand the values and principles citizens believe should guide the
sharing of public funds between governments to allow each to provide quality
public services to citizens; invest in future growth and development; and enhance
competitiveness.
Throughout the dialogue sessions, participants worked hard, learning and talking
with each other about this complex issue. Many arrived expecting the day to be
long and somewhat dry but by the end many expressed surprise at how engaged
they had become. They developed a better appreciation of the complexity of
public finance and of the challenges facing decision makers in choosing the best
course of action. They felt a sense of accomplishment at what they had
achieved, and were especially pleased at the solid consensus that emerged
around what is most important to them.
The dialogue results provide the Panel members with participants’ vision and
choices related to how governments should share funds and the underlying
values that inform their choices. They hope their perspectives, values and insight
will be considered carefully along with the contributions of other stakeholders and
experts who met with the Panel.
“I found this extremely interesting and quite surprising that with the diversity, with so
many ages and communities, that even in the early stages, there was consensus. […]
We experienced a wonderful discovery of shared principles.” (Montréal session)
[Translated from French]
“… it is a great opportunity to sit around a table like this and discuss such important
matters. Sometimes you feel you don’t know anything, but then you realize that in a
democracy, you can look into what is not working and try to improve it. So this is a
unique opportunity…” (Montréal session) [Translated from French]
“…we all come from different walks of life and different life experiences and capabilities
and we were able to find consensus… We used different language, but really, it was the
same values.” (Edmonton session)

1
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Chapter 2 describes the dialogue process and provides a profile of participants.
Chapter 3 presents the values and principles that participants want politicians to
use in making decisions about sharing public funds. Chapter 4 summarizes
participants’ advice to decision makers, providing an understanding of why they
arrived where they did at the end of the national session. Chapter 5 highlights
key findings from the pre- and post-questionnaires and the final chapter makes
some observations and identifies several policy implications that flow from the
dialogue findings.
The findings presented in this report emerge from CPRN’s analysis of the
transcripts, flipcharts and notes from each session, the quantitative findings from
the pre- and post-questionnaires and the comments and conditions many
participants attached to their ratings. Findings from the national session are
highlighted, where they differ from or add depth to the regional sessions. Details
on participant demographics, quantitative findings and the dialogue process can
be found in the appendices.

2

The Dialogue Sessions and who participated

Participants
Ninety-three randomly selected Canadians participated in regional dialogue
sessions in Halifax, Toronto, Montreal, Edmonton and Vancouver in December
2005. (Appendix 1 provides a complete list of dialogue dates and
locations.)These consultations engaged unaffiliated citizens who participated as
individuals, not as representatives of a particular stakeholder or advocacy group.
They were recruited by a professional polling firm and every effort was made to
have this cross-section of voting age adults reflect the demographic diversity of
the broader population in those regional centres.
The people who participated are a diverse group of men and women - young, old
and middle-aged men and women. Some have lived their whole lives in Canada
while others are newcomers. They include single, married and divorced
individuals, those with children and those without. There are professionals,
homemakers, retail workers, trades people and students. Some have disabilities.
On average, they have higher income and education levels than the general
population, but the group as a whole includes a wide range of levels in both
categories.
Regardless of their demographic profile, participants shared a common interest –
to learn more about how Canada’s governments share public funds and have
their say about how funds should be shared in the future. Participants who
agreed to come were eager to take part – very few who agreed to participate did
not show up. (See Appendices II and III for additional demographic and
attitudinal information on participants.)
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Participant Workbook and Dialogue Process
After agreeing to come, participants received a letter from the Advisory Panel CoChairs describing the Panel’s work and highlighting the key issues associated
with sharing public funds to redress fiscal imbalance in Canada today.
At morning registration, participants received a workbook which described the
dialogue process and provided background information on fiscal imbalance. The
workbook included basic information needed for an informed discussion on
sharing public funds. The workbook also laid out four approaches to sharing
public funds. Each approach included: a brief description with underlying
principles; arguments for and against; and examples of how the approach works.
Chart 1 on the next page provides a summary of the four approaches. More
information can be found in the Participant Workbook.1
Participants were able to review the workbook individually over breakfast. Once
in plenary, a professional facilitator, experienced in the dialogue methodology,
opened the session by inviting everyone to introduce themselves and to highlight
one concern or interest that brought them to the session.
Following introductions, the facilitator reviewed the following background
information provided in the workbook:
• Jurisdictional responsibilities and constitutional requirements;
• Where the public funds come from and how the federal government
currently transfers funds to the provinces;
• Issues and current positions of governments with respect to vertical and
horizontal fiscal imbalance (with an explanation of these terms);
• An explanation of the dialogue methodology (citizens learn together; try to
identify common values and differences; and make trade offs and policy
choices) and review of the ground rules of dialogue (see Appendix IV for
more information on deliberative dialogue.)
• The seven principles currently at play in transfer programs and the
tensions between them;
• An overview of the four approaches the federal government currently uses
to share funds; and
• A description of two case studies, one dealing with vertical imbalance
(post-secondary education) and the other with horizontal imbalance (the
Equalization program).

1

The complete workbook is available at www.cprn.org
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Chart 1

Summary of Four Approaches to Sharing Public
Funds
Approach 1
Provinces/territories get tax points
The first approach is for the federal government to reduce the amount of tax it collects so
provincial/territorial governments can collect more tax to help pay for the services they
provide. This does not change the amount of tax Canadians pay.

Approach 2
Provinces/territories get federal cash transfers without conditions
The second approach is for the federal government to transfer more cash to
provincial/territorial governments to help them provide reasonably comparable (similar
but not identical) services to all Canadians as they see fit.

Approach 3
Provinces/territories get federal cash transfers with conditions
The third approach is for the federal government to transfer funds to provinces/territories
with specific targeted conditions to enable them to provide reasonably comparable
(similar but not identical) services under certain rules and aimed at certain results.

Approach 4
Federal Government provides more direct spending to citizens and
institutions
The fourth approach is for the federal government to increase its own direct spending to
provide supports and services directly to individuals and institutions and not to transfer
more funds through provinces/territories.

With their own and their fellow participants’ concerns fresh in their minds,
participants completed a short pre-questionnaire designed to rank their individual
support for each of the four approaches outlined in the workbook.
Working in plenary with the aid of the facilitator, participants deliberated about
the four approaches currently at play and identified what they liked and didn’t like

4
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about each approach and why. They agreed on their common ground and
differences, probed tensions among competing values and determined the
tradeoffs they were prepared to make. Through this process participants
identified the values and principles they wanted to see guide the sharing of funds
in Canada.
Participants then moved into small pre-selected and self-facilitated groups to
discuss the different possible approaches to transfer funds and apply the values
and principles they had identified. To aid their discussion, participants worked
with two case studies that were presented in the workbook. The first, an example
of vertical fiscal imbalance, described how the four approaches presented in the
workbook could be applied to increasing access to post-secondary education.
The second case study, an example of horizontal fiscal imbalance, dealt with
three different ways to address challenges facing the Equalization program.
More detail on the case studies can be found in Appendix V.
During each case study discussion, the facilitator and expert(s) circulated among
the groups to answer factual questions and provide support to participants.
Reconvening in plenary, each group reported back on its conclusions. The
facilitator then helped participants to identify their common ground and
differences, to probe the trade-offs that emerged and clarify choices.
At the end of the day, participants completed a post-questionnaire to again rank
the four approaches. This time they had the option of adding conditions or
comments to further explain their rankings. To conclude their day, participants
shared an insight from their dialogue and gave a final message to decision
makers.
At the regional dialogues, participants were invited to volunteer for a national
session to further explore issues related to sharing public funds with other
participants from across the country. Curious about the views of other Canadians
and how the views of their region fit into the national picture, over half of the
regional participants volunteered for the session in Ottawa. From this volunteer
pool, twenty-one volunteers were invited (reflecting a diversity of backgrounds) to
attend the national session - five from the Toronto session and four from each of
the others. The national session began on the evening of Friday, January 13th,
2006, and continued all the next day. At the Friday session, participants got to
know each other over dinner and spent the evening learning more about how
public funds are shared. They were briefed on key findings from the regional
sessions and provided with additional information on the Equalization program.
Policy experts provided answers to questions that emerged. On Saturday they
discussed the values and principles they believe should guide the sharing of
public funds, again using the case studies of post-secondary education and the
Equalization program to help make their discussion more concrete.

5
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3

Values and Principles

The values and principles that follow are a synthesis of those that emerged in
regional sessions and were reinforced in the national dialogue session. The
consistency of views across all sessions is striking.
Citizens’ Values and Principles
•
•

•

•

•

Fairness
– Promote shared national standards / goals to ensure “same
acceptable standards” (especially for education and health)
Access
– Canadians deserve access to the same acceptable level of
service across the country
– Support mobility: the right of people to move across provincial /
territorial boundaries and have access to services
Increased Transparency & Accountability
– Promote greater trust of governments
– Measure progress and report to Canadians
– Enhance accountability between governments and to citizens
– Provide a process to ensure citizen input
Sustainability
– Embrace a long term vision for Canada
– Provide continuity of services across changes in governments
– Ensure affordability for governments and citizens
Efficiency
– Collaborate to avoid duplication, reduce waste and share best
practices
– Coordinate services across provinces to meet needs
– Remove inter-provincial barriers to education and work
– Enable skilled newcomers to work in their field
– Improve Canadian competitiveness in global economy

Fairness
Participants want the best for Canada and for all Canadians. Their desire for
fairness and equal opportunity for everyone, regardless of location, was
paramount. They want the sharing of public funds to be designed to help
achieve this. They are not naïve – they know that it is not possible or practical to
have exactly the same degree of access to all specialized health care services
everywhere in Canada. Rather they are looking for a common standard available to everyone - especially for essential public services like education and
health.

6
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“A person in Ontario does not need different healthcare or different education than a
person in Newfoundland.” (Halifax session)
“The people of Canada deserve fair, equitable, reasonable programs that are essentially
the same from coast to coast to coast….(Toronto session)
“… whether you are in Vancouver, or Victoriaville, or Moncton, the quality of the x-ray
equipment should be the same …” (Montreal session) [Translated from French]
“I was very pleasantly surprised to see the strong sense of Canadian family that was
spoken about here, and that the values of sharing and caring and equity and fairness
seem to come through loud and clear. I’m really delighted to hear that coming from
Alberta.” (Edmonton session)
“…whatever you’re deciding, you have to make sure that it’s seen as being fair and
equitable, and communicate that fact …to everybody. …even though you may have
some special deals or something that seems unfair, you have to communicate how all
this actually works out better for all of us in the end.” (Vancouver session)

Access
Participants emphasized the importance of having access to services across the
country. When introducing themselves at the beginning of the day, many
participants spoke of having lived in a number of locations in Canada and / or
having family in other provinces. While they are aware that “portability” is
enshrined in the Canada Health Act, many citizens gave concrete examples of
how “the ideal is not reality.” They spoke of encountering difficulties and delays in
obtaining health coverage when they crossed provincial boundaries for work. As
another example of today’s “sandwich” generation, they also spoke of the
barriers and challenges confronting aging parents in trying to obtain seniors’
health, home care and housing services as they move across jurisdictions to be
with their adult children. They acknowledge the high cost of delivering services in
rural and remote areas and talked about the need for governments and regions
within provinces to collaborate to offer specialized services in more cost effective
ways. Participants expressed similar concerns about differences in the quality
and cost of education. They also noted the challenges facing people in having
their work and education credentials recognized across Canada. They want to
see barriers to mobility between provinces eliminated.

“The value that we felt was most important was equal access for all Canadians.”
(National session)
“The mobility of people in Canada to be able to go where they want to go within Canada

7
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to work. …There’s a couple of things that bug me about this because there are some
restrictions on people….That to me is a problem because that’s one province dictating
where the citizens of another province can work when in fact, we’re all supposed to be
Canadian citizens and can work wherever you want to go.” (Halifax session)

Transparency and Accountability
The need for more transparency and accountability from governments was
highlighted repeatedly. This directly connects with the low level of trust in
governments that surfaced in participants’ discussions in every session.
Participants seek more citizen-centered government that will ensure a focus on
outcomes, and will be reflected in common standards. They want to know what
progress is being made in achieving these standards. By measuring and
reporting progress citizens can hold governments accountable.
However, their call for greater accountability extends beyond governments. They
stressed the need for greater responsibility and accountability of all players
including individuals and institutions who receive public funding. For
governments and institutions, especially, they want to know what funds are being
used for and how effective the funded programs and services are. They applied a
high obligation on themselves. They think that citizens should be responsible in
how they use public services and funds; become more informed about public
issues; and play a larger role in shaping decisions about how public funds are
spent.
Participants have a desire to trust their governments more. They believe that
with a clear sense of purpose on what it is we are trying to achieve, and better
information on how funds are spent and transparent measures of progress,
Canadians could have greater confidence that governments are living up to their
commitments and providing the services citizens want.

“Canadian values are sharing and cooperation, equal access to all, fairness and
honesty. Honesty would sort of speak to the transparency. If funding is going for certain
things then we want to see that it’s being spent on those things.” (National session)
“[Governments need to] restore or maintain what trust there is and they must be much
clearer in stating their intentions and their methods of going about achieving those
intentions and making transparent the results of what they’ve done and how they’ve
done it so that we can all see what’s going on.” (Halifax session)
“…this whole question of trust and untrustworthiness and the very pressing need to find
ways - by everybody - governments as well as individuals - to do something about it.
Otherwise our own national situation as well as perhaps our provincial one is going to go
on deteriorating.” (National session)

8
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“… the message comes from the heart of every Canadian: all politicians must be honest
and fair, and keep their commitment to the voters.” (National session) [Translated from
French]

Sustainability
When citizens discussed sustainability, they bemoaned the lack of a clear vision
and long-term commitment to it. They spoke of achieving a long-term vision for
the country that we can all believe in, to provide clarity of purpose in setting
common standards and greater stability when governments change. They
reasoned that there should be checks in place to discourage newly elected
governments from cutting or eliminating programs and services that are strongly
supported by Canadians.
Participants called on our governments to lead an inclusive process to articulate
a national and long-term vision for Canada to provide direction for our public
programs that are so critical to a strong economy and society. They believe that
such a vision would provide a rallying point, both for governments and individual
citizens, and help promote collaboration instead of internal competition and
bickering. They want our public funds to go toward achieving concrete objectives.
Concern for national unity was evident as citizens got into their discussions about
transfer programs. They stressed that regardless of how transfer payment
programs are designed, they should enhance rather than undermine national
unity. These programs should encourage greater cooperation between
governments not competition.
“I would like to see a national vision in Canada…more cooperation and collaboration
among provinces and regions and national standards that enable every Canadian to be
truly Canadian.” (National session)
“I would ask that they [decision makers] clearly define the direction of what success
looks like or how they see success for Canada and for Canadians. I would also ask them
to incorporate and promote stronger programs and positioning so that Canadians can
actually be part of that success…” (Halifax session)
“We need to know the vision and the milestones to be reached along the way. Without
this vision there is no central focus, nothing to aim for.” (Toronto session)
“They [decision makers] must be fair and equitable and they’ve got to start thinking
further than the next election. We’ve got to do something to get the politicians to look
further down the road.” (Vancouver session)
“Canada is a family, the Provinces are a family and we know you don’t always like your
family and you don’t always agree about everything but you help your family when
they’re down because you know that, given the opposite situation, they would help you
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and I think we need to look to the long term with stuff like fiscal imbalance and inequality
between the Provinces because we know that each Province has its own special ability
and, given the chance, can be a dynamic force in shaping Canada. “ (Halifax session)
“We need to get everybody together and on the same page… having the country split up
just doesn’t seem to be making a lot of sense right now. Maybe we should be looking at
ways that we can all kind of work together and be similar rather than different things for
different people of different provinces.” (Vancouver session)
“… I think that with regard to the federation, the idea of the provinces is for us to help
each other … we need more in education, health and so on.” (Montréal session)
[Translated from French]

Efficiency
Participants see room for more efficient use of resources across the country.
They underscored the need for approaches that will ensure Canada works more
cooperatively within its boundaries, reducing duplication and internal competition,
thereby enhancing Canada’s global competitiveness.
Participants do not want to increase public debt. They want to decrease
dependencies; share experiences of what is working (best practices); remove
inter-provincial barriers to education, work and health services; and enable
skilled immigrants to work in their field. They emphasized that Canada has a
mobile population that wants and needs to be able to work, study or retire
anywhere in the country without facing barriers to receiving the same acceptable
level of quality public services.
They want governments at all levels to work together toward a common purpose.
They have no patience for inter-jurisdictional bickering and are tired of having the
Canadian Constitution used as an excuse for not finding workable solutions for
this country. They noted that in the past century, Canada has transformed itself
from a predominantly rural to a largely urban country and this has big
implications for jurisdictional responsibilities. They argue that we should not be
afraid to make changes to the Constitution if that is what is needed to make
Canada work better today. A number of participants wondered why issues
relating to funding for cities were not part of the dialogue, reflecting the financial
pressures that a growing urban population puts on municipalities to provide
quality, essential services.

“We thought national standards and vision was a very critical part of not only improving
the situation in Canada as a country, but also saving taxpayer dollars.” (National
session)
“Provinces need to stop creating their fiefdoms where they basically waste taxpayers’
money in sort of doubling up on all these levels of bureaucracy…when in fact the

10

Strengthening the Federation – Citizens’ Dialogue on Sharing Public Funds for a Better Canada

general feeling among citizens is that we all live in Canada, we all want to be able to go
to this [place] or the next place and use our education and access our healthcare.”
(National session)
“It’s really important to realize that Canadians do feel that our healthcare and education
are extremely important. If we want to continue to grow as a country, especially on a
global capacity, those two areas are very important – especially education.” (Vancouver
session)
“We should see a country more like a company. [It] has to be efficient- striving for a
better solution for things. If other countries are more successful Canada might fall
behind. So we have to make sure that the politicians understand that this is not an issue
just for the Canadian population, it’s an international issue, so we have to be competitive
and in order to be that we have to listen more or less to everybody.” (National session)
“With the way Canada is now, it’s changed. It’s not a rural community anymore. It’s
becoming a city state as opposed to 100 years ago when it was rural and everyone was
spread out on farms everywhere. …Now everyone’s jamming into cities, a lot of small
towns are just disappearing. So the money has to come into the cities to follow the
people.” (Toronto session)

4

Key Messages from Citizens for Decision Makers

This chapter provides a brief overview of how participants’ thinking evolved over
the course of the day as they learned about and discussed the issues around
transfer programs. Building on this reasoning, the chapter outlines participants’
advice to decision makers.
As noted above, participants worked with two case studies to help them think
through the issues surrounding sharing public funds. They applied the values
they had identified in the morning and discussed the tradeoffs they were
prepared to make between competing values.
The first case study, access to post-secondary education (PSE), highlighted
issues related to vertical fiscal imbalance. It explored how the federal
government might allocate funds for PSE to ensure that more students can
attend a technical school, college or university.
The second case study, the Equalization program, focused on issues related to
horizontal fiscal imbalance. It considered ways in which the federal government
might redistribute public funds under this program to help provincial governments
provide reasonably comparable levels of public services at reasonably
comparable levels of taxation.
The table below provides a summary of participants’ reasoning. The rest of this
chapter discusses participants’ advice in more detail.
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Summary of Participants’ Reasoning
1. Determine a national vision with the same acceptable standards for all
Canadians
• Articulate broad long-term objectives for Canada.
• Unite Canadians to work together for a stronger Canada that is more competitive
in the global economy.
• All Canadians are equal - programs and services must be fairly delivered
regardless of jurisdiction..
• Canadians are a mobile population and want to be able to move across the
country without barriers. Acceptable levels of essential programs and services
like education and health care must be accessible across the country.
• Standards should not be based on the lowest common denominator
• Provincial flexibility above the acceptable standard is welcome.
2. Develop the vision and standards in a collaborative way
• Include all levels of government, citizens and stakeholders in the process
• Stop inter-jurisdictional bickering and eliminate the inefficiencies of duplication
and internal competition
• Focus on what is good for Canadians and for Canada on the global scene.
• It is the responsibility of the federal government, as our national government, to
take a leadership role to bring the different parties together and to make the final
decisions.
• Willing to trade off some provincial autonomy, for a pan-Canadian approach.
• This doesn’t mean federal government has free rein or all the answers.
3. Set standards, then determine transfer formula
• Start by defining what we want to achieve through the programs, then determine
how best to fund them
• Affordability should be considered when designing mechanisms, but it should
not be the main driver
• Focus on a fair formula, designed to achieve acceptable standards
4. Prefer conditional transfers
• With monitoring and transparency
• Provincial flexibility to tailor to unique needs
• Unconditional not best approach because it offers less assurance of common
standards and less accountability
5. Support direct federal spending with conditions
• To address special needs / gaps
• To support the mobility of individuals
• On the condition that individuals and institutions are accountable
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Participants’ Advice to Decision Makers
1. Determine a National Vision and the same acceptable standards for all
Canadians
Drawing initially on their strong desire for fairness across the country, participants
in all sessions quickly identified the need for a national vision and standards as a
way to promote a coordinated approach to quality public services - especially for
essential services such as health and education - at reasonable and comparable
costs across the country.
While they recognize that the Constitution assigns health and education to the
provincial governments they noted the country has changed greatly since 1867.
Canadian society is very mobile and citizens want to have timely access to the
same quality services when they, their children or their parents move across the
country whether for education, work or retirement.
Their discussion of the post-secondary education case study reinforced their call
for a national vision for education and the collaborative development of standards
that would apply across the country.
They want the transfer of public funds to support greater access to postsecondary education by eliminating barriers to mobility such as differences in
tuition and credit recognition. Participants also want to see a stronger connection
between education programs and labour market needs to ensure that graduates
will be successfully employed and able to work in fields with the greatest need.
Participants stressed the importance of ensuring that skills of the whole
population are used and highlighted governments’ responsibility to support skilled
immigrants to work in their field.
Participants at both the regional and national sessions believe that this kind of
comprehensive approach to education would make a stronger Canada better
able to compete in a global economy.
At the national session, particularly during their discussion of the equalization
case study, participants elaborated on their expectations for standards. They
want to improve on the concept enshrined in the Constitution of “reasonably
comparable services” – reflecting their experience with what they perceive to be
unacceptable variations in quality public services across Canada. They rejected
the notion of “minimal standards” and coined the term “same acceptable
standards” to ensure that all Canadians will have access to a common level of
services within the bounds of affordability. These standards should not be
defined by the lowest common denominator, nor driven only by a calculation of
available resources. They support provinces going above the acceptable
standard if that is where they choose to invest resources.
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Participants recognize that their focus on enforcing “same acceptable standards”
would reduce provincial autonomy - at least until the standard was achieved
across the country. They see an ongoing role for provincial governments and
want that role to be respected. However, they would like to see provinces
exercise their authority within a common framework across the country in areas
of critical public services. Citizens agree that provinces are better positioned to
know what is needed in their area and stressed the need for provincial flexibility
to tailor programs to address different needs. They also indicated that if their trust
in provincial governments increases they may be more willing to support greater
use of unconditional transfers.
“The national standard was very important to us because the goal for us would be to
increase global competitiveness and have a national as well as international presence
with the increased standards in accreditation.” (Edmonton session)
“A key message to Decision makers: do what’s good for Canada, not what’s good for the
individuals because in the long run, everything is going to change and as long as we
stay as a nation and work together as a nation, we’re going to be much stronger.”
(Halifax session)
“…enhance the autonomy of each province … that is not a bad thing, but there should
be some restrictions.” (Montréal session) [Translated from French]
“One of the implied responsibilities of the federal government is to keep a focused and
coherent strategy as a nation while trying to take the individual provinces and conduct
them into sort of a symphony…letting them do all their own things, but keeping the whole
country focused…” (Vancouver session)
“People should have access to a certain baseline of services no matter where they are.
We also felt that we were willing to accept some variation among the services provided
that the certain baseline was met.” (National session)
“By establishing a national standard you set a yardstick by which it’s easier to measure
and compare the different services that are available. Without having some kind of
unified standard, it becomes much more difficult to compare the various services.”
(National session)

2. Develop the vision and standards in a collaborative way
Participants are very frustrated with intergovernmental bickering and the
duplication and inefficiencies they perceive to be caused by a lack of
collaboration. They want to trust their governments and see them working better
together, but they noted the increasing disconnect between what citizens value
and what governments do.
They valued the experience they had during the dialogue and see a necessary
role for people to become more aware and involved in critical policy issues that
14
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profoundly impact their lives and those of their fellow Canadians. They clearly
want citizens to be part of defining the vision and the standards set for major
programs. In their evaluation at the end of the day 95% of participants indicated
they were glad they had participated in the dialogue. Based on their experience,
87% of regional participants and 100% of national session participants said they
would be more likely to become involved in public issues. (Complete evaluation
results can be found in Appendix VI.)
They believe that a national vision and standards should be developed in a
collaborative manner by the federal and provincial governments, citizens and
stakeholders. A number of them spoke of the need to recognize education as a
shared responsibility between all governments, rather than one of competition
that “fuels the fire of inequality between the Provinces. “(Halifax session)
In the national session, when participants were specifically asked if their
emphasis on national meant they have greater trust in the federal level than the
provinces, they gave a resounding NO. However, when they look at the existing
relationships among provincial governments and consider their jurisdictional
responsibilities they conclude that it is very difficult for provincial governments to
take a national perspective on sharing public funds. They see the federal
government as the body with the national mandate and as the holder of the
transfer resources. Therefore, they expect the federal government to assume
the ultimate responsibility, in close collaboration with provincial governments,
stakeholders and Canadians, to articulate and implement a national vision and
standards. Participants clearly were not giving the federal government free rein,
but they do believe it is the responsibility of the federal level to have a panCanadian perspective.
The national session discussion of the post-secondary education case study
underscored citizens’ desire for provincial governments to collaborate more
effectively to ensure that educational institutions across all provinces:
• offer comparable programs with similar tuition rates;
• grant degrees and diplomas with credentials that are recognized across
the country; and,
• reduce duplication of programs based on an outmoded territorialism.
Participants suggested the creation of centres of excellence in specialized areas
of learning and health care to serve a region or the entire country. By way of
example they noted that Canada does not need an aerospace program in every
province or region, but qualified students from across the country should have
equal opportunity to enroll in the program. They pointed to the Children’s
Hospital in Halifax as a good example of providing services to all the Atlantic
Provinces. These governments should work together to ensure that children
from any of the four provinces who require care at the hospital will have access
to the same level of service in the same timeframe with no inter-provincial
barriers.
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Participants acknowledge that learning new ways of working together will not be
easy, but they stress the importance of changing existing federal/provincial
dynamics to better respond to the needs and wishes of Canadians.
“I would like to see more cooperation among the premiers, not so much protecting their
own turfs and fighting battles with each other for the same dollars – they’re all taxpayer
dollars. I’d also like to see more cooperation between the provincial premiers and the
federal government. I mean this is all part of the same country and it’s not entertaining
after all these years to see these … squabbles over and over again – east/west,
federal/provincial, whatever. So I think seeing that our representatives are working, or
seem to be, for us as a taxpayer and as a citizen would go a long way in establishing
some trust as well.” (National session)
“… if the federal government controls the conditions, we may succeed in standardizing
nationally, or at least improving standards. … that was one of the reasons for the
absolute insistence that the federal government impose conditions and require
compliance with them, we shall eliminate waste, and—let’s hope—the duplications that
cost a fortune and are totally unproductive. You need a big boss somewhere, and that
means the federal government.” (Montréal session) [Translated from French]
“There seems to be a lack of communication between the Provinces and I think for
certain issues, like healthcare and the environment, that really the whole nation should
get involved in trying to develop solutions, instead of just throwing money. … I just think
if we communicated together instead of just every province fends for their own, that
maybe we could develop better solutions.” (Halifax session)
“The national standard seems to be an issue that keeps recurring and the emphasis
seems to be placed on the federal government level. Well in part, that’s because that’s
the federal government’s job as opposed to the provincial governments’ jobs. The
people at this table feel that a national standard is desirable and it would fall under the
purview of the federal government to establish and set those standards in
consultation…working in conjunction with the provinces.” (National session)
“I think it has to come from the top down - due to our constitution the federal government
has the final say. [But] they certainly have to listen to our provincial leaders because
they are elected … [and] take it one step further and come down to public consultations
so that everyone’s views are brought forward.” (Vancouver session)
“[A surprise] for me is the degree of difficulty to make these decisions. It’s quite
complex; it’s not an easy process. I was glad to be involved in this. It’s an eye-opener
and I think it’s important to keep Canadians involved in these decisions and to keep us
informed…” (Edmonton session)
“To the people who are making the decisions, I would just ask you to please listen.
People like to be asked what they think. After all, it’s our money.” (Vancouver session)
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3. Set common standards, then determine formula
Participants in the regional sessions were not able to agree on a preferred
approach to fund the Equalization program. Some wanted to combine the
approaches that were outlined in the workbook in various ways while others
wanted to develop a new approach. Regardless of the design options they
considered, participants were concerned about the implications of diverting more
tax dollars from non-recipient provinces. Some participants were concerned that
a ten province standard could overtax the patience of people living in Alberta and
go beyond affordability in Ontario.
Despite the lack of consensus on a preferred approach to Equalization,
participants at the regional sessions had rich discussions that surfaced a number
of common themes. They stressed the importance of:
• Equity among individuals
• Equity among provincial governments
• The need to consider all provinces’ interests
• Avoid straining inter-provincial relations/national unity
• Promoting self-reliance, economic development and
reducing dependencies.
Participants in regional sessions also identified concerns over:
• Affordability and who pays
• How to determine the amount to be transferred
• Special deals and who should benefit
• The implications and impact of having all provinces “in”.
During the weeks between the regional sessions in December and the national
session in January, participants spent time reflecting on the issues and
discussing them with family and friends.
This reflection, plus an additional briefing on the Equalization program, enabled
the national session participants to strengthen and deepen their views. They
accept equalization as a necessary part of federalism that is embedded in the
constitution - but they do not see it as an ideal way to address the growing
horizontal fiscal imbalance, especially as currently formulated. They noted that if
more money is to be transferred to the provinces from the federal government
the Equalization program would not be their first choice – they would prefer
conditional transfers. The Equalization program should be as fair as possible and
be based on the common values identified in sessions across the country
including access, accountability, sustainability and efficiency. But in their minds,
new money should be targeted to addressing specific challenges with transfers
conditional on meeting agreed standards.
They reject the current fiscally-based formula in favour of one based on their
vision of a formula driven by standards – with a focus on outcomes (services)
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rather than inputs (fiscal capacity). They underscore that there should be “no
blank cheques” – money should be transferred with the expectation that it will be
used to ensure the same acceptable standards are being achieved across the
country, and that progress will be measured with reporting back to citizens.
They acknowledge the importance of affordability when designing mechanisms to
achieve standards. They stress that this vision is not necessarily about new
money. Rather, it is about using money more wisely and effectively. They are not
interested in increasing public debt at either federal or provincial levels.
Participants appreciate the complexity and challenges of current
federal/provincial fiscal and policy dynamics and realize it may require a multistep process to achieve the change in approach.
When pushed on whether they prefer a formula based on the fiscal capacity of
five provinces or ten, they pushed back, indicating their preference for a fair
formula focused on achieving standards. They were not prepared to make a
decision on a new funding formula that would increase costs and inter-provincial
tensions without necessarily improving the current standard of services.
Reflecting their desire for fairness and their concern for national unity, they feel
that provinces receiving Equalization payments should not have lower tax rates
than provinces who are contributing to the program. They discussed “special
deals” extensively and concluded that no one province should benefit from
special deals that would not be available to any province if or when its economic
situation required it. In terms of inclusion of natural resource revenues, some
feel that provinces should be allowed to keep those revenues to themselves, up
to the point where they reach a certain level of self-sufficiency. They recognize
the uncertainty of revenues from non-renewable resources and want flexible
transfer arrangements that can adjust to changing circumstances.
“So we think that you have to scrap those three choices [for the Equalization program]
and go with a new formula. … Now if we had to pick any of them, we would just say
leave it as is. …We were doing the analogy of having a car with an engine that doesn’t
work and deciding on whether to paint it red, blue or, or just leave it grey. We’re just
going to leave it grey, OK. And we think that the main issue is equity. The relative
standard of living - the relative cost of living - that’s what it all comes down to. And
fairness. And in terms of a downside, we think that the current formula is the downside.”
(Toronto session)
“I think what we are saying is that this is what the standard should be and then we need
to figure out how we can reach that.” (National session)
“I believe that the process for setting the standards would have to include consideration
of the cost of establishing standards. If it’s prohibitive, the standard has to be
changed…I am not saying that the process would be exclusive to a cost relation, but that
would be a factor in establishing national standards.” (National session)
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“ … if there had been more openness to education, health care and the state of the
roads, perhaps people would have moved much more towards equalization as a way of
distributing funds.” (National session) [Translated from French]

4. Strong preference for conditional transfers over unconditional
Participants at both the regional and national sessions clearly prefer conditional
transfers to provinces and direct transfers to individuals and institutions to fund
post-secondary education. At the national session, their discussion on the
Equalization program and horizontal fiscal imbalance led to an even stronger
preference for conditional transfers. The level of support for conditional transfers
was higher than all the others at the beginning of the regional sessions and
continued to rise throughout the dialogue process. (Information on the key
quantitative findings is provided in the following chapter.)
This discussion was strongly influenced by two factors:
• Their strong desire to achieve the same acceptable standards across the
country while still giving provinces a role in determining those standards
and a degree of flexibility to best meet the needs of their citizens; and,
• Their lack of trust of governments and the desire for common standards of
service across Canada, leading them to conclude that conditional
transfers will better ensure individual governments spend the money on
the targeted priority.
Support for transferring tax points and unconditional transfers decreased over the
course of the day, and declined even more in the national session, in part
because they didn’t have confidence that governments would spend the funds
appropriately. In the regional sessions, participants liked the autonomy that tax
points offer to the provinces, but expressed concern about the permanency of
this type of transfer given that the economic situation could get worse in a
province or at the federal level. Some noted that tax points were not a fair
approach, as they would be worth more in richer provinces than poorer ones.
Participants believe conditional transfers offer greater flexibility to address
specific needs and are better tools to hold governments to account for how public
funds are spent.
The same two factors noted above - low trust and the desire to tie funding to
achieving common standards across the country - were major reasons behind
citizens’ relative ambivalence about the Equalization program as a way to
address horizontal imbalance. Participants also stressed that if more funds are to
be transferred, they prefer conditional transfers over increases to the
Equalization program or transfer of additional tax points.
“If you want to maintain a federal vision, there has to be conditional spending…. You
must provide decent health care, you must provide education and here’s the money.
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And you don’t get a chance to make it disappear. Which we see a lot of as you go down
through bureaucracy.” (Toronto session)
“If the reason of getting the payment is because there’s a disparity between the
provinces in certain services that they’re providing, I would imagine you would want to
have a condition that says, ‘we’ll give you this money if you use it to bring your
services…up to a certain standard’.” (Halifax session)
“I think as a taxpayer I really like this approach [conditional transfers.] You know where
the money is going. You have an idea of what it’s being spent on.” (Edmonton session)
“In our province, we have a distrust of money coming from the federal government with
no strings attached, because we see that money being used for political and
philosophical reasons by the parties.” (National session)
:
“… we thought that minimum standards that couldn’t be trashed with whichever next
government that came in would be useful to re-establish some of the trust factor that’s
needed if down the road we’re going to be accepting more autonomous transfers.”
(National session)
“…it is a matter of politics. The trust is not there, you can see from the squabbles in the
media, when they talk about unconditional transfers. …it is a political issue that the
federal government has a problem with unconditional transfers to the provinces.”
(Montréal session) [Translated from French]

5. Strong support for direct federal spending with conditions
As noted above, there is strong support for direct federal spending to individuals
and institutions but with conditions on the recipients. In both the regional and
national sessions, they identified direct transfers as a way to help address
special needs of both individuals and institutions and level the playing field for
those who would otherwise be left behind. A number of participants pointed to
inter-provincial inequities, noting there are poor people within each province and
direct transfers are a way to provide assistance to these people even when the
provincial government does not receive Equalization payments. They also
recognized that the cost of living varies across the country and that the same
amount of money does not go as far in some cities or regions of the country.
While some caution was expressed about this approach being more vulnerable
to political manipulation and / or abuse by individuals, participants saw direct
transfers as an attractive supplement to transfers made to provincial
governments.
In the PSE case study, participants at the national session expressed even
stronger support for direct transfers to individuals and institutions than in the
regional sessions. The idea of a voucher system was discussed whereby
financial support attached to a student would be sent to the institution the student
is attending. They see this as an attractive way to support students who choose
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to move between provinces and provide financial assistance to institutions to
offer high quality education programs. A number of participants noted that some
provinces attract many out-of-province students who do not remain after
graduation. They stressed that a per capita allocation means the taxpayers in
one province are educating the workforce for other provinces. They saw direct
transfers based on need as a fairer approach than a transfer based on a per
capita allocation.
Participants underscored the need for conditions to be attached to these funds.
For example, students receiving direct funds would be expected to successfully
complete their education and give back to society in recognition of the support
they received. If students do not successfully complete their program or if they
leave the country, they would be expected to repay the funds. Participants also
stressed that graduates in some fields (e.g. medicine) would be expected to
practice in regions lacking services for a specified period of time. Institutions
would be required to report in a transparent way how the money has been spent
and what has been achieved.

“Direct payments arise primarily because of lack of trust. We don’t trust provincial
governments to do what is expected and so the payments are made directly to the
individuals who would benefit.” (National session)
“The danger … if you make a lot of direct transfers, is that you lose the proper level of
services to be provided, because it becomes each one’s responsibility…” (Montréal
session) [Translated from French]
“Levels of government, institutions and individuals have responsibilities, which we want
to encourage – you don’t want to let them off the hook either.” (National session)
“…students…who are pursuing postgraduate studies in specific fields and given student
loans have stipulations placed on their post-education employments or incentives to stay
in the places where they received that education.” (Halifax session)

5

Key Quantitative Findings

As discussed earlier, individuals completed a pre- and post-questionnaire which
asked them about the degree to which they agreed or disagreed with each of the
four approaches outlined in the workbook using a seven point scale (1 was
completely disagree and 7 was completely agree). Participants in the national
session completed the same post-questionnaire. In the post-questionnaires,
participants were given the opportunity to include a condition for each question,
as well as other comments.
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Highlights of the results are provided below. Additional detail can be found in
Appendices VII and VIII.
Pre- and Post-Questionnaire Ratings
Regional and National Sessions
100%
80%
Regional Pre-

60%

Regional Post40%

National Post-

20%
0%
Tax Points

Unconditional

Conditional

Direct

Percentage of participants in favour of this transfer approach
(ratings 5-7 on a scale of 1-7)

At the outset of the regional dialogues the highest ratings were for conditional
transfers (62%) and tax points (56%). Over the course of the day, support in the
regional sessions grew substantially for conditional transfers (80%) and direct
transfers (58%).
National session ratings indicate even higher support for conditional transfers
and a further decline in support for tax points. This reflects the participants’
strong desire for greater accountability and common standards across the
country. They did not see how the transfer of additional tax points would
contribute to either of these objectives. The slight decline in support for
unconditional transfers is driven by the same desires, but also reflects
participants’ calls for provinces to maintain a certain degree of flexibility to tailor
programs to the particular needs of their residents.
The significant increase in support for direct transfers reflects participants’ desire
to support a mobile population and recognition of direct transfers as a means to
target the special needs of individuals and institutions.
The majority of participants took advantage of the opportunity to provide
comments or impose conditions on their ratings - two-thirds in the regional
sessions and three quarters in the national session. In total, 176 conditions or
comments were noted. Of these, the highest number were related to the lack of
trust in governments and calls for greater accountability (22%) and the need for a
standard level of quality services across the country (20%). 15% of the
conditions were related to the need for a long-term national vision and 18%
called for a cooperative approach to developing the vision and standards
between the federal and provincial governments, citizens and stakeholders.
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The questionnaire ratings, conditions and comments participants provided
reinforced the key themes identified in their group discussions. The repetition of
messages from these different sources is significant. Similar information received
from both the qualitative and quantitative data demonstrates a high degree of
consistency between the group conclusions and individual views.
There were some differences across the regional sessions. Due to the small
number of participants, some caution is required in interpreting these results,
however, they are flagged here as possible issues for further exploration.
•

The Montreal session, while in tune with the overall findings was
somewhat nuanced. The rating for conditional transfers was the
lowest of the five sessions - although it is important to note that it
did increase significantly - from 42% in the morning to 68% at the
end of the day - and was the most favoured of the four
approaches.

•

Montreal was the only session in which support for unconditional
transfers was over 50% at the beginning of the day and increased
to 63% by end of day. Support for unconditional transfers also
increased in Toronto from 35% in the morning to 41% at the end of
the day (albeit still below 50%). The slight overall decline in
support for unconditional transfers was driven mainly by the Halifax
ratings which went from 47% in the morning to 26% at the end of
the day. Vancouver support dropped slightly from 35% to 33% and
Edmonton stayed the same.

•

The Edmonton session was the only one where participants
support for direct transfers decreased over the course of the day,
from 55% in the morning, to 48% in the post-questionnaire. In
Vancouver, Montreal and Halifax, already strong support for direct
transfers increased over the day, while in Toronto, it remained
stable at 63%.

23

Strengthening the Federation – Citizens’ Dialogue on Sharing Public Funds for a Better Canada

Conditions / comments in their own words
Tax points
“I believe the federal government has a major role in the measurable standardization of
services and sustainable programs for long-term competitive advancement of all
provinces/territories.” (Halifax session)
“This is good only if there is accountability.” (Toronto session)

Unconditional transfers
“This approach allows the provinces to have autonomy that reflects the needs of its
inhabitants. Unconditional plus conditional transfers works best together.” (Toronto
session)
“This [should] not include funding for issues where a national standard of goal is
beneficial (e.g. health care, education). This sort of payment would be good for allowing
provinces to address regional issues or opportunities.” (Halifax session)

Conditional transfers
“… for very specific matters, and to promote uniformity and fairness to all Canadians.”
(National session) [Translated from French]
“To achieve a consistent national standard for the whole of Canada in essential
services… health, education, transport.” (National session) ]Translated from French]
“This approach works best when identifying Canada’s top issues (i.e. education, health)
and serves to connect provinces with a National Vision and identity.” (Toronto session)
“This would give a national vision to the priorities of how money is spent.” (Vancouver
session)

Direct transfers
“With accountability and responsibilities of individuals and institutions.” (Halifax session)
“[There is] a place for this kind of funding to enhance national unity, increase access and
target special initiatives.” (Toronto session)
“This method works in conjunction [with] / support of other funding programs to ensure
success - i.e. student mobility within PSE.” (National session)
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6

Observations

During the citizens’ dialogue, participants explored approaches, examined
principles, weighed the pros and cons of approaches, discussed tradeoffs and
used their core values to develop their best advice on how funds should be
shared in Canada. They listened to opinions that reinforced their views as well as
to arguments supporting other positions. They came eager to learn and talk
about the issues involved in sharing public funds and quickly understood their
role and the importance of having decisions on transfers based on values.
The relatively small number of participants in this dialogue does limit, to some
extent, the ability to extrapolate their conclusions on a national scale. However,
the consistency of messages across regions which were reinforced at the
national session provides valuable insights for the Panel and governments at all
levels.
The dialogue results demonstrate that Canadians from a wide variety of
backgrounds can get a handle on these complex issues and determine what is
most important to them in making decisions on sharing public funds. Moreover,
and encouraging for all governments, Canadians have an appetite to be more
involved, and want to be part of thinking through how best to deal with these
challenging issues as a country. The results of this dialogue will help
governments identify the policy preferences of an informed public. They also
identify issues for further exploration and provide insight into how best to engage
Canadians in discussing these issues.
1. National Perspective
In all sessions, participants brought forward a pan-Canadian perspective for a
variety of reasons. Many have lived in a number of regions across the country or
have family in other provinces. They don’t want barriers in accessing
comparable health, education and work to impede freedom of mobility across the
country. Their sense of place is no longer defined by a narrow, geographic
community – it is much broader often involving multiple communities of interest
on a national or international level. They connected transfer programs to national
unity issues early in their conversations. Citizens look to governments to work
together for a stronger, more competitive Canada which will benefit all regions.
2. Focus on the best interests of citizens
Regardless of where they come from in Canada, participants identified the need
for leadership to promote a long-term vision to guide the transfer of funds in
Canada. This leadership would be based on a sense of the whole country and go
beyond the mandate of any single jurisdiction. Participants noted how much
Canada has changed since Confederation. They believe that the constitutional
split of responsibilities is somewhat artificial in today’s reality.
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It would be a serious mistake to interpret the emphasis participants put on
“national” to mean they give license to the federal government to act alone. To
move their vision forward citizens underscored the need for a collaborative
process that will include all governments, stakeholders and citizens. They see a
legitimate and significant role for all levels of government - federal, provincial and
municipal - and look to their governments to work together in the best interests of
citizens.
Jurisdictional boundaries were not a burning issue for dialogue participants, but
they are looking for governments to show respect for each other and for the
people of Canada whom they exist to serve. They focus on achieving fairness
across the country as well as efficiency in delivery of services. Jurisdictional
arguments that prevent real progress are out of step with the perspective of the
taxpayer who funds all levels of government.
Related to jurisdictional issues, questions around the needs of Canadian cities
came up in every session. They were frustrated when told cities were beyond the
scope of this dialogue. They know that one way or another, taxpayers will need
to pay for infrastructure in big cities, growing demands of increasing populations,
poverty within provinces, and the impact of off-loading responsibilities without
sufficient resources to deliver services. Future discussions on how public funds
are shared across all levels of governments would be well-served to address the
issues facing municipalities.
3. Trust and accountability: part of the problem and part of the solution
Participants stress that trust underpins everything. This should not be a surprise
as it surfaces as a key issue in many public opinion polls as well as in other
CPRN citizens’ dialogues. However, it was even more prominent in this dialogue
than others held by CPRN. The timing of these dialogues (the regional sessions
were held shortly after the release of the first Gomery report and the national
session about 10 days in advance of the federal election) could have been a
factor. To improve trust, dialogue participants underscore the need for
increased transparency and accountability about how public funds are spent.
Their desire to have progress measured and reported suggests that current
efforts at performance reporting are not reaching the general public or they are
not seen to meet their needs. Part of the problem may be that many of these
reports are written for auditors or are used as one-way information vehicles
rather than seen as an opportunity to engage a broader public to work together
toward a common vision. Another factor may be that many indicators or
measures reported have little relevance to citizens. In order to meet public
expectations, governments need to develop accountability mechanisms that
proactively engage the public in choosing relevant indicators and assessing
progress in ways that will influence future actions.
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4. Start with what we want to achieve as a country
The lack of a conclusive outcome in the regional sessions on the Equalization
program does not mean participants lacked understanding of the fundamental
issues. For example, participants in Edmonton prepared a graphic representation
of how funds are transferred to aid them in their discussion. It was used again at
the national session and can be found in Appendix IX. Rather, citizens were
hesitant to endorse the Equalization program as the best way to make a
difference in peoples’ lives. This was linked to their strong preference for
conditional transfers which they believed were a better way to achieve standards
and be held accountable. In the national session, with even more information
and more time, participants were able to clearly articulate their concerns about
the Equalization program and describe their preferred approach. They took the
constitutional commitment to “reasonably comparable standards at reasonably
comparable taxes” to heart and want the design of transfer programs to start
from the basis of what we are trying to achieve as a country, followed by an
assessment of what each province needs to attain these standards. Fiscal
capacity as “driver” became a moot point to them – they considered it an input
rather than a purposeful outcome.
5. An opportunity for leadership
Their strong preference for conditional transfers should be taken seriously as
governments negotiate how best to address the fiscal imbalance in Canada. If
there is any mandate from citizens to use tax points and unconditional grants, it
is very limited.
Addressing the lack of trust is a challenge for all governments. There is a
leadership opportunity open to the provincial governments if they are able to
respond to citizens’ clarion call for pan Canadian standards. But it will require
them to think beyond their own provincial borders and work in the best interests
of all Canadians. This will be easier if governments actively work to engage their
citizens and are open to different ways of doing business than the traditional
intergovernmental “we / they”, secretive negotiations.
Moving ahead, there is a tremendous opportunity for all governments to work
together to shape a national agenda through collaborative efforts to develop
common standards for key social and economic policies. There is an opportunity
for the Council of the Federation, should it choose, to exercise leadership in
developing a vision and standards as a way to rebuild trust between the public
and their governments. A commitment to the standards would do much to stop
the steady decline in public confidence in their federal and provincial
governments.
In essence, this representative group of citizens has provided the roadmap for
governments to rebuild public trust.

27

Strengthening the Federation – Citizens’ Dialogue on Sharing Public Funds for a Better Canada

APPENDICES
I.
II.
III.
IV.
V.
VI.
VII.

VIII.
IX.

Dialogue Session Locations and Dates
Demographic Comparison of Dialogue Participants with the Canadian
Population
Attitudinal Data: Dialogue Participants Compared to all Contacted for
Recruitment
Citizens’ Dialogue Methodology
Background Information on Case Studies on Post-Secondary Education and
Equalization
Participant Evaluations
Pre- and Post-Questionnaire Results
- Regional Comparison of Pre-and Post-Questionnaire results by
participants in favour of each transfer approach
- Regional Session Aggregate Results
- National Session Results
Post-Questionnaire Conditions Analysis
Portrayal of Equalization: Sharing Between Taxpayers

28

Strengthening the Federation – Citizens’ Dialogue on Sharing Public Funds for a Better Canada

Appendix I: Dialogue Session Locations and Dates
Halifax
December 3, 2005
Toronto
December 4, 2005
Montreal
December 10, 2005
Edmonton December 10, 2005
Vancouver December 11, 2005
Ottawa (National session) January 13 and 14, 2006

29

Strengthening the Federation – Citizens’ Dialogue on Sharing Public Funds for a Better Canada

Appendix II: Demographic Comparison of Dialogue Participants
with the Canadian Population
By Gender:

Men
Women

Regional Session
Participants %
(N =93)
54
46

National Dialogue
Session % (N = 21)

Regional Session
Participants %
(N =93)
7
35
48
11

National Dialogue
Session % (N = 21)

Regional Session
Participants %
(N =93)
1
17

National Dialogue
Session % (N = 21)

52
48

Total Population %

49
51

By Age:

Under 25
25-44
45-64
65 and over

5
38
52
5

Total Population %

12
39
32
17

By Education:

Some High School
High school
graduate
Some College
College / CEGEP
Graduate
Some University
Bachelors’ degree
Graduate Degree

5
22
3
32
20

Total Population %

5

N/A
24

19

N/A
26

43
33

18
12
3

By Income:

Less than $20,000
$20,000 – 39,999
$40,000 – 59,999
$60,000 – 79,999
$80,000 – 99,999
$100,000 or more

Regional Session
Participants %
(N =93)
10
21
24
18
13
13

National Dialogue
Session % (N = 21)
15
5
10
10
33
28

30

Total Population %

19
24
20
15
9
13
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By Employment:

Self-employed
Full time work
Part time work
Seasonal
Unemployed
Full time student
Retired
Not in workforce /
full-time home
maker
Disabled / sick leave
Other

Regional Session
Participants %
(N =93)
18
47
2
1
3
4
16
4

National Dialogue
Session % (N = 21)
24
48

2
1

Total Population %

14

8
48
11
N/A
5
N/A
N/A
34

5
10

N/A
N/A

By Specific Indicator:
Regional Session
National Dialogue
Total Population %
Participants %
Session % (N = 21)
(N =93)
0*
0
4.5
Aboriginal
10
14
13
Visible Minority
9
10
5
Disabled
1
Other
* Six (3.5%) of the 170 participants who originally agreed to participate self-identified as
Aboriginals. Unfortunately, none of these individuals participated on the day of the dialogue.
By children under 18:
Regional Session
National Dialogue
Total Population %
Participants %
Session % (N = 21)
(N =93)
36
29
43
Yes
64
71
57
No
Source for all demographic data: EKOS Research Associates Inc. and 2001 Census, Statistics
Canada
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Appendix III: Attitudinal Data of Dialogue Participants Compared
to all Contacted for Recruitment
(Asked by polling firm on first recruitment call)

Compared to the average
Canadian, how would you
rate your personal interest
in public policy and
government affairs?

1.Far less interested
2.
3.
4. Average
5.
6.
7. Far more
interested
Total

All Contacted

5 cities*

Recruitment

Attended Group

National
Session
Attended
Group

Count
5
6
9
42
33
38

Percent
2.9
3.5
5.3
24.7
19.4
22.4

Count
4
2
4
19
18
25

Percent
4.3
2.2
4.3
20.7
19.6
27.2

Count

Percent

1
4
2
8

4.8
19.0
9.5
38.1

37

21.8

20

21.7

6

28.6

170

100.0

92

100.0

21

100.0

Count
8
11
13
37
30
32
39
170

Percent
4.7
6.5
7.6
21.8
17.6
18.8
22.9
100.0

Count
5
8
11
21
14
17
16
92

Percent
5.4
8.7
12.0
22.8
15.2
18.5
17.4
100.0

Count
3
1
3
4
3
5
2
21

Percent
14.3
4.8
14.3
19.0
14.3
23.8
9.5
100.0

Count

Percent

Count

Percent

Count

Percent

137

80.6

74

80.4

16

76.2

28

16.5

16

17.4

5

23.8

5
170

2.9
100.0

2
92

2.2
100.0

21

100.0

* One participant left during one
of the regional sessions, bringing
the total to 92.

To what extent do you
agree or disagree with the
following statement: We
could probably solve most
of our big national
problems if decisions
could be brought to people
at the grassroots level.

1. Strongly Disagree
2.
3.
4. Neither
5.
6.
7. Strongly Agree
Total

Which statement is closest
to your view: "The Federal
Government needs to
transfer more money to
provinces for the delivery
of health care, education
and social assistance
programs" OR "The
provinces already have
enough money to deliver
these services"

1.Needs more
money
2.Have enough
money
9. DK/NR
Total
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Which statement is closest
to your view: "Should
provincial governments be
able to spend federal
transfers as they see fit?"
OR "Should the federal
government attach
conditions to how the
money gets spent?"

1. Prov
governments spend
2. Fed gov’t attach
conditions
9. DK/NR
Total

The federal Equalization
program transfers money
from richer provinces to
poorer provinces to allow
them to deliver comparable
services at comparable tax
levels. Do you oppose or
support transferring money
in this way?

1.Strongly oppose
2.Somewhat oppose
3.Somewhat
support
4.Strongly support
5.Doesn't matter
Total

Count

Percent

Count

56

32.9

38

113

66.5

1
170

Count

Percent

41.3

9

42.9

53

57.6

12

57.1

0.6
100.0

1
92

1.1
100.0

21

100.0

Count
12
15

Percent
7.1
8.8

Count
3
11

Percent
3.3
12.0

Count

Percent

2

9.5

70

41.2

39

42.4

7

33.3

71
2
170

41.8
1.2
100.0

38
1
92

41.3
1.1
100.0

12

57.1

21

100.0
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Appendix IV: Citizens’ Dialogue Methodology
The underlying premise of CPRN’s citizens’ dialogues is that ‘ordinary’ citizens,
when given the tools and opportunity for meaningful and respectful learning and
deliberation on important public issues, can usually discover a lot of common
ground. In other words, they can find substantial agreement on fundamental
values-based choices and are able to move beyond their differences. This does
not mean there is 100% unanimity but there is substantial consensus on the
value basis for policy directions. While difference are neither suppressed nor
ignored, there is a deliberate choice to build on the common ground rather than
to focus primarily on differences.
CPRN’s citizen dialogue methodology has evolved over time and has benefited
from collaboration with Viewpoint Learning Inc. and their ChoiceWork dialogue
based on research of their President, Daniel Yankelovich. CPRN methodology is
designed to give decision makers a deeper understanding of citizens’ values and
the choices they would make, recognizing there is sometimes tension between
values, once they are given the opportunity to consider objective, fact-based
information and different perspectives held in society. For more information
please see “CPRN and Deliberative Dialogue: A Primer” at
http://www.cprn.org/en/doc.cfm?doc=1238 .
While it is not necessary (nor possible), to engage in a discussion of every issue
and question that could arise with respect to the issue at hand, the focus is on
providing key information to enable participants to understand the broad context
needed for an informed discussion without overwhelming them with too much
technical or operational detail.
Participants are supported by a workbook that provides key factual information
and describes different approaches or scenarios on the issue(s) to be discussed.
Each approach needs to be plausible, reflecting views that are legitimately held
by segments of society. They are described in the workbook in a factual,
objective way and presented in language that is easily understood. Arguments
are offered in favour and against each approach, imbedding in them values
people hold dear. Participants don’t have to agree with the perspectives offered,
but the way they are presented should enable people to see another’s point of
view.
The approaches are presented as starting points to help participants think
through the issues at hand. They are not asked to choose one approach or
another, and in most cases, will combine elements from different approaches and
add new ideas, as they create their own preferred approach. In examining the
various approaches and talking together about positive and negative
implications, dialogue participants are able to assess the consequences, make
tradeoffs and reject of choose various elements of the different approaches and
they identify their own, preferred approach.
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CPRN’s Citizens’ Dialogue Chronology: Preparation, Implementation;
Analysis and Report
1.

2.

3.

4.
5.

6.

7.

8.

Frame the issues to be explored by citizens, considering from the citizen’s perspectives the most
relevant or concerning aspects of the issues at hand. This is done in collaboration with
partners/clients.
Undertake new or draw on existing research to better understand the historical, theoretical and
practical dimensions of the issue and/or to obtain a baseline view of public opinion on the issues
(usually through analysis of existing polls and sometimes through new polling).
Prepare a participant workbook, which includes facts, plausible scenarios or approaches that
reflect different views held in society, arguments for and against the scenarios and other relevant
information.
Engage professional facilitators to collaborate on the workbook, dialogue design and conduct the
dialogue sessions.
Engage a professional polling firm to recruit a random sample of participants to achieve as
representative a group as possible. Typically, 20-40 participants are recruited for each session,
subject to available budget.
Hold a series of one-day dialogue sessions across the relevant jurisdiction attempting to hold at
least one session per region (again the number is often determined by the budget available.)
• A typical dialogue session includes both plenary and small group deliberations, as
well as individual and group reflection;
• Participants complete a pre-dialogue questionnaire that asks them to rate their level
of agreement/disagreement with the approaches. At the end of the day, they
complete the same questionnaire again, but this time, they are given the opportunity
to add any conditions they wish. The questionnaire also includes an evaluation of the
dialogue process and materials.
• Each participant gives opening comments to share their concerns about the issues
and closing comments centered on insights they have garnered over the course of
the day and their key message to decision makers.
• Plenary sessions are audio-taped and transcripts prepared to aid with analysis and
preparation of the report. The idea is to reflect the words of citizens to the greatest
extent possible. Depending on the budget, video taping is also sometimes done.
Thorough analysis of quantitative and qualitative data. It is through this analysis that core values
emerge, particularly by comparing all the data sources, in particular the common ground and
tradeoffs discussions in plenary sessions.
• Plenary common ground, trade-off discussions and other key points are assessed
across all sessions and tallied to identify similarities and differences across sessions;
• Questionnaires responses are aggregated by sessions to ascertain shifts in individual
views from the beginning of the day to the end and to compare individual
perspectives with group common ground; they are also cross tabulated with
demographics, and any attitudinal data that may have been collected from
participants during recruitment;
• Conditions identified in closing questionnaire are captured and coded according to
key themes.
• Transcripts and detailed notes are coded and tallied according to key themes
identified through in-depth analysis, and compared across all sessions for similarities
and differences.
• Opening and closing statements are matched, analyzed for recurring themes and
checked for variance.
Dissemination of report to participants, decision-makers, the public and the media and posting of
the report on the CPRN web-site for reference. This public release is important to the credibility of
the process for participants and Canadians generally, especially in terms of giving them assurance
that the process and their contribution is being taken seriously.
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PRINCIPLES & GROUND-RULES FOR DIALOGUE
1. The purpose of dialogue is to understand and to learn from one another (you
cannot “win” a dialogue).
2. All dialogue participants speak for themselves, not as a representative of
others’ interests.
3. In a dialogue everyone is treated as an equal: leave role, status and
stereotypes at the door.
4. Be open and listen to others even when (especially when) you disagree, and
suspend judgment.
5. Identify and test assumptions (especially your own).
6. Listen carefully and respectfully to the views of others: acknowledge you have
heard the other especially when you disagree.
7. Look for common ground.
8. Express disagreement with ideas, not with personalities or motives. (Disagree
without being disagreeable)
9. Keep dialogue and decision-making as separate activities (dialogue should
always come before decision-making).
10. Respect and record all points of view (without attribution).

36

Strengthening the Federation – Citizens’ Dialogue on Sharing Public Funds for a Better Canada

Appendix V: Background Information on Case Studies on PostSecondary Education and Equalization
Summaries of the two case studies are provided below. Additional information
can be found in the participant workbook.

Case Study # 1 - Access to Post-Secondary Education:
Focusing discussion on vertical fiscal imbalance

Four different approaches that could be used by the federal government are set out below. Each
approach would have a different impact on provinces/territories.
1. It could transfer tax points to provinces/territories which could then be used to raise more
provincial/territorial revenues to expand PSE in their region. However, provincial/territorial
governments could choose to use these additional tax points to lower other taxes or invest in
other priority areas.
2. It could transfer money directly through increased unconditional payments to all
provinces/territories or increased Equalization payments to eligible provinces. This would
allow the provinces/territories to spend more on PSE. However, these would be
unconditional transfers would mean that provinces/territories could use this revenue to fund
other priorities, if they so desired. And if Equalization was the mechanism used, not all
provinces would benefit as some do not receive Equalization.
3. It could make specific conditional, targeted grants to all provinces/territories (not just those
who receive Equalization payments) for higher education. This could be done either by
increasing the existing Canada Social Transfer or by creating a new, dedicated transfer for
post-secondary education with new conditions. These conditions could, for example, require
provincial/territorial governments to guarantee equal access to all Canadians (e.g., outlaw
higher fees to out-of-province students) or require the province/territory to use the funds to
increase access to PSE (e.g., lower or limit the increases in tuition fees). However, some
provinces/territories may argue that the conditions do not fit with their own educational
priorities.
4. It could transfer money directly to individual students or individual universities and colleges by
means of grants, subsidized student loans, scholarships, and so forth. (This could build on
existing federal efforts such as the Canada Millennium Scholarship Fund, the Registered
Education Savings Plan and the Canada Student Loan Program). This approach would
enable the federal government to help address the specific needs of universities, colleges or
technical schools, and the particular challenges faced by students and their families without
having to transfer money to provinces/territories first. However, provinces/territories would
still need to find the funds for infrastructure and operating costs especially if enrollments
increase.
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Case Study #2 – The Equalization Program:
Focusing discussion horizontal fiscal imbalance
There are three different approaches the federal government could use in deciding the size and
allocation of the Equalization program. Each emphasizes different principles:
1. A higher national financial standard than currently exists to equalize even more. This
would mean more money in the Equalization program as all revenues from natural resources in
all ten provinces would be included. Receiving provinces would gain more than currently from
these higher oil and gas revenues. This would help provinces receiving Equalization to improve
their public services. However, it would cost the federal government more and would strain
federal/provincial relations for those provinces with natural resource wealth as the Constitution
gives the provinces control of natural resources.
2. A higher national financial standard with the condition that the federal government
would determine affordability and only some natural resource revenues would be
included. As with Approach # 1, this would mean a higher national standard than currently exists.
It would also mean that the federal government would set a cap on how much Equalization was
paid out each year based on what it felt was affordable. Regardless though this approach would
lead to higher payments for provinces receiving Equalization than the current approach, helping
them to provide better public services. However, there would be uncertainty each year about how
much money each would get.
3. The current approach with special arrangements for some provinces. This would mean a
basic Equalization program as it is now for all provinces, but with special arrangements for certain
provinces (as has been done with Nova Scotia, Newfoundland/Labrador because of their natural
resource situation and what is being sought by Saskatchewan). This would mean that some
provinces could receive more Equalization payments than others depending upon their natural
resource wealth. However, the overall national standard would be lower than in the other two
approaches. It would also be less expensive for the federal government.
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Appendix VI: Participant Evaluations
At the end of the day, participants in both the regional and national sessions
completed an evaluation of their experience. Most felt very positive about their
experience and were satisfied with the contribution they had made.
The evaluation questions and majority responses are provided below:
•

Overall, I am glad I participated in the dialogue session
o 95% of participants in both the regional and national sessions agreed.

•

Based on this experience, I would be more likely to become involved with public issues.
o 87% of regional session and 100% of national session participants agreed

•

There was sufficient opportunity for me to contribute and participate.
o 93% of regional session and 95% of national session participants agreed.

•

The participants’ workbook was clear and contained relevant and useful information.
o 88% of regional session and 90% of national session participants agreed.

•

The small group discussions were useful to me.
o 87% of regional session and 91% of national session participants agreed.

•

The background briefings helped prepare me for discussion on Saturday (applies to
national session only)
o 91% of participants agreed.

•

The facilitators provided clear explanations, guidance and support throughout the day.
o 94% of the regional session and 95% of the national session participants agreed.

•

The letter sent in advance provided helpful and interesting information.
o 60% of regional session and 90% of national session participants agreed.

•

The phone calls during recruitment and after agreeing to participate were useful (applies
to regional sessions only.)
o 82.5% of participants agreed.
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Appendix VII: Pre- and Post-Questionnaire Results
Participants in the regional sessions completed a questionnaire early in the
session and again at the end of the day. National session participants completed
the same questionnaire at the end of the session.
The questionnaire read as follows: “Each of the following approaches captures
different ways governments share funds to allow each to provide reasonably
comparable (similar but not identical) services for citizens. Please indicate how
favourable or unfavourable you feel towards each approach on a scale of 1 to 7
(1 = totally unfavourable and 7 = totally favourable).” The short description for
each approach provided in the workbook was included in the questionnaire.
Summary statements are provided here for ease of reference.
Approach 1: Provinces/ Territories get tax points.
Approach 2: Provinces / territories get federal cash transfers without conditions.
Approach 3: Provinces/territories get federal cash transfers with conditions.
Approach 4: Federal government provides more direct spending to citizens and
institutions.
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Unconditional Transfers
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Regional Aggregate Results
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National Session Results
The participants in the national session only completed a post-questionnaire.
Those pre-questionnaire results represent the national session participants’
results in their respective regional sessions.
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Appendix VIII: Post-Questionnaire Conditions Analysis
55 out of 92 participants in the regional sessions and 16 out of 21 in the national
session wrote conditions and / or substantive comments in their postquestionnaires. Many provided several conditions, for a total of 176. The
conditions were analyzed and clustered by themes. The same themes emerged
across all four approaches.
Theme
Trust, accountability and transparency
Common standards across the country
Collaboration / cooperation between
governments, citizens and stakeholders
Focus on the national interest / support
national unity ; Need for a long-term
national vision
Support / target special needs of
individuals / institutions
Combine types of transfers / some more
appropriate depending on the issues
Other

% of total conditions / comments (#)
22% (39)
20% (36)
18% (32)
15% (26)

7% (13)
5% (9)
12% (21)∗

* Due to rounding of percentages, total does not equal 100.
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Appendix IX: Portrayal of Equalization: Sharing Between
Taxpayers
Prepared by Participants in the Edmonton Session of the Citizens’ Dialogue on
Sharing Public Funds for the Advisory Panel on Fiscal Imbalance, December 10,
2005.
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