
Editor’s note: the following article pre-
sents the basic argument and position of
the CCE’s National Policy Group to the
Social Security Reform proposals, par-
ticularly those dealing with employment
development. The basic premises found
herein, plus some examples of best prac-
tice, made up the basis for the CCE
submission to the Parliamentary Com-
mittee in early November.

In October the Department of Human
Resources Development issued a

Green Paper, entitled “Improving Social
Security in Canada: A Discussion Pa-
per.” The discussion paper presents sug-
gestions for changes to the delivery and
format of transfer payments and other
benefits, with particular stress on train-
ing programs. Much of the impetus for
the reforms stems from a widespread
view that the cost of the safety net is
threatening the stability of the federal
budget.

The paper is being subjected to a
close critique by all those groups which
represent the interests of people who use
the social safety net programs. It de-
serves specialized scrutiny by CED
practitioners, for they work with those
most at risk for dependence upon the
safety net—namely, marginalized com-
munities—which, if properly aided,
could make their own valuable contribu-
tions to our society, instead of relying on
transfer payments.

There are aspects to the discussion
paper presented by the Government that
CED  practitioners can strongly agree
with. For example, the following state-
ment defines just what sort of changes
must be designed:

“The next generation of social
programs must not just share the
wealth, and protect those who are
disadvantaged among  us,  they
must actively create opportunity
for Canadians and, in so doing,
help drive economic growth.”

Indeed the safety net must not merely
redistribute wealth; it must redistribute
the means to create wealth—to create
jobs and other opportunities to meet the
needs of a new and changing economy.
It is not that the cost of the safety net
threatens  our economy,  but that the
problems of the economy are overbur-
dening the safety net.

Even if the proposed reforms
were perfect, they could soon
become irrelevant. That is,
without a concurrent and
co-ordinated job creation

strategy, especially for those
most at risk, the social

security system could eventu-
ally be overwhelmed,

even with the reforms.

The CED response, then, should pre-
sent some specific suggestions to effec-
tively achieve the aims of the Green
Paper and foster the opportunity for all
citizens to make a contribution to Can-
ada’s economy. Mere reforms in the for-
mat and delivery of safety net benefits
will not be enough. Even if the proposed
reforms were perfect, they could soon
become irrelevant. That is, without a
concurrent and co-ordinated job creation
strategy, especially  for those most at
risk, the social security system could
eventually be overwhelmed, even with
the reforms.

CRITIQUE

It must be stressed that the reforms
in themselves will not create jobs. Al-
though the government hopes they will
“drive economic growth,” they rely pri-
marily on efforts to “offer the best-edu-
cated, best-trained workforce in the

world” as an inducement to the internal
and external investments that will create
jobs. CED specialists can agree whole-
heartedly that the training and lifelong
learning emphasized in the Green Paper
are an indispensable key, but those ac-
tivities are not sufficient in and of them-
selves to drive economic growth in the
new economy.

The most optimistic increase of citi-
zen skills to work in the newer and high-
tech sectors can never open up the
number of jobs that are needed. The
processes of globalization and the new
technologies will not absorb the full en-
ergies and capacities of our citizens,
most particularly those who are already
marginalized or likely to be so, in the
new economic climate. Indeed the new
capital-intensive industries which need
less and less labour and the coincidental
export of labour-intensive industries are
part of the problem.

It is critical, therefore, to create new
opportunities in niches not addressed by
traditional market processes; this will
mainly rest upon engaging the commit-
ment of citizens to the social and eco-
nomic development of their own
communities.  As Minister Axworthy
stated in making the Green Paper public,
“Clearly, our economic and social pri-
orities are interdependent.” Social and
economic advances must be made
jointly; and at the community level they
can indeed be concurrently addressed in
the processes of CED.

Increasing dependence upon the so-
cial safety net is concentrated in specific
regions, districts, communities, neigh-
bourhoods, streets—even specific city
blocks. And it is precisely there that the
environment to grow the economy must
be fostered, by mobilizing those whose
energies are not now used by our soci-
ety.  Rather than being a drain upon
safety net resources, they can become a
source of new economic strength in our
country.
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Government-sponsored training
programs alone cannot achieve the nec-
essary change and may indeed impede it
if they do not lead to real jobs. Even the
best government training programs will
need the insight and perspective of local
communities in order to benefit disad-
vantaged residents and respond to local
labour market conditions.

The Green Paper recognizes the sig-
nificance of local efforts:

“It  may be  more  effective for
governments to set broad goals,
and let local communities deter-
mine how best to achieve those
goals. . . . Communities should
thus have more ownership of the
solutions to the problems they
face. This may in fact be the best
way to foster innovation and per-
severance in tackling problems
and developing lasting solutions.
To achieve real jobs for people,
non-governmental groups must
become key players in decisions
about employment development,
because the private sector is
where most of the jobs are.”

Thus, the proposals of the Green Pa-
per can be seen as moving toward the
more comprehensive approach inherent
in CED. However, to make the most
powerful use of this tool, federal and
provincial  governments alike will re-
quire a more specific orientation to using
it, and CED specialists must find a way
to present effectively the fundamental
contributions that CED can make.

CED practitioners must emphasize
that their approach will:

� Enable  a full cross-section  of the
community to contribute to the de-
velopment process, bridging old di-
vides, and building partnerships be-
tween businesses and poor people,
between  employed trade unionists
and those structurally unemployed,
and between  financial  institutions
and those without assets.

� Increase  self-reliance of the  local
economy, creating new productive
assets by fostering local en-
trepreneurship and local ownership
for businesses that will take root lo-
cally, in contrast  to the footloose
ventures  that merely seek higher
profits.

� Show real results in good jobs and
good businesses that fit together in
productive networks and fill market
niches rather than try to beggar other
communities.

� Link long-term economic invest-
ment assets realistically with social
development needs, such as educa-
tion and training, targeting the mar-
ginalized, the unemployed, and
those  most likely to fall into  the
safety net.

The essential element of CED—the
part that distinguishes it from the tradi-
tional reliance upon the market economy
or local industrial recruitment—is that it
engages and mobilizes the efforts of
those most at risk so they can create their
own opportunities, appropriate to the lo-
cal setting. CED is thus empowerment
for local and national economic growth.
That message must get across.

WHY SHOULD GOVERNMENTS
SUPPORT CED?

In a word, because it works. By this
time, CED has been tried in different
forms in all the provinces—and
throughout the United States and
Europe. Although so far it has been tried
only on a small scale, the evidence is in.
It can definitely create profitable busi-
nesses and jobs in a socially responsible
manner,  under community direction,
and targeted at those who are most at
risk from unemployment. Several statis-
tical evaluation studies have reported
significant positive  results, cost  effi-
ciencies, jobs with social benefits, and
increased financial and community as-
sets. These studies offer policy-makers
some  hard data  on which  to build  a
government CED strategy. (See shaded
box this page.)

There also have been many individ-
ual projects in Canada that demonstrate
success in a wide variety of approaches

STUDIES ON THE EFFECTIVENESS OF CED TECHNIQUES

An Evaluation of the Special Impact Program: Final Report (Abt Associates,
Cambridge, Mass., 1973). Reports higher business longevity rate for CED
start-up ventures compared to standard small business start-ups; shows that
comprehensive (multi-purpose) community strategy helps in business effi-
ciency; that a higher workforce percentage of previously unemployed does
not interfere with profitability of CED ventures; and that the cost per job
created is less than for public works programs.

The HRDA Alternative Welfare Model (Bay State Skills Corporation, Boston,
Mass., 1993). Reports cost/benefit ratio of $1/$1.80 by CED group hiring
people from welfare rolls.

R.M.  Kelly, Community Participation in Directing Economic Development
(Praeger, New York, N.Y., 1977). Documents the effectiveness of community
control for CED results (the more community control the better the program).

S.E. Perry, Communities on the Way: Rebuilding Local Economies in the
United States and Canada (SUNY Press, Albany, N.Y., 1987). Reports on
a study that found CED ventures pay better wages than comparable busi-
nesses aided by government small business programs; provides a general
analysis and discussion of evaluation studies of CED.

S.E. Perry and M. Lewis, Reinventing the Local Economy: What 10 Canadian
Initiatives Can Teach Us About Building Creative, Inclusive, & Sustainable
Communities (Centre for Community Enterprise, Vernon, B.C., 1994). De-
tails the story of ten successful CED groups.

A. Vidal, Rebuilding Communities: A National Study of Urban Community
Development Corporations (New School for Social Research, New York,
N.Y., 1992). Evaluates 130 CED groups along many dimensions (including
enterprise development, property development, and housing); documents
“a record of substantial accomplishment.”
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using the same general CED perspec-
tive. Both rural and urban CED groups
have proved that CED can contribute
significantly to creating the social and
economic resources required for the new
world economy. The question now is,
how can governments make use of this
experience and information in the con-
text of social safety net reforms?

WHAT THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT SHOULD & CAN DO

CED does not imply large federal
outlays. In fact, the most important step
for an agency like the Department of
Human Resource Development to take
is to move to a different sort of relation-
ship with the  community groups on
which it will have to depend for making
the reforms real. Government has al-
ready moved from the position of deliv-
ering all services  to the position of
contracting with local groups to do the
delivery. But all too often the emphasis
in contractual relationships is on just
performing properly on the contract, not
upon the basic results or advancing the
underlying goals. Thus there is a further
step to take: to move from contractor
relationships to  partnership relations.
The essence of partnership is joint inter-
est in producing long-term cost- effec-
tive results; and each party is subject to
evaluation as to its contribution.

In  community partnerships,  HRD
would engage in joint planning for im-
plementing the reforms; joint identifica-
tion of needs; and joint efforts for
innovation, quality control, and man-
agement to achieve jointly desired re-
sults. This sort of partnership or joint
venture approach will require a very dif-
ferent government administrative pos-
ture. Admittedly, it will also take time to
implement. But the advantages to be
gained in better performance and im-
proved feedback will be worth it.

On the matter of costs, aside from
underwriting  basic development costs
and supporting training activities, sup-
port for CED will be modest. For exam-
ple,  instead  of large  grant programs,
government can facilitate access to pri-
vate capital by CED projects, through
regulatory, guarantee, and tax incentive
procedures. A healthy range of ideas in
use  in  various provinces  (and in the
United States) can be adapted for federal

application to mobilize private capital:
the Saskatchewan Community Bonds
program, the Ontario Community Loan
Funds, and the Québec Workers Solidar-
ity Fund. (See sidebar this page.) In ad-
dition, Canadian banks could become
more accessible sources of credit for
CED  and small  business financing  if
legislation like the U.S. Community Re-
investment Act were enacted in Canada.

The essential element of
CED—the part that distin-

guishes it from the traditional
reliance upon the market econ-
omy or local industrial recruit-
ment—is that it engages and
mobilizes the efforts of those

most at risk so they can create
their own opportunities

Promoting private sources for CED
finance is only one potential government
technique. Among the other important
tasks the federal government can take up
to promote CED are:

� Provide support for early stage de-
velopment of CED groups in order to
build critical capacity at the local
level.

� Establish information systems to fa-
cilitate the exchange of ideas and
best practices by successful groups.

� Support experimental CED  initia-
tives that can offer innovative mod-
els for replication.

� Provide for regional CED training
and technical assistance organiza-
tions to upgrade the effectiveness of
community groups.

� Encourage local development
groups to build revenue- generating
real  estate and business assets  so
long as they use them for reinvest-
ment in the community and for self-
sufficient  institutions, thus  under-
writing long- term efforts without
continued government assistance.

More specifically, social safety net
reforms must include the following:

1. Provide support to build internal ca-
pacity in those community organiza-

tions that will be expected to design
and deliver local labour market-tai-
lored training, employment and
business development, and other as-
pects of a comprehensive job growth
strategy.

2. Allow for long-term funding (three
or more years) for training and other
programs, so that the local organiza-
tions can think and plan in longer-
term perspectives—instead of a
series of six-month or other short-
term projects.

3. Design flexible funding that allows
the organizations to combine activi-
ties in multi-purpose strategies
(long-term venture development in
conjunction with on-the-job  train-
ing, for example), instead of restrict-

FINANCING FOR CED: A
NEW U.S. INNOVATION

In the United States the Ford
Foundation instituted the Local

Initiatives  Support  Corporation
(LISC), which provides a way for
major corporations and insur-
ance companies to finance CED
activities, especially in their own
home office cities. Over the years
many millions  of  dollars have
been committed to CED groups
and used  for viable  business,
housing, and other projects that
can repay the financing.

Recently LISC established a
specialized new subsidiary for eq-
uity investments, The Retail Initia-
tive Inc., which can be used by
CED groups to develop supermar-
ket-anchored shopping centres.
Widescale abandonment of low-in-
come neighbourhoods by super-
market companies have reduced
retail amenities for those commu-
nities. Now 12-14 CED groups will
haveaccess to $24 million from ten

national companies to develop
their own shopping centres. These
are expected to create more than
2,000 permanent jobs in the se-
lected low-income communities.
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ing a project to a single activity that
will not have the necessary supportive
context of other funded purposes.

4. Allow for flexibility of choice for
unemployment insurance and social
assistance recipients in the types of
training, employment, and self-em-
ployment, so that they can commit
themselves  fully to self-set goals;
and remove restrictions and disin-
centives that discourage them from
building assets in new enterprises
that will contribute to local growth as
well as to their own self-reliance.

5. Remove restrictions that prevent the
use of social assistance, Canada As-
sistance Plan, or similar funds for capi-
tal that can create viable ventures and
sustainable jobs for thosenow depend-
ent upon the transfer payments (as
Halifax’s HRDA has done).

6. Provide  explicitly for  training  of
civil service administrators in a new
perspective of partnership instead of
the perspective of contractual rela-
tions; and use the experience  of
tested CED practitioners for design-
ing and carrying out such training.

7. Maintain  the  Community Futures
and Business Development Centre
programs within HRD as a core ef-
fort in CED to be administered in
tandem with training programs, and
to seek out further counsel on how
best to improve the CF and BDC
programs.

Over the last decade, the practice of
CED has generated significant learning.

Best practice is revealing CED as a stra-
tegic, comprehensive and co-ordinated
approach that creates cost effective, du-
rable social and economic results. While
not the whole answer, it should be a
strategic component within several ar-
eas of public policy action—labour mar-
ket policy, access to capital, sustainable
development and last, and certainly not
least, the reform of Canada’s social se-
curity system.�

GOVERNMENTS—Are You FINANCIALLY STRAPPED? HRDA
Puts Money BACK Into The Public Treasury!

Halifax’s Human Resources Development Association (HRDA) got its initial
$275,000 in capital directly out of the welfare budget. It had money from

the municipality for several years to support its core operations. It still receives
a fee for service for every job it creates for a social assistance recipient. Yes,
there has been money going in from the public sector. But what needs to be
understood is that HRDA has been creating multiple benefits, some of which
have been carefully counted. A conservative cost benefit done by Boston’s Bay
Street Skills Corporation in 1993 and validated by Peat Marwick, shows that for
every dollar invested by the public sector, $1.80 has gone back to the public
treasury is savings and payroll taxes. (For more on the HRDA, see p. 8.)

WESTCOAST DEVELOPMENT GROUP has been
involved with organizations and communities prepar-
ing, implementing, and evaluating community devel-
opment strategies since 1977.

Today, Westcoast gives priority to assignments that
build and strengthen community-based development organizations—organizations committed to fostering the social
and economic health of Canadian communities. We work in cities, small towns, and rural communities, and
extensively with First Nations. Our staff of community economic development (CED) practitioners have extensive
experience working with local people to establish and implement community development and CED strategies. In
its 17-year history, Westcoast has completed about 500 research, training, and business development contracts:

� Training: boards and staff of development organiza-
tions, government,  and private sector organizations
committed to strengthening the social and economic
fabric of communities.

� Research: community-controlled, participatory research
and  conventional  regional  economic  and feasibility
analysis.

� Planning: the design and facilitation of community-wide
planning, strategic planning for organizations, and busi-
ness planning for ventures.

� Curriculum Development: university level
courses in community development and CED,
and professional development for individuals al-
ready active in economic development.

� Consulting: building public and private develop-
ment organizations—assessment, planning, and
implementation of organizational change strate-
gies.

� Project Design and Implementation: human re-
source development, business ventures, and
development institutions.

For further information, contact: Victor Cumming, Managing Director, Westcoast Development Group, 2905-31st
Street, Suite 5, Vernon, B.C. V1T 5H6 Tel (604) 542-7057 Fax (604) 542-7229 E-mail ccewdg@web.apc.org
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