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Carleton Centre for Community Innovation
Canadian Community Economic Development Network
Community Economic Development
Community Economic Development Organization
Community Economic Development Technical Assistance Program
Centre for Innovation and Entrepreneurial Leadership
Corporate Sector Engagement
Community-University Engagement
Community Vitality Index (CIEL)
Canada Economic Development for Quebec Regions (Government of Canada)
Enterprising Non-Profits
Expanded Value-Added Statement
Initiative for Community-University Engagement (Carleton University)
Management Information System
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Ontario Cooperative Association
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Ontario Social Economy Consortium
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Program-Related Investment
Royal Bank of Canada
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Social Capital Partners
Social Enterprise
Social Finance
Social Innovation Generation (Program)
Social Purchasing Portal
Social Return on Investment
Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council
Technical Assistance
University of Quebec at Montreal
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The Foundation also saw CEDTAP as a tool for
dissemination. Communities and practitioners
would learn from each other, through exchanges,
conferences and other forms of connectivity at
the local and sector levels. Over the next decade,
McConnell would develop its own leading-edge
thinking and practices on the concept of “applied
dissemination,” to encourage both learning and
replication among its grantees.

Introduction
This purpose of this report is to summarize the
main achievements, limits and lessons of the
implementation of the Community Economic
Development Technical Assistance Program
(CEDTAP) during the period 1997-2007. The
report reviews ten themes in CEDTAP’s work,
and draws 35 lessons for practitioners, policymakers and scholars.

Thus was born the Community Economic
Development Technical Assistance Program
(CEDTAP). A pilot phase began in 1997,
benefiting from the guidance of an Advisory
Panel of seasoned practitioners and analysts
recruited from across the country4. Following an
evaluation and adjustments to the program’s
design, an expansion phase ran from 2000 to
2006. A final “transition” phase is being
implemented through 2008.

Background
Origins: Following consultations in 1995-1996
with leaders in the community economic
development (CED) sector1, the J. W.
McConnell Family Foundation invited Carleton
University to develop a new, pan-Canadian
initiative that would enable communities
themselves to draw on expertise from anywhere
in the country, in either official language, to
advance innovative local projects. At the same
time--through conferences, networking and
research--this initiative was intended to help
build the capacity of the sector as a whole2.

The prime funding partners of CEDTAP were
the McConnell Foundation, Bell Canada and
Carleton University, whose senior
representatives comprised a Management
Committee that oversaw strategy and operations.
Other private and public funders, included the
Royal Bank, Power Corporation, the Ontario
Trillium Foundation, DEC-Quebec, Western
Economic Diversification and others.5

Underlying this initiative was a recognition by
McConnell and Carleton of the fragmentation
and disorganization of CED practitioners, its
small scale and under-funded character, some of
the ideological and methodological differences
across leading CED groups, and the disconnect
between CED in Quebec and English-speaking
Canada. Broadly framed, the field of CED
faced a significant challenge of proving its
legitimacy to the governments, foundations and
companies that could, over time, help the sector
grow and exert greater impact3.

Throughout the decade, CEDTAP was the main
program of its host unit at Carleton, the Carleton
Centre for Community Innovation. “Above” the
Centre, CEDTAP benefited from the consistent
support and involvement on the part of two
successive Deans, significant in-kind
contributions in faculty time, equipment and
facilities, and access to the administrative and
financial management systems of the
University. CEDTAP drew on the fundraising

1

These leaders dubbed themselves the Digby Group, and
were to go on to found the Canadian Community Economic
Development Network (CCEDNET), which became the
leading trade and advocacy association for the sector.
Among these leaders were Paul Born, Dal Brodhead, Mike
Lewis and Rankin MacSween.
2
Bob Vokey, then Program Director at the McConnell
Foundation, was the originator of the CEDTAP concept.
Carleton University’s Ted Jackson elaborated and
operationalized it in a detailed proposal.
3
McConnell, Carleton and the Digby Group all agreed, in
fact, there were three initiatives necessary to “torque” the
CED sector: a technical assistance program (called
CEDTAP), a core development-support initiative to provide
multi-year funding to leading CED organizations
(CEDDAP), and a financing initiative that would provide
loans through financial institutions to CED groups
(CEDCAP, for CED Capital). In the event, the Board of

Trustees of the McConnell Foundation opted to approve
support for CEDTAP only.
4
Among the initial members of the Advisory Panel were
David Driscoll and Sherri Torjman, both of whom
participated in a workshop on May 31, 2007, to celebrate the
program’s 10th anniversary and to plan sector strategy going
forward. In fact, Dr. Torjman gave the keynote address on
that day as well as at CEDTAP’s first annual conference in
1998 at Laval University in Quebec City. Other members of
the Advisory Panel included Lisa Banks, Paul Born, Tim
Brodhead, Jacques Carrière, Doug House, Barbara Levine,
Margie Mendell, Katherine Pearson and Gail Zboch.
5
Smaller grants came, over the years, from the Assiniboine
Credit Union, Human Resources and Social Development
Canada, the Salamander Foundation and Tides Canada
Foundation.
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specialists in the University’s Advancement
Office for assistance, as well6.

CEDTAP’s Core Mandate

Between 1997 and 2007, CEDTAP made more
than 450 grants to local projects in every region
of Canada, disbursing $6 million to community
groups that, in turn, levered another $6 million in
matching funds from other sources. The
program registered over 600 CED professionals
in its technical assistance database. In its first
two phases, CEDTAP played a key role in
enabling the CED sector to organize itself and to
expand its constituency and profile. In its third
and final phase, CEDTAP sponsored important
action-research on new forms of social finance,
CED impact evaluation and corporate
engagement with CED7.

The core mandate accorded CEDTAP by its
sponsors evolved over time. In Phase I, the
mission of the program was “to enhance the
legitimacy and effectiveness of the CED sector
by supporting technical assistance for local
organizations engaged in community economic
development.” In Phase II, the expansion period,
the focus was placed on demonstrating that
community economic development is an
appropriate strategy for vulnerable communities
in Canada, where communities are defined by
either place or interest. Phase III involved
mining the program’s grant portfolio in order to
mobilize new knowledge for policy and practice,
shifting the program’s proponents at Carleton
from grant-making to research.

Context: It is worth noting that the decade in
which CEDTAP operated saw a host of
significant political and economic events that
shaped and reshaped the global and national
contexts. In the political realm, the Clinton
Democrats faded and George W. Bush won
elections in 2000 and 2004, invaded Iraq in
2003, and relied mainly on unilateral foreign
policy in the wake of 9/11 in 2001. In Canada,
the Chrétien era gave way to a short-lived Martin
minority government (2004-2006), followed by a
minority Conservative government aligned with
many of the policies of the Bush presidency.

The present report is concerned primarily with
assessing the program’s performance in relation
to the Phase II mandate. It was in this phase that
most of the program’s funds were disbursed,
most of its local grants were made, its staff
compliment at its highest level8, and its
operations were most robust nationally – where
CEDTAP was, in every sense, “firing on all
cylinders.”
In fact, for much of Phase II, the mission of
CEDTAP read as follows: “Enhance the
legitimacy and effectiveness of the communitybased organizations engaged in CED and
économe sociale by supporting activities that
will (a) strengthen their capacities and (b)
increase the visibility, knowledge, coherence and
resources of the sector as a while in cooperation
with other organizations with similar interests.”

In the economic sphere, the technology bubble
burst in 2000, oil prices rose markedly a few
years later, and China’s rise powered Canadian
markets in minerals, steel and energy. In
general, the forces of globalization gained
momentum and influence in North America; by
2007, Canada faced a spate of foreign buyouts of
major Canadian companies as well as mounting
job losses in manufacturing in the Ontario
heartland and in forest products in the mid-north
and west. While the Alberta economy grew
exponentially, labour-market stagnation
generally characterized Saskatchewan, Manitoba
and the Atlantic provinces.

In terms of long-term results, in 2005 the
McConnell Foundation developed a “theory of
change” diagram for CEDTAP. The ten-year
result was stated as: “CED will have proven its
value as an effective economic and community
development strategy especially for small and
marginalized communities, and will have been

6

Allan Maslove and Katherine Graham, the two Deans, were
consistent champions of CEDTAP within the University.
Serge Arpin and Rebecca Murray were key resource persons
on fundraising strategy.
7
The total number of local initiatives funded by CEDTAP
includes 152 projects supported by Bell Canada. In addition,
the program spent over $1 million, mostly between 1998 and
2004, on sector-building conferences, networking and
research. It is estimated that another $2 million was raised
by sector partners from governments and the private sector
largely on the strength of CEDTAP’s “first-in” support.

8

In terms of staff, CEDTAP was led by three bilingual
directors – Barbara Levine, Jacques Carrière, and Gail Zboch
– and two Administrators, Norean Shepherd and Genevieve
Harrison. Among the head office staff were Sergio Cacciotti,
Cindy Goldberg, Lucie Langdeau, Catherine Reid, Brenda
Richardson, Roopal Thaker and Maureen Woodrow.
Regional coordinating staff included Ray Funk, Shirley
Falstead, Brian Clavier, Colleen Kasting, Cathy Lang,
Danielle Laurin, Carol Madsen, Mark Roseland, Pierre
Dupuis and others.
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incorporated into the policies and funding
practices of major public and private donors.”9

•
•

Assessing CEDTAP’s Performance
While it is not simple to assign a grade to such a
long and complex intervention as CEDTAP, it is
a useful exercise nonetheless. Holding the
program to high standards and its own ambitious
goals, a fair overall grade would be a solid A-.
This overall grade can be broken down into five
specific, graded elements, as follows:
•
•
•
•
•

To be sure, these are difficult objectives to
achieve, alone or in concert with other sector
actors. Yet most are necessary for any serious
expansion of CED as a viable option for
hundreds of thousands of Canadians. Again, in
the pages that follow, the reasons for arriving at
these judgements should become clearer.

Grant-making A
Innovation ADissemination B+
Sector-building A
Policy change B

Theme 1: Grant-Making
Background: For ten years, CEDTAP made
grant-making its top priority—its core business.
In a sector as under-funded, and with so many
asymmetries in policy and capacity, as the
Canadian CED sector, the pressures from
community groups for CEDTAP support were
real and often urgent. CEDOs needed the
program’s funds in order to attract other money
from governments, foundations and corporations,
often to plan new enterprises or projects or
expand current ones. Successful planning
would, in turn, result in downstream
implementation following the CEDTAP grant.
Our program provided short-term funds of
$5,000 to $25,000, and groups completed these
projects within one to two years.

Some of the reasons for CEDTAP’s performance
in these areas relate to strengths and weaknesses
in its own strategy and capacity, and some relate
to external factors, both positive and negative.
It is hoped that the achievements, limits and
lessons discussed in the pages to follow will shed
light on the basis for these assessments.
Going forward, it is appropriate for CED
practitioners, policy-makers and scholars to
aspire to even more ambitious goals and
outcomes. While CEDTAP may have fallen
short in its contributions in some areas, its
significant achievements in other areas have
provided an important platform for future action.

Performance: As of mid-2007, CEDTAP had
directly funded 468 local initiatives worth nearly
$4.5 million. Table 1 shows the distribution by
region of CEDTAP’s local grants. Most of the
grants went to CEDOs in Ontario, Quebec and
British Columbia, where the populations are
large, CED networks are advanced, and a range
of funding sources is in operation. The
significantly larger number of grants in Ontario
reflects the strong interest in the region by
corporate and philanthropic funders. The Prairie
and Atlantic regions received fewer projects,
though the average size of grants in those regions
was slightly larger than in other regions. In
addition to its direct funding of technical
assistance projects, CEDTAP has made
contributions to funding pools in Ontario,
Quebec and British Columbia, which also have
made or will make further grants to CEDOs and

What CEDTAP Didn’t Do
It is also useful to point out what CEDTAP was
not able to accomplish. Broadly speaking, the
program did not:
•
•
•
•

disseminate “earned” stories in the
mainstream press or electronic media;
decisively shift federal-government
policy toward meaningful, scaled
support of CED in terms of regulations,
fiscal and spending programs.

find a permanent solution to sustain its
national grant-making program;
contribute meaningfully to addressing
the core-funding challenge faced by
most CED organizations;
facilitate significant replication or
scaling of CEDO and social enterprise
models beyond 50 employees;
support a variety of promising models
for improving the quality of
employment in the CED sector;

9

Katherine Pearson of McConnell Foundation authored the
Theory of Change.
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Table 1
CEDTAP Direct Grant-Making to Community Groups, 1998-2007
Community Initiatives Community Initiatives Total Number of
Supported,
Supported,
Projects
1998-2000
2001-2007
Supported

Total Value of
Projects
Supported

Atlantic

19

35

54

$554,374

Quebec

20

88

108

$944,282

Ontario

23

120

143

$1,231,790

Prairies

12

53

65

$740,198

British
Columbia

14

83

98

$993,121

Total

88

380

468

$4,482,106

Table 2
CED Knowledge Clusters
1

Agriculture & Fisheries

11

Financial Equity

2

Arts & Culture in CED

12

Food Processing/Marketing (including Food
Banks)

Community Economic Renewal

13

Forestry

4

Community Land Trusts

14

Health & Nutrition

5

Community Loan Funds

15

Homelessness & Poverty

6

Community Tourism

16

Individual Development Accounts

Disability and Mental HealthConsumer/Survivor Business

17

Industrial Re-conversion

18

Sustainable Housing

19

Women Entrepreneurs

20

Youth Entrepreneurship

3

7
8

Employment Strategies

9

Environment Management & Enterprises

10

E-Strategies
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social enterprises. By mid-2008, it is very likely
that the projects supported by these pools will
bring CEDTAP’s total projects will have
exceeded the target of 500.

one observer as “ready, fire, aim,” In fact, the
program intentionally called for project
proposals from the broadest, most pluralistic set
of CED organizations possible, and dealt with
what arose organically from this process. In the
first phase, most project proposals came from
groups with relationships with the 30-plus
technical-assistance providers then registered
with CEDTAP (and, at the time, supported by
retainers). However, in the expansion phase, the
number of TA providers expanded exponentially,
beyond the original CED small-business advisors
and community animators to include specialists
such as lawyers, architects, engineers and
finance and investment professionals. So did the
number and type of local CED groups that
sought and received CEDTAP grants.

Lessons: Five main lessons from CEDTAP’s
grant-making experience are worth noting:
1) An intermediary grant-maker, located within
a social sub-sector, can be an efficient and
effective tool through which funders can
intervene. A third-party-managed intermediary
for McConnell, Bell and other funders, CEDTAP
operated as grant-maker located within the CED
and social economy sector. The program’s
leadership worked alongside other sector leaders
on strategic and policy issues. This positioning
also gave the program access to detailed
information about the sector at all levels,
informing CEDTAP’s risk analysis, due
diligence and monitoring for its community and
sector-level grants. Importantly, though,
CEDTAP’s selection criteria, structure (a
volunteer selection committee) and processes all
constituted a “firewall” against the perception or
the reality of “insider dealing” by sector
members. CEDTAP had to be able to say no to
sector colleagues, and did so regularly (more
than half of all first-time proposals were
rejected). In fact, the ability of CEDTAP not
only to be able to say no, but also to be able to
manage a large grant portfolio, appealed to both
major private funders, McConnell and Bell. All
these elements constituted an approach to
philanthropy which CEDTAP called
accompaniment philanthropy. In the middle of
the decade, CEDTAP projected this concept into
professional debates in philanthropy, community
development and CED per se.

By 2003, just over the halfway point of
CEDTAP’s programming decade, the program
began to classify its portfolio of grants into 20
knowledge clusters (see Table 2). These clusters
ranged from affordable housing to individual
asset accounts, to women’s entrepreneurship and
youth employment. These clusters—each with
their own internal diversity of proponents,
models and methods—define what CED looks
like on the ground. And the clusters themselves
can become programming tools for the
facilitation of exchanges and mutual learning
among groups within clusters (though CEDTAP
did not actually do as much of this as it had
hoped to do).
3) High-engagement, national-grant-making is
labour-intensive and leaves little time for other
functions. CEDTAP was tasked with many
activities other than grant-making to local
communities. But grant-making was the
program’s core business. Working with CED
groups to revise and strengthen their proposals,
negotiating grant agreements, and then
monitoring their implementation—when staff are
dealing with an average of 50 new projects per
year and managing another 100 ongoing, active
projects in the portfolio—took almost all the
time of programming staff. Maintaining the
large databases of projects and providers also
required dedicated staff time. In practice, real
and valid pressure from the base of Canadian
society, and from CED professionals, ensured
that staff attention remained on grant-making.
This dynamic relegated dissemination and other
functions to a lower priority. Still, this approach
served to reduce project risk and increase
success.

Furthermore, possessing its own charitable
status, Carleton University is a “qualified donee”
for charitable gifts from foundations like
McConnell. As a university program, CEDTAP
was able to receive these funds and then on-grant
them to both charities and non-charities, a crucial
advantage in strengthening a sector that is
populated by informal and non-profit groups as
well as registered charities. The McConnell
Foundation would not have had that advantage if
it had elected to make grants directly to local
sector groups.
2) Grant-making can serve as a way to
simultaneously map and build a sector.
CEDTAP’s approach was wryly described by
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Theme 2: Framing, and ReFraming

navigate through these evolving frames,
selecting new concepts and tools to project the
mission of the program and to chart new
strategy.

Background: Any intervention that runs for a
decade or more must be capable of framing its
mission effectively to engage a broad range of
stakeholders—and then sustaining the
commitment of this network or coalition over
time by re-framing its mission and adjusting its
design as it proceeds forward. In 1996-1997, the
co-design of CEDTAP by McConnell and
Carleton resulted in the creation of a unique and
compelling intervention instrument around
which a coalition of funding organizations, CED
leaders and groups, and Carleton University all
combined forces to advance a common agenda.
That agenda was to use grant-making and
technical assistance to demonstrate the
legitimacy, appropriateness and effectiveness of
community economic development as an option
for vulnerable communities in Canada.

Lessons: Two main lessons may be drawn from
the CEDTAP experience with respect to framing
and re-framing:
1) Long-term interventions must recruit and
retain leaders who are capable of engaging and
integrating new concepts and frames as the work
proceeds, both to maintain a coalition of
stakeholder support, and also to adjust strategic
direction. In fact, in CEDTAP’s case, it was not
only program managers who tracked and
integrated new concepts and frames; it was also a
talented and committed group of leaders in the
program’s funding agencies—notably
McConnell, Bell and Carleton—on the
Management Committee, who did this as well.
The program’s Advisory Panel also had this
capacity.

Performance: The original concepts underlying
the design of CEDTAP included: community
self-help (a defining principle of McConnell’s
grant-making in the 1990s), community choice
(stemming from the Foundation’s dissatisfaction
with CED providers “pushing” their solutions on
communities), community economic
development as it had been evolving in Canada
for 25 years, together with recent experiences
with results-based management and micro- and
meso-level capacity building in international
development. As the middle of CEDTAP’s
programming decade approached, the program
was also influenced by emerging debates related
to high-engagement, venture and social-justice
philanthropy, the policy change process, multilevel capacity development, applied
dissemination, and web-enabled technology
solutions.

2) In under-funded social sectors, channeling
funds to local organizations matters as much or
more than elegant and sophisticated analytic
frames; in fact, either one without the other will
not succeed. There is much talk and activity
currently related to scaling social innovation
with strategic (ie limited) investments.
However, in contrast, CEDTAP’s experience is
that the community-based organizations that
ultimately will use and benefit from social
innovation badly need funds to enable them to do
their work effectively—not only a few, but most,
if not all, local groups face this imperative..
Equally importantly, it must be recognized that
these local groups themselves—and not solely
catalysts at the meso level—actually produce
social innovation, every day, everywhere in the
country. CEDTAP’s diverse grant portfolio of
innovative projects bears this out. Thus, local
groups are as much producers as users. In fact,
they could be termed produsers of social
innovation!

By the end of the CEDTAP decade, yet another
set of concepts and tools were influencing the
way the program framed its mission. These
included social economy, social enterprise, social
innovation, social return on investment, shared
space, complex adaptive systems and, most
recently, social finance. In the case of social
finance, ideas about systems change and scaling
interacted with the more traditional materialist
and economic frame of supply and demand.
Located in the university, and embedded in
federal policy debates on CED and the social
economy, the CEDTAP leadership was able to

Theme 3: Dissemination
Background: From its inception, CEDTAP was
seen by its founders to be a tool for the
dissemination of innovative and replicable ideas,
models and tools in support of strengthening
CED at both the community and sector levels.
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Program managers of Phases I and II interpreted
this part of CEDTAP’s mandate in a very
operational and flexible way. That is, all
program channels were used for dissemination.
In Phase I, these channels primarily community
grant-making for TA provision by professionals
and for community-to-community exchanges and
study tours, as well as sponsoring national
forums where CED leaders presented a diverse
array of experiences and methods.

Apart from its grant-making, CEDTAP’s other
dissemination activities achieved mixed results.
The program produced 70 stories (and will still
produce more) of local initiatives that were
widely disseminated within the CED sector, and
among government funders already close to the
field. These stories were published in print (in
booklets, on briefing sheets, etc) and
electronically, on CEDTAP’s website. Two
booklets of stories written by author Silver
Donald Cameron were particularly wellreceived, and enabled the program to talk about
its work with a broader audience. However,
despite major efforts by Bell Canada’s
Communications staff, the program proved
unable to bring these stories into the mainstream
media. Perhaps this was because these stories
were too local, or even too positive, but probably
also because they couldn’t compete with the
“hard” news of war, terrorism and volatile
politics that has consumed newspaper columninches and radio and television airwaves since at
least 2001.

In Phase II, the program ramped up its
dissemination efforts, hiring a Communications
Officer, launching a portal, sponsoring a
newsletter of profiles of local initiatives, and
sponsoring national research and publications.
The program’s MIS specialist also contributed to
dissemination activities. In Phase III, CEDTAP
has struggled to find the time to do dissemination
as its staff compliment has shrunk and the
imperative of grant-making to CEDOs has taken
precedence.
Performance: Through its grant-making
function, CEDTAP demonstrated the value of
TA inputs, community-to-community exchanges
and, in Phase II especially, intentionally helping
innovators to “go national.” In particular,
CEDTAP enabled wind-energy cooperative
advocates in Toronto to find local partners to
replicate their model across Ontario and in
British Columbia. In another example, CEDTAP
supported the Vancouver prototype, and then
several replications in other cities, of the Social
Purchasing Portal.

CEDTAP’s experience with the portal was
mixed, too. Early in Phase II, around 20012002, it bought and introduced to the sector
portal software based on volunteer topic -editors
and content-contributors, organizing workshops
across the country to discuss its design and
implementation. At the time, a proposal for an
online learning community and information
clearinghouse was being developed by
CCEDNET, and there did not seem to be room
enough in the sector for two such systems. In
fact, CEDTAP came to agree that if there was to
be only one online clearinghouse, CCEDNET,
the sector’s trade association, should run it.
Furthermore, the middle-aged leadership of the
CED sector was not yet (at that time) focused on
using the web, and was already over-worked.
The extent to which the portal would be used
downstream therefore became a real question.
By 2004, CEDTAP had dropped the portal idea.
(Somewhat ironically, in Phase II, CIDA funded
a considerable number of multi-site, technologyrelated projects at the local level, including those
involving ReBoot, Compucorps, the Quebec
Learning Network and other skilled groups
working to build information-technology
capacity among CEDOs.). At its 10th
anniversary meeting in 2007, however, CEDTAP
returned to the technology issue with a workshop
on Web 2.0 as a vehicle for engaging youth in
CED. This session was well-attended and
sparked the interest of its participants.

However, the program did not achieve its
maximum potential in this area. By the middle
of its programming decade, CEDTAP has
classified its portfolio into 20 knowledge
clusters. What it could have done, either with
more staff and resources, or by subordinating or
reducing other functions, is have animated
learning within these clusters to achieve greater
cross-pollination of ideas and tools and broader
replication and higher scaling. (That potential
remains, and could be realized in the future by
sector organizations or government agencies.)
Nonetheless, the list of approved community
initiatives that accumulated on CEDTAP’s
website over the years became in itself an
increasingly valuable source of information
(again, a map, really) on CED and the social
economy for research, policy and sector actors.
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the CED sector in Canada. In Phase I, the
program pursued this goal not only through
community-level grant-making but also through
national conferences, partnerships with national
organizations, and animating a core of
experienced TA providers to increase
connectivity among themselves. By the time
Phase II began, CCEDNet had established itself
as the primary trade and lobbying association for
sector groups. Accordingly, much of the sector
building work the involved CEDTAP and
CEDNET partnering on conferences and regional
meetings, or CEDTAP stepping back as
CCEDNet led on certain files. During the years
2004 into 2007—ie, toward the latter part of
Phase II and into Phase III—CEDTAP
representatives served directly on federal
roundtables and committees to advance CEDrelated policy, worked in partnership with Bell
Canada and other corporations, and introduced
CEDTAP’s own research program as a policy
development tool, as well.

Lessons: At least three lessons can be drawn
from CEDTAP’s experience with dissemination:
1) Grant-making can be made an even more
powerful dissemination tool by using a
“knowledge-cluster” approach to the animation
of mutual learning, replication and scaling
among grantees working on similar issues.
Local-level organizations, TA providers,
intermediary staff and representatives of funding
agencies all have important roles to play in this
cluster approach. Grant-makers should embrace
pluralism and diversity in methods and tools and
use their leverage to create a “cluster
environment” of mutual respect for all strategies
among the proponents.
2) Significant time and money should be devoted
to efforts to bring CED stories into the
mainstream print and electronic media. The
CED sector talks to itself better than it used to,
but it rarely talks effectively to the general
public. Alliances with journalists, journalism
schools, media outlets, training in media and
communications for CED leaders and activists—
all these and other ideas should be
operationalized in order to gain the
breakthroughs necessary to familiarize large
numbers of Canadians with CED and social
enterprise.

Performance: Overall, through multiple
channels and at multiple levels, CEDTAP proved
itself to be an effective sector-building
instrument. At the community level, the
program’s grant-making contributed to
innovation and growth of hundreds of CEDOs
everywhere in Canada—which helped to
strengthen the sector’s base. At the regional
level, the program’s regional coordinators,
especially in the middle years of the
programming decade, increased connectivity and
capacity among sector groups.

3) CED sector leaders, policy-makers, funders
and scholars should deepen their understanding
of the potential of Web 2.0 tools to engage young
people in CED, and experiment with ways and
means of realizing this potential. In the era of
Facebook, MySpace and YouTube, social
networking and other Web 2.0 tools make it easy
for young users to create content and collaborate
as produsers of knowledge and connectivity.
CED initiatives that mobilize Web 2.0
technologies and attitudes among young people
should focus on specific communities (eg.
Aboriginal youth) and issues (eg. homelessness,
AIDS, etc) and create opportunities for users to
take meaningful action.10

And, at the pan-Canadian level, CEDTAP first
helped to facilitate the inception and growth of
CCEDNET, and then later ceded lead roles in the
sector to CCEDNET as the Network, beginning
in the late 1990s, grew in size and capacity. In
its work on federal policy structures, CEDTAP
was viewed as a credible non-governmental
funder as well as a sector member and ally.
This space was unoccupied by other sector
actors.
CEDTAP’s relationship with CCEDNET over
the decade was complex and ever-evolving. The
program essentially incubated the network in
Phase I, providing the latter’s core members with
a new revenue stream from TA assignments.
However, the relationship shifted to a kind of
rivalry early in Phase II, in part due to
overlapping roles, and competition for scarce
resources, and perhaps also because CEDTAP

Theme 4: Sector-Building
Background: Embedded in all elements of the
CEDTAP design was the goal of strengthening
10

This was one of the points made at the workshop on Web
2.0 and youth engagement, led by Karim Harji and Elaina
Mack, at the tenth-anniversary event for CEDTAP at the
Causeway Work Centre in Ottawa on May 31, 2007.
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Another successful regional partnership came
later in Phase II and evolved further in Phase III.
CEDTAP developed an agreement with the
VanCity Community Foundation to host the
program’s new regional coordinator in 20052006, sharing information and networks and
coordinating efforts. Through her travels and
analysis, the CEDTAP coordinator provided Van
City with intelligence on social enterprise needs
outside Vancouver, the Lower Mainland and
Victoria. This information contributed to the
Foundation’s Enterprising Non-Profits Program
decision, in 2006, to expand its coverage into
rural and remote parts of the province.
Furthermore, based on a solid working
relationship with Van City and ENP, and Bell
Canada, CEDTAP was able, in late 2006, to
broker Bell’s participation in ENP.

maintained a distance from sector lobbying
efforts even while the program remained inside
the sector. As Phase II proceeded, much of this
tension was dissipated through a formal
partnership agreement and positive chemistry
between the directors of both organizations.
CEDTAP gradually faded out of the sector
limelight and, by 2005, CCEDNET was the more
visible and assertive organization of the two,
leading national conferences and policy
delegations, and obtaining diverse federal project
funding for learning networks, youth
engagement and poverty-reduction policy. In
Phase III, CEDTAP has continued to work
closely and with CCEDNET on the OTF project
and in other national and regional groupings.
Currently, there is discussion about the
possibility of CCEDNET taking on some of
CEDTAP’s functions related to technicalassistance provision. This idea has much merit.
However, the challenge the network faces is that
it cannot run a grant-making program for TA in
which its members are perceived to be giving
themselves contracts. In fact, one of the basic
reasons CEDTAP was formed in the first place
was to create a neutral and credible organization
with financial management capacity to run the
grant program at arm’s length from sector
members who, either as CEDO leaders or TA
providers, would stand to benefit from the
grants. One possible solution is for CCEDNET
to set up a separate program with a project
selection committee whose members are seen to
be “above” the grant-receiving process. Such
members might include academics, retired
practitioners, government and corporate officials,
think-tank researchers and so on. Potential
funders of this new TA program need to have
comfort that insider-dealing is not a threat to the
integrity of the process, and that the coordinating
organization has the financial management
capacity to steward external funds effectively.

A final example of regional partnership also was
triggered in 2004, after CEDTAP had
collaborated with the Ontario Co-operative
Association (On Co-op) and CCEDNET-Ontario
on a project proposal to OTF (which was
subsequently funded). Along with a number of
other organizations—including credit union,
cooperative and francophone organizations and
the United Way of Greater Toronto—the three
partners collaborated to form the Ontario Social
Economy Consortium (OSEC). In summer
2005, OSEC submitted proposals to manage the
capcity building and financing funds for Ontario
routed via FedNor, as part of the federal Social
Economy Initiative. The parties were
negotiating draft contracts for these activities in
October 2005. In the event, the Martin
government fell and a Conservative minority was
elected in Ottawa; by September 2006, the new
government had cancelled the Social Economy
initiative. However, some of the members of
OSEC, especially among CCEDNET and On
Co-op, continue to push the social economy
agenda, and are leading discussions with the
Ontario government on the possibility of
establishing an Ontario social enterprise trust.

CEDTAP contributed to sector-building through
its regional partnerships, as well. One major
partnership was maintained for most of the
decade with RISQ, the social economy loan
program associated with the Chantier in Quebec.
This worked well because CEDTAP provided
grant funds while RISQ offered lending services,
two complementary functions. This also was a
politically acceptable means of CEDTAP
interfacing with Quebec, whose CED (social
economy) sector was far bigger and betterorganized than that of English-speaking Canada.

Furthermore, CEDTAP promoted sector-building
by contracting key organizations to carry out
research. Early in Phase II, for example,
CEDTAP commissioned the Caledon Institute of
Social Policy to prepare a research paper on
innovation and CED. “Innovation and CED:
What They Can Learn from Each Other,” was
published in early 2003, and was well-received
among policy-makers and practitioners.
Interestingly, the thinking underlying this paper
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also forms part of the analytic framework of the
new book on “Shared Spaces” being written by
Caledon Vice-President, Sherri Torjman, and
which promises to have a significant impact
across the broad citizen sector.

means of managing tensions and rivalries are
sometimes necessary. Program leaders need
appropriate skills as partnerships evolve.
4) In Canada’s current political context,
forming appropriate regional partnerships is
important to the success of pan-Canadian sectorbuilding efforts. There is widespread suspicion
of central Canada in the west, east, north and (of
English-speaking Canada) in Quebec. Finding
the most appropriate partner is not simple and
comes with a price—that is, the groups that are
not part of your partner’s “world” in the region
will not be part of your world, unless you work
doubly hard to these “outside” constituencies.

Finally, in addition to strengthening Canada’s
CED sector, CEDTAP’s design and functions
have inspired the design of a number of
programs that, in turn, are building other sectors.
These include the following:
• Bell Canada’s Pure Sport Fund;
• The Canadian Co-operative
Association’s Biofuels Program;
• CUSO’s Latin American Network on
Community and Local Economic
Development, and more recently, its
new pilot cooperant management
program in that region.
These are examples of initiatives that are making
a national or international impact. The leaders of
these programs, all themselves closely associated
with CEDTAP, have testified as to the centrality
of the CEDTAP model in the planning of their
own initiatives.

5) Instruments effective in building one sector
may be transferable, at least in part, to other
sectors. The design and methods of CEDTAP
were used to help design new programs in sports
and recreation, bio-fuels, and local economic
development, nationally and internationally.

Theme 5: Management and
Operations

Lessons: Five lessons can be drawn from
CEDTAP’s experience with sector-building:

Background: Effective and efficient
management and operations are crucial to the
success of any significant-sized grant-making
and knowledge mobilization program. Key
elements here include superior leadership, a
skilled staff team, appropriate communications
and reporting systems, and strong financial
management capacity. CEDTAP operated
within a small, semi-autonomous research unit
and, at the same time, as part of a larger
university management system. Furthermore,
like any program, CEDTAP also was
characterized by a cycle of stages that moved
from start-up and piloting (1997-2000), to
expansion (2001-2006), and then to wind-down
(of grant-making) and transition (to research)
(2006-2008). Each of these stages placed
different demands on the program’s management
and operations. Finally, CEDTAP was intended
to be a bilingual program—to address the
original vision of the program as a mechanism to
remove language as a barrier across practitioners
and communities.

1) Social sector interventions can, and probably
should, play different roles over time as a
sector’s capacity and membership evolve.
Stepping forward to lead some times, and other
times stepping back to follow the lead of others
—both skill-sets are necessary! Overall, several
“channels” for sector-building can be applied at
different levels at the same time, including grantmaking, dissemination, conferences and
workshops, partnerships, policy advocacy and
research.
2) The decision-making processes of grantmakers must been seen to be at arm’s length
from the beneficiaries of those grants. There can
be no perception of insider dealing in sectorwide grant-making programs. Measures must be
put in place to ensure that a “glass wall”
separates project selectors from project
recipients.
3) Long-term commitment, endurance and
openness to adjusting relationships are key
success factors in enabling sector-building
partnerships to address challenges and evolve in
new and more productive directions. Nurturing
and adjusting partnerships take time. Ways and

Performance: Overall, CEDTAP’s performance
on management and operations remained at a
high level for most of the 1997-2007 period.
One success factor was the hiring of three
excellent directors, the first two of whom were
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proven mid-career, professional managers; the
third was somewhat younger but nonetheless
posessed demonstrated programming and
administrative skills. All three, as it happened,
were drawn from the international-development
sector. And all three were completely devoted to
the program and provided impressive value for
money. The longest serving director (2000-2006)
was a fully bilingual francophone and boosted
the program credibility’s with Quebec sector
organizations and with government agencies
operating there.

Engaging Canadian communities directly
requires real infrastructure.
Over the ten-year period, CEDTAP engaged
more than 20 students as research assistants, the
majority of whom were at the MA or doctoral
levels in public policy, international affairs,
business and sociology. Especially in the past
five years, several of these students contributed
significant advances to CEDTAP’s analysis in
such areas as knowledge clusters, impact
assessment and corporate engagement. Capable,
carefully-selected students offer a reasonablecost, productive source of labour and skills to
programs that are located within universities; no
other institution can offer that particular
comparative advantage.

In terms of other staff members, CEDTAP
engaged a series of project officers, an MIS
specialist, administrative staff, part-time regional
coordinators, and part-time student research
assistants. The project benefited from the
continuity of two Administrators, the longestserving staying on from 1997 to 2005. Notably,
both were skilled in interfacing with the larger
university system and fully-understood and
supported CEDTAP’s mission. As the portfolio
of community initiatives hit the 200- and then
300-project marks in Phase II, and the TA
provider list reached 400 and then 600
individuals, MIS skills became even more
important to CEDTAP. The Lotus Notes-based
system experienced some problems amid its
sadvantages. However, it was clearly necessary
to have some kind of powerful software to
enable staff to manage and manipulate multiple
databases. When the project began, at the end of
Phase II, to shrink its secretariat, the MIS
specialist could not be retained; that function
then had to be absorbed by the smaller core staff
(putting additional pressure on them).

In terms of internal communications, all three
CEDTAP directors were committed to regular
and meaningful staff meetings, informationsharing and team-building. An esprit de corps
grew within the Secretariat. With regard to
reporting, funders’ requirements for reports and
consultation were treated as the highest priority,
usually on a quarterly or half-yearly basis.
CEDTAP’s financial management and reporting
was aided tremendously by the university’s
system and Business Office staff. In fact, the
sheer volume of community grants made by
CEDTAP pushed the Business Office sometimes
beyond its limits. During the ten-year period,
that office’s own fluctuating staff complement
and high turnover, and changing rules and
practices, all combined to increase the
complexity of managing the program. And, yet,
the bottom line is that if CEDTAP had been a
new, stand-alone non-profit or think tank that
wasn’t part of a larger system, it could have
experienced great difficulty in tooling up and
expanding its financial management capacity for
an extended period. The advantage of being part
of a large, operational financial-management
system that is credible in the eyes of funders
can’t be ignored.

One feature of the middle of the decade, from
2001 through 2004, was that CEDTAP had the
funds to deploy five part-time regional
coordinators across the country to interface with
CEDOs and sector bodies, advising on
applications for community initiatives, and
seeking new proposals from groups doing
innovative and important work. Emerging
organizations, especially, benefited from the
coaching and advice of regional coordinators.
These personnel also helped animate new local
and regional partnerships and networks. While
maintaining regional staff is not cheap,
CEDTAP’s experience is that it adds very
significant value and produces results of better
quality and quantity compared with
organizations that only have head office staff.

Over the decade under study here, CEDTAP was
obliged to regularly realign its capacities and
systems for management and operation
according to the stage it was at in the program
cycle. The pilot phase was one of
experimentation and animation with a relatively
small group of communities and TA providers in
a fragmented CED sector. Phase II was one of
expansion and “roll-out,” with large numbers of
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projects, people and funds to manage at the
community, sector and program levels. Finally,
Phase III, the grant-making wind-down and
transition to research, required yet another set of
skills and systems.

sector (e.g. government policy and regulation),
on the one hand, and a handful of demonstration
initiatives (e.g. pilot projects or venture
investments), on the other. CEDTAP tried to
serve a while sector, and thus required systems
to deal with large and complex data sets.

One surprise for the program was the need to
“ramp up” grant-making in 2006-2007, precisely
when the program’s grant-making was supposed
to wind down! This occurred for two reasons.
First, in early 2007 there was a considerable pool
of funds from the Bell partnership still available
for disbursement. Second, sector actors had
heard that this would be CEDTAP’s final grantmaking round, and sought to access a source of
funding that would soon disappear. The
challenge the program then faced was to evaluate
a flood of more than 120 applications. CEDTAP
tried to streamline this selection process, but this
work called for a continuous and high-pressure
role by the Program Coordinator. In the end,
over 50 projects were approved, exhausting the
Coordinator and crowding out other tasks.

4) Programs that are winding down may
actually have to manage a serious spike in their
activity and spending levels at the very end of
their cycle, at the same time as they have
reduced staff capacity. Social-sector program
managers should be prepared for this scenario,
which is not inevitable, but very possible. This
means managers must make choices about
priorities and hold to them during the “spike”
period, in the face of multiple pressures and
reduced staff capacity.

Theme 6: Scaling
Background: Demonstrating how to scale up
CED interventions at both the community and
sector levels was a priority for CEDTAP
throughout its programming decade. Even more
important—especially because the program was,
by national standards, not large and could never,
alone, take interventions fully to scale—was
understanding the process of scaling. CEDTAP
also sought to achieve scale in its own
operations, particularly in terms of number and
types of grants it made, the number of TA
providers registered in its system, and quantum
and diversity of public and private donors
mobilized to contribute to the program. The
program also sought to use dissemination to
animate the replication and multiplication of
local initiatives and methods. Outside the
program, CEDTAP leaders worked with other
sector organizations to promote policy measures
that would lever more government resources into
the sector. At the same time, CEDTAP worked
to find ways of engaging the corporate sector in
CED.

Lessons: At least four lessons can be drawn
from CEDTAP’s experience with management
and operations:
1) Universities that host social-sector grantmaking programs offer access to larger financial
management systems and the credibility of size,
independence and permanence. This route may
be of special interest to funders that wish to
strategically use grant-making to map, organize
and strengthen a sector, and then shift their
support to a more research- or education-oriented
role over time.
2) Skilled, often bilingual, senior managers can
be recruited to lead innovative Canadian
programming from the internationaldevelopment field. As a small country with
social sub-sectors that tap a limited pool of
talent, Canada and its social innovators can and
should look to international-development
organizations—official government agencies,
non-governmental organizations and firms—to
run major Canadian-based initiatives.

Performance: CEDTAP’s performance on the
dimension of scaling was generally positive, but
uneven. Within its own operations, CEDTAP
recorded some significant achievements:
• More than 1,000 community project
applications were reviewed, and over
450 were approved;
• Some $6 million was channeled into
local initiatives by CEDTAP, directly

3) For programs that build and manage large
databases, on-site MIS expertise and
appropriate, web-enabled software are essential
to success. This aspect of program management
may not be well-understood by advocates of
small-scale or pilot projects. CEDTAP worked
in the space between full coverage of an entire
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and indirectly, levering another $6
million from other sources;
• About $1 million was injected by
CEDTAP into sector-wide activities
(conferences, research, etc), attracting
another $2 million in other funding;
• Over 600 individual professionals were
registered as technical assistance
providers in the CEDTAP database;
• CEDTAP and Bell Canada formed the
largest corporate-non-profit partnership
in CED ever, channeling $1 million of
Bell funds into over 150 local projects;
• CEDTAP mobilized more than $11
million for its work from foundations,
corporations and governments. This
included over $3 million in funds that
matched the $5 million Phase II grant
from the McConnell Foundation.
• The program now generates about
10,000 internet search hits via Google
in English and nearly another 1,000 in
French.
These numbers support CEDTAP’s claim to be
the largest non-governmental grant-maker in
CED in Canada. They also provide evidence of
a dynamic sector that can attract significant
public and private resources for its efforts.

resulted in the design of a $15 million suite of
research projects under SSHRC (several
CEDTAP Advisory Panel members were asked
to advise this process), national and roundtable
discussions between sector leaders and federal
officials, and a “horizontal RMAF” produced by
the Caledon Institute to evaluate the Initiative.
These and related activities built momentum
toward federal funding of the Chantier’s
proposal for a social economy trust in Quebec
and a financing vehicle and capacity building
project in Ontario, among other things.
By fall 2005, CEDTAP was a key member of the
Ontario Social Economy Consortium (including
CCEDNET, the Ontario Cooperative
Association, credit unions networks,
francophone economic development groups, and
the United Way of Greater Toronto) that was
negotiating a contract with FedNor to implement
financing ($30 million) and capacity building ($6
million) components in Ontario under the federal
Initiative. However, in November 2005, the
government fell. The election in January 2006
produced a Conservative minority government
which, in September 2006, terminated the Social
Economy Initiative. The only elements of the
Initiative that received funding before the
government changed were the SSHRC SE suite
and the Quebec trust. These remain very
important tools for the sector, but represent only
about one third of the original budget allocation
for the national Initiative—and provide no direct
grant funds to local groups at all.

However, the bottom line is that CEDTAP was,
first of all, unable to secure 100% matching in
Phase II for the McConnell grant; it achieved
only 60% of that target. Second, and relatedly,
the program was not able to find medium- or
long-term support of its core costs—the
management costs of running a national
program. While corporations were open to
providing grant funds for local projects aligned
with their strategies, they were not interested in
providing major funding for management
expenses. Except for a brief period (2004-2005
federally), neither were governments. For their
part, foundations were, in fact, very interested
but (apart from McConnell) not large enough to
be able to help with scale directly.
Outside the program, working with like-minded
organizations in the broader environment,
CEDTAP made important gains, but the most
significant of these proved temporary. In
particular, during the period 2004-2005, under
the Paul Martin minority government, the $132million federal Social Economy Initiative was
announced in the spring 2004 budget. Under a
committed champion in MP Eleni Bakopanos,
Parliamentary Secretary for the Social Economy,
a series of consultations with sector leaders

Overall, then, electoral politics undermined the
CED sector’s efforts to work with the federal
government to formulate and implement a policy
that would have scaled up CED in Canada very
decisively—and could have set the stage for an
even greater advance later in the decade. For 12
months, both sides had a glimpse of what is
possible in terms of federal policy. And then the
window closed. The sector now has enough
distance on this episode to reflect on the
strengths and weaknesses of its strategy and
tactics. For one thing, the Chantier used its
Quebec leverage and lobbied hard; but it also
had a concrete and visionary proposal—the
trust—to market to key political and bureaucratic
actors. CED leaders in English-speaking Canada
were not as focused and organized, and perhaps
not as aggressive in their (our) lobbying—and
simply not as fast off the mark. It actually took
the Chantier another year of lobbying and
investment mobilizing
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Theme 7: Corporate Sector
Engagement

Lessons: With regard to scaling, CEDTAP’s
experience points to the following lessons:

Background: For the past six years, more than
half the decade under review, CEDTAP has been
very active in exploring ways and means of
engaging the corporate sector in CED. The
program first became interested in the private
sector as a source of funding for CEDTAP’s
grant-making that would match the McConnell
contribution of $5 million to Phase II. At the
onset of that phase, in 2000-2001, CEDTAP
participated in the Conference Board’s network
on CED, and through this venue interacted with
key corporate players from Bell, Syncrude,
Suncor and other company representatives (plus
those of government agencies, both federal and
provincial). At the same time, CEDTAP opened
a series of discussions with RBC on a possible
major partnership (which later stalled when the
bank’s leadership changed). In late 2002,
CEDTAP and RBC jointly designed and chaired
a forum in Toronto on “the business of CED” for
40 corporate and CED leaders.

1) Private organizations—especially
foundations and corporations—can and will
invest in CED and social-enterprise innovation
on a significant scale. Major grants to CEDTAP
from the McConnell and Ontario Trillium
Foundations, as well as Bell Canada, RBC and
Power Corporation, all contributed to
CEDTAP’s capacity to serve hundreds of
Canadian communities.
2) Blending foundation, corporate and
government support, it is possible to take a panCanadian, non-governmental grant-making
program for CED partway to full scale. The
numbers that CEDTAP “put up” were impressive
in their own right and did represent authentic
national reach. But they did not signal a fully
scaled program. Based on the need and
absorptive capacity of CEDOs across Canada, a
fully scaled grant-maker for CED would get $10$20 million in grants out to worthy local projects
every year.

In 2004, through a combination of factors,
including strong support by the McConnell
Foundation, CEDTAP and Bell Canada signed
Canada’s largest corporate-CED partnership for
$1 million. In 2005, with the encouragement of
Bell and McConnell, the Ontario Trillium
Foundation funded a joint project involving
CEDTAP, the Ontario Cooperative Association
and CCEDNET’s Ontario Region. The OTF
project included a major component calling for
CEDTAP to collaborate with Bell and Imagine
Canada to organize a series of business-tobusiness (B2B) roundtables on how companies
can support CED initiatives. Between 2005 and
2007, B2B roundtables were held in Toronto,
Calgary, Halifax and Sault St. Marie, and more
are planned for other Ontario centres in late
2007. These roundtables created subsequent
opportunities for CEDTAP to talk bilaterally
with a number of major firms to explore
fundraising possibilities (eg Manulife, Unilever,
TransAlta).

3) Public policy change aimed at taking CED
support to scale is subject to the sometimes
sharp swings of electoral politics and delays and
inaction from government inertia. As sector
leaders in Quebec found, even when a policy
measure is agreed upon, it takes an all out
campaign—sometimes for an entire year—to
lobby hard for actual implementation of the
measure, tasking the leadership, endurance and
resources of sector actors.
4) While policy gains can be transitory, sector
leaders in CED and their allies in government
must learn from past action and obstacles, keep
working together, and, at the next opportunity,
be prepared to push aggressively for rapid
implementation of policy measures. The policy
“aperture” of 2004-2005 gave sector actors and
their government counterparts a concrete sense
of how policy could torque CED and social
enterprise. The next time such an aperture
presents itself, CED leaders should be fully
prepared to exploit the new circumstances—fast,
and hard.

Performance: Overall, it must be concluded
that CEDTAP’s experience with corporate
fundraising to support its own grant-making was
mixed. On the one hand, collectively and
individually, Canadian companies were found
not to be able or willing to pay for the
management infrastructure of CEDTAP as a pro-
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active, national program. While they were, in
fact, interested in providing grant funds for CED
groups in the companies’ area of interest,
corporations did not want to pay for the full
overhead costs of the program. On the other
hand, though, the partnership with Bell Canada
was large-scale, robust and very successful in
almost every respect. That partnership resulted
in the funding of over 150 local initiatives across
the country from 2004 through 2007. There was
excellent cooperation, respect and mutual
learning between CEDTAP and Bell staff in the
project selection process. And, relative to its
contribution to community projects (of $1
million), Bell paid its own administrative
“freight” with an additional contribution of
$200,000 for the services of the CEDTAP
secretariat. This was indeed a best-practice
partnership.

Lessons: Two main lessons arise from
CEDTAP’s work on corporate sector
engagement:
1) Corporations can become important partners
when corporate business strategy, corporate
social responsibility and CED initiatives all can
be aligned. Over the past half-decade,
CEDTAP witnessed a trend among major
corporations to more closely align their CSR and
community investment activities with their core
business strategy. Thus, if their target customers
are young people, or new immigrants, these
companies will actively seek engagement
opportunities (through grant-making,
volunteering or procurement) with organizations
representing or serving those constituencies—
and will not be interested in engaging with a
more general population.

Moreover, CEDTAP’s work with Bell, Imagine,
RBC and others helped the program better
understand how to build the business case for
support of CED by companies. The B2B
roundtables—non-transactional and learningoriented—proved to be effective vehicles for
dialogue and learning about CED within the
corporate sector. As the B2Bs proceeded, it
became clearer to CEDTAP staff that
procurement as well as grant-making and
employee volunteerism, is a key tool for
corporate engagement with CED. Both the
Syncrude/Suncor best-practice experience in
northern Alberta in actively nurturing and buying
from Aboriginal vendors of products and
services, and the emerging network of Social
Purchasing Portals in Canadian cities, were
found to generate considerable interest in
discussions with business. Furthermore,
corporate interest was also found to be high in
understanding the advantages and models of
CED intermediaries, in light of the many grantseekers approaching companies and the firms’
challenges in both managing this growing
volume of requests and in finding acceptable
ways of saying “no” without triggering negative
reputational repercussions. Finally, some
corporate representatives in the B2Bs expressed
strong interest in benchmarking and evaluation
tools such as SROI, EVAS and logic models.

2) Engaging the national offices of companies
requires a different approach than engaging
local business units or branches. National
community-investment and CSR managers
focus, as expected, on national and international
vectors, particularly with respect to media
coverage, shareholder behaviour and stock price,
regulatory issues, and more. In contrast, local
business units and their leaders are usually
deeply embedded in the social networks and
initiatives of the communities in which they are
located. Local customer behaviour and loyalty,
local media coverage, local politics, local
alliances and rivalries between business and the
social sector—these are of more importance to
community-level business units. It may be more
difficult to find ways of bridging CED-corporate
differences at the community level than at the
national level; local-level tools for this process
might include the United Way, community
foundation, Chamber of Commerce, Community
Futures Corporation, economic development
corporation, or other multi-sectoral leadership
structures.
3) Procurement is the most promising strategy
for corporate engagement with CED. Corporate
and CED champions of engagement should
deepen their understanding of the power of
procurement, and develop cases and tools for
both parties to work together on this strategy,
nationally and locally. Understanding more
precisely how CSR and community investment
strategy can influence procurement policies and
practices inside companies is very important to
CED and social enterprise. The importance to

The diagram below depicts the various factors
and relationships that shape opportunities for
corporate sector engagement with CED.
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the viability of community businesses of this
source of revenue cannot be over-emphasized.
On the CED side, though, efforts must be made
to maintain the quality and quantity of the

products and services being sold—and
understanding how this can be achieved should
also be a priority for all parties.

Theme 8: CED Impact Assessment

At the same time, CEDTAP was committed to
tracking and assessing program outcomes. To
this end, two external evaluations of CEDTAP
were commissioned: The first, in 2000, assessed
Phase I of the program and helped shape the
design of the next phase. The second external
evaluation was conducted at the mid-point of
Phase II, in 2003, and also resulted in program
adjustments and improvements. Later, in 20042005, CEDTAP leaders advised the Government
of Canada on a program evaluation framework to
assess anticipated outcomes of the capacitybuilding and financing components of the
proposed federal Social Economy Initiative. To
this end, a “horizontal” RMAF (results-based
management and accountability framework)
involving both government officials and sector
leaders was produced by the Caledon Institute.

Background: Common-sense application of
results-based management (RBM) was an
important feature of most CEDTAP functions
and systems. From the beginning of Phase I, for
example, payments for technical assistance
assignments were tied to TA provider outputs
(reports, studies, training events, etc). Other
program outputs were tracked assiduously, most
comprehensively when, for most of Phase II,
CEDTAP employed an MIS specialist. While
the Lotus Notes system deployed in that phase
sometimes proved cumbersome for applicant
organizations, the software did permit solid and
fast downstream reporting on an increasingly
large and complex portfolio of community
initiatives.
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A third area involved assessing the impacts on
the ground of CED organizations themselves.
These are usually longer-term, more granular
results—and ones that, because of the typically
short-term nature of CED funding, are rarely are
documented. CEDTAP used two approaches to
examine and learn about this issue. First, the
program actually funded a number of community
initiatives focused on this topic. Within its
network of providers and allies, CEDTAP had
access to some of Canada’s most knowledgeable
experts on impact evaluation at the community.
Second, especially in Phase III, the program
itself designed and carried out a stream of
research explicitly on CED impact assessment,
primarily through case-study research by
graduate students on a selection of its grantee
organizations.

Development Group, Centre for Community
Enterprise, and Enterprising Non-Profits (on
SROI). It is estimated that over ten years,
CEDTAP supported more than 30 community
initiatives that tested new ways of assessing
results at the community or organizational levels
and often developed new tools and manuals for
wider use.
At the same time, through networking and policy
processes, CEDTAP gained exposure to the tools
and methods of Social Capital Partners (on
Social Return on Investment) and, later, the
OISE Social Economy Centre (on Expanded
Value-Added Statements). Added to this was the
CEDTAP staff’s familiarity with logic models
and RBM, especially experience in the field of
international development (which had also been
used by the program’s external evaluators, CAC
International).

Performance: Three dimensions of CEDTAP’s
performance on this theme are worth
highlighting. First, the program went through its
own continuous learning process as it became
increasingly precise in its understanding of the
linkages among the short-term outputs of its TA
assignments, medium-term organizational
outcomes at the CEDO level, and, finally, longer
term socio-economic impacts at the community
level, (acknowledging attribution issues). In
2003, the program produced a new results chain
depicting these linkages and emphasizing the
following community-level impact indicators:
employment, better quality of life, increased
income and assets, increased social capital, other
household measures, improved credibility of
CED, and more effective partnerships within and
across communities. Three years later, though,
in 2006, CEDTAP had opted to apply three
methodologies in particular—logic models,
EVAS and SROI— in its own research that
focused more on assessing impacts through the
lenses of the CED organizations and their
enterprises than of the community as a whole.

Finally, beginning in 2006, with Phase III funds
from the McConnell Foundation, and as part of
its shift from grant-making to knowledge
mobilization, CEDTAP embarked on its own
research program on CED impact assessment. In
cooperation with local CED leaders, and through
the work of graduate research assistants from
Carleton’s School of Public Policy and
Administration, the program carried out casestudy analysis—primarily applying logic models
and EVAS and setting the stage for SROI
analysis—of the following Ontario-based
CEDOs:
• Caldech community development
corporation, Penetanguishene;
• Learning Enrichment Foundation,
Toronto;
• Ottawa Community Loan Fund;
• PARO Women’s Centre, Thunder Bay.
The research program also entailed a broader
literature search on the costs and benefits of
CED-type programs across Canada. In 20062007, the findings of several of these studies
were presented at national conferences on CED,
social enterprise, and evaluation. This research
program is ongoing through mid-2008.

Second, throughout the 1997-2007 period,
CEDTAP was an important funder of local
initiatives testing or designing ways of assessing
CED impacts at the community, organizational
and enterprise levels. Among the leading
providers in these initiatives were some of
Canada’s best experts in CED evaluation,
including CIEL (Community Vitality Index,
Business Vitality Index), Eko Nomos
(Livelihoods Capacities and Gender Equality),
OP 2000 (predecessor of Vibrant Communities
and the Tamarack Institute), New Economy

Lessons: Three main lessons arise from this
dimension of CEDTAP’s work:
1) There is an array of appropriate and effective
impact assessment tools available now to
Canadian practitioners, policy-makers and
funders at the community, CEDO and social
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enterprise levels. In CEDTAP’s experience, the
most promising of these tools include the
Community Vitality Index, Expanded ValueAdded Statements at the organizational level and
Social Return on Investment at the enterprise
level, together with logic models and results
chains at all levels. In particular, these tools can
be used by governments, foundations,
corporations and financial institutions to
calculate the “blended” costs and benefits of
their investments in community economic
development—through grants, loans and equity
investing.

added through typically invisible and
unmeasured social and environmental impacts.
Recently, the EVAS approach has been applied
to the long-term (10-20 years) environmental and
social impacts of both green building
construction and affordable housing and
community development. It is an adaptable and
flexible tool. Building up a national portfolio of
diverse case studies of EVAS applications is in
the interests of the CED sector.
3) In an enabling environment, mature and
scaled social enterprises can repay all their
social costs within three years. Through its
survey of more than a dozen cost-benefit and
evaluation studies on CED and CED-type
programs across Canada, CEDTAP has found
that the potential of social-purpose businesses to
repay the subsidies they receive from
governments, foundations and other parties
within two to three years is very high—if those
businesses are of significant scale and operate in
a policy environment that accepts (and ideally
promotes) CED and the social economy.

2) The Expanded Value-Added Statement
(EVAS) is especially useful in its ability to
integrate in a single statement quantitative
measures of social and environmental valueadded as well as conventional financial valueadded for CED organizations and other nonprofits, cooperatives and projects. EVAS case
research by CEDTAP and other organizations
indicate that non-profits and co-operatives
generate 20% - 60% worth of additional value-

- 18 -

Edward T. Jackson

Knowledge for Strong Communities

investment, and one by CCEDNET on targeted
pension investing in Aboriginal CED.

Theme 9: Social Finance

But it wasn’t until 2004 that CEDTAP really
began to take its interest in CED financing to a
higher level. During the period of the federal
Social Economy Initiative, CEDTAP supported
efforts by sector actors to convince the regional
development agencies that the financing vehicles
for patient capital should actually be governed by
sector organizations. The Chantier’s trust model
was based on this principle. So was, in 2005, an
initial concept for a similar pool in Ontario. In
2007, with its allies in Ontario, CEDTAP and 3ci
returned to the task of designing an Ontario
Social Enterprise Trust, and had discussions with
various provincial-government representatives,
including the Ontario Ministry of Finance.

Background: From the earliest conversations
about CEDTAP, it was acknowledged by both
the McConnell Foundation and Carleton
University that CED organizations need three
types of financial assistance: technical
assistance grants to innovate, core support to
strengthen high-performing CEDOs, and loans
and guarantees to enable CEDOS to expand. For
its part, of course, CEDTAP focused on
providing TA grants at the community level as
well as some sector strengthening grants. No
public or private institution took on the corefunding role (though the federal government
continued providing the 268 Community Futures
Development Corporations with basic core
support). And it wasn’t until the federal Social
Economy Initiative of 2004-2005 proposed a
series of regional financing vehicles for patient
capital that the issue of loans was put onto the
agenda of the CED sector.

In 2006-2007, CEDTAP/3ci was represented in
two national initiatives: the HRSDC-supported
Community Finance Advisory Committee
(CFAC) and the Social Finance 21/Causeway
Steering Committee run by the Tides and
McConnell Foundations and Plan Canada. In
2006, 3ci prepared a research report for Industry
Canada on policies and models for financingsocial economy enterprises; this report was
widely distributed, including to the members of
CFAC.

In parallel, however, CEDTAP’s host
organization—the Carleton Centre for
Community Innovation—ran a succession of
projects on community-targeted investing of
capital pools. In 1998, 3ci’s Director edited a
special issue of Making Waves on development
finance for CED. In 2001, an action-research
project on pension trustee education on social
investing was funded by the Atkinson and
Columbia Foundations. In 2004-2006, another
initiative supported by an SSHRC-CURA known
as “Pensions at Work,” and run by OISE/UT,
examined the impacts of economically targeted
pension investing. Both projects engaged
organized labour, investment professionals and
academics from various disciplines. The stream
of work on pensions did not intersect with the
CED work until the end of the CEDTAP
programming decade.

In 2007, members of 3ci joined with other
Carleton faculty to from the Financing Civil
Society Research Group. This group, along with
the School of Public Policy and Administration
(SPPA) and the Centre for Voluntary Sector
Research and Development (CVSRD), and in
conjunction with HRSDC, hosted a symposium
in March 2007 on program-related investments
by foundations and endowments, attracting some
50 key players in philanthropy, policy-making,
regulation, non-profit management and
academia. In winter 2008, this and other
research will be used to develop a graduate
course in financing strategies for civil society.

Performance: Between 1997 and 2007,
CEDTAP used its community-level grant-making
function to support an estimated 40 projects on
various forms of community finance, including
micro-finance/micro-credit, individual
development accounts, community-based equity
funds, and other models, tools and programs. As
for its sector-level grant-making, CEDTAP
funded conferences that included workshops on
community finance and studies, such as one by
the Social Investment Organization, assessing
capacity and demand for community-oriented

In essence, then, CEDTAP and 3ci worked at
three levels in advancing what was originally
referred to as the CEDCAP agenda: community,
sector and the enabling environment. In the
cases of CFAC and SF 21/Causeway alike,
efforts were aimed at changing the environment
by working on both the supply-side and the
demand-side of the social-finance equation. On
the supply side, 3ci conducted research on
policies, institutions, models, products and
services that mobilize large pools of capital and
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target investments for social and environmental
as well as financial purposes. Such supply-side
innovations include foundations that issue bonds,
securitization of micro-loan portfolios, and
foundation loans that lever private financing for
affordable housing. On the demand side, in
addition to CEDTAP’s direct work in building
CEDO capacity, the program’s research on CED
impacts generated analysis, cases and evaluation
tools that social investors and financial
institutions can use in front-end due diligence
and in monitoring investments. In particular,
tools for assessing enhanced value-added
produced by CEDOs and for assessing the social
return on investment of social enterprises,
exhibited considerable promise.

tested. Compared to the CED sector alone,
broader-based coalitions can be built to advance
social finance.
2) Supply-side models and tools must be
designed and tested rapidly but carefully before
being brought to market. PRIs for affordable
housing, ETIs for green energy, microfinance
securitization, foundation bond issuance—these
are promising models and services that should be
developed by a coalition of foundations, banks,
credit unions, insurance companies and
governments.
3) CED and social enterprise are important
demand-side “laboratories” to help actors
understand what kinds of social-finance products
and services should be developed. One area that
is beginning to rival the CED/SE sector, though,
in this regard, is that of disabilities. In this area,
Plan Canada’s leadership on a “disability RRSP”
for families that care for a person with
disabilities has charted a new path in social
finance—a systems-change path. Both the
disabilities stream and the CED stream are rich
and generative bodies of experience that are
growing every day.

CEDTAP benefited from two contradictory
factors. First, the concept of social finance is
actually located in an analytic framework that is
much broader than the CED sector. Social
finance refers to any form of sustainable finance
for the citizen sector, including but not limited to
CED and social enterprise. This level of
aggregation was found by CEDTAP to possess
more analytical power than community finance
for CED. Second, CED and social enterprise
have more experience than other groupings
within the broader third or citizen sector with a
broader range of financing products and services.
Thus, the “window” of CED/SE offers a more
detailed and nuanced look into the nature and
effects of social finance.

4) When the implementation of an important
intervention must be deferred, work on this
component can nevertheless proceed on a
slower, “R & D” track, moving toward full-scale
action in the longer term, but generating
knowledge products and improved
understanding along the way. University
research centres can do this easily; indeed, it is
part of their mission. That is what 3ci did with
CEDCAP, community finance and, later, social
finance.

Theme 10: Community-University
Engagement
Background: In some ways, all of the CEDTAP
experience could be viewed as one major, multidimensional experiment in communityuniversity engagement (CUE). An array of
forms of and strategies for CUE were designed
and implemented through the program,
including: management, advisory and selection
committees, grant-making, research partnerships,
policy advocacy networks, support to courses,
student research on CEDOs, and more. Overall,
CEDTAP’s core business of grant-making was
unusual for a university-based program,
especially in terms of its scale, reach and

Lessons: In light of CEDTAP’s experience with
social finance to date, the following lessons are
worth highlighting:
1) As a broader concept at a higher level of
aggregation, social finance offers certain
analytic and organizing advantages that the
narrower concept of CED finance can’t. The
supply-side actors are more numerous, diverse
and bigger, and the policy measures to torque
social finance are more sweeping and perhaps
less vulnerable to short-term political and
bureaucratic vicissitudes, though this needs to be
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duration. And converting the assets of that core
business to scholarly benefits was not
straightforward. In any case, much was learned
about the nature, potential and limits of CUE
over the CEDTAP programming decade.

Management Committee, CEDTAP benefited
from the thoughtful and committed engagement
of its two major donors--McConnell and Bell—
as well as consistent support of the program by
the Dean’s Office at Carleton, which was
represented on this committee. This was, on
donors’ part, high engagement grant-making, at
its best.

Performance: CEDTAP demonstrated
successfully the use of “blended” committees of
university and external stakeholders to oversee,
advise and select projects for the program:
• the CEDTAP Management Committee
comprised senior representatives of the
McConnell Foundation, Bell Canada
(starting in 2004) and Carleton
University. Meeting roughly three
times a year, this structure proved to be
not only one of due diligence and
accountability and financial oversight,
but also a vehicle for strategic
discussion and creative problemsolving;
• the CEDTAP Advisory Panel was
composed of respected leaders in policy
research, philanthropy and the third
sector as well as leading communityengaged academics from Carleton and
other institutions. Meeting once or
twice a year, this group provided
strategic and programmatic guidance
and also assisted with problem-solving
and planning;
• the CEDTAP Project Selection
Committee consisted of a different
group of CED and non-profit
practitioners and policy managers from
the non-profit and public sectors. In
2004, Bell Canada representatives
joined this committee as well and
played very active roles. This
committee focused on assessing
proposals for community initiatives that
had been pre-screened by Secretariat
and, when they were in place, Regional
Coordinators. No university personnel
sat on this committee, though it was
serviced and chaired by CEDTAP staff
based at Carleton.

In the area of grant-making, CEDTAP was a
vehicle for not only channeling funds to
communities across Canada. It also sent a strong
signal that Carleton University’s Faculty of
Public Affairs takes community engagement
seriously, on a national scale. Although this may
not have had direct payoffs to the university in
terms of student recruitment, it did strengthen
Carleton’s reputation among federal politicians
and officials in the fields of regional
development and social policy in particular. Its
association with Bell Canada also solidified the
university’s credibility with other Canadian
corporations, as well.
In terms of partnerships for research and policy
advocacy, CEDTAP was involved in a wide
range of bilateral and multilateral relationships
with sector organizations, governments, think
tanks and other universities—at both the regional
and national levels. On some occasions,
CEDTAP actually commissioned research—or
funded sector organizations’ research proposals
(e.g. Caledon, Social Investment Organization).
On other occasions, CEDTAP was part of a
broader network of sector groups and
universities; the Social Economy Research Hub,
on whose Advisory Board CEDTAP/3ci is
represented, is the most recent and “networked”
example. Such complex networks and coalitions
proved labour intensive, and sometimes difficult
to manage when staff capacity was low.
CEDTAP approached each opportunity on a case
by case basis and attempted to play an
appropriate role. In fact, on some academic
proposals, CEDTAP was viewed as a community
partner, which was taken as high praise!
Looking ahead, CEDTAP and 3ci have been
represented in a loose network of universities
and non-profits interested in promoting
community-based research on a national level.
The University of Victoria’s Office of
Community-Based Research is a driving force in
this effort, along with the United Way,
CCEDNET, UQAM and others.

Many universities establish committees that
involve external actors. What was noteworthy
about these CEDTAP structures were their
consistent productivity, members’ sense of
common purpose, and their steadfast support of
the CEDTAP mission. In part, this was due to
careful recruitment of committee members, at
least in the later two structures. In the
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Another element in CEDTAP’s CUE experience
was its support of Carleton University courses.
In Phase I, the program funded sessional fees for
a graduate course on CED in the School of
Social Work. In Phase II, program research was
used to set up a new graduate seminar on the
social economy and public policy in the School
of Public Policy and Administration; this course
was taught in 2005 and 2006 and will be offered
in the future. A new course on financing civil
society in Winter 2008 in the School will also
draw heavily on CEDTAP and 3ci research. In
each instance, instructors who championed,
taught and sustained these courses were essential
for success.

faculty about CUE strategies and techniques, and
propose new university infrastructure to reduce
transaction costs and increase reach and
effectiveness of CUE at Carleton.
Lessons: A number of lessons emerge from
CEDTAP’s experience with communityuniversity engagement:
1) Universities can employ an array of
strategies with which to engage with
communities, including: joint management and
program committees, grant-making, bilateral
and multilateral partnerships at all levels,
community-based research and support to
courses. University faculty members and
students need to be “skilled up” in these
strategies. Furthermore, the labour-intensity of
community-university engagement needs to be
managed and transaction costs for faculty
members and community groups reduced, or at
least contained. This may require institutional
and policy changes within universities.

Finally, the leadership of CEDTAP and 3ci was
able to pull together its experience on
community-university engagement through a
series of lectures and consultations at the
University of Victoria in 2005 and 2006 and in
Ottawa in 2007 with the Deans and Directors of
the Canadian Association for University
Continuing Education. In particular, this
analysis stressed the synergies that could, and
should, be achieved across the three spheres of
community-based research, community service
learning and community-oriented professional
training. Moreover, the analysis indicated
pathways for institutional change for increased
CUE from the unit to the Faculty to the
corporate-wide levels of the university.

2) Converting a university-based grant-making
and dissemination program into scholarly assets
(studies, cases, publications, courses) is an
important way to ensure support within the
institution and to sustain and build on the
knowledge generated by the program.
CEDTAP could have done more of this.
3) Universities can generate synergies in
community engagement across three spheres on
a “dynamic triangle”: community-based
research, community service learning, and
community-oriented professional training. This
approach takes focus and effort—it involves
mobilizing research, degree-program teaching
and continuing education in an integrated way,
and exploiting spin-off opportunities in one
sphere to “grow” community engagement in
either or both of the other two spheres.

In turn, all of this analysis “returned” in a sense
to Carleton University when, in early 2007, the
Office of the Dean of Public Affairs worked with
the Carleton University Research Office to set up
a university-wide group called the Initiative for
Community-University Engagement, or I-CUE.
Among other things, I-CUE will collect stories
on CUE at Carleton in the spheres of teaching,
research and training, and will disseminate these
to encourage more such activity. The Initiative
will also celebrate high-performing champions
of CUE (both inside and outside Carleton),
promote increased skills and knowledge among

4) Deepening and broadening community
engagement at the unit (research centre,
department or school) level of a university does
not at all guarantee a shift toward CUE at the
Faculty or corporate levels. A thoroughgoing
change toward CUE must be effected at all three
levels, and across the entire university system. A
number of universities are making multi-level
and system-wide gains in community-based
research (University of Victoria), communityservice learning (some members of the Canadian
Association of Community Service Learning)
and continuing education/extension (some
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members of the Canadian Association for
University Continuing Education).

people in CED, and experiment with ways and
means of realizing this potential

Summary of Lessons

SECTOR-BUILDING

The following summarized the lessons form
CEDTAP’s experience for each of the ten
themes, as follows:

9) Social sector interventions can, and probably
should, play different roles over time as a
sector’s capacity and membership evolve.

GRANT-MAKING TO COMMUNITY-BASED
ORGANIZATIONS

10) The decision-making processes of grantmakers must been seen to be at arm’s length
from the beneficiaries of those grants.

1) An intermediary grant-maker, located within
a social sub-sector, can be an efficient and
effective tool through which funders can
intervene.

11) Long-term commitment, endurance and
openness to adjusting relationships are key
success factors in enabling sector-building
partnerships to address challenges and evolve in
new and more productive directions.

2) Grant-making can serve as a way to
simultaneously map and build a sector.

12) In Canada’s current political context,
forming appropriate regional partnerships is
important to the success of pan-Canadian sectorbuilding efforts.

3) High-engagement, national-grant-making is
labour-intensive and leaves little time for other
functions.

13) Instruments effective in building one sector
may be transferable, at least in part, to other
sectors.

FRAMING, AND RE-FRAMING
4) Long-term interventions must recruit and
retain leaders who are capable of engaging and
integrating new concepts and frames as the work
proceeds, both to maintain a coalition of
stakeholder support, and also to adjust strategic
direction.

MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS
14) Universities that host social-sector grantmaking programs offer access to larger financial
management systems and the credibility of size,
independence and permanence.

5) In under-funded social sectors, channelling
funds to local organizations matters as much or
more than elegant and sophisticated analytic
frames; in fact, either one without the other will
not succeed.

15) Skilled, often bilingual, senior managers
can be recruited to lead innovative Canadian
programming from the internationaldevelopment field.
16) For programs that build and manage large
databases, on-site MIS expertise and
appropriate, web-enabled software are essential
to success.

DISSEMINATION
6) Grant-making can be made an even more
powerful dissemination tool by using a
“knowledge-cluster” approach to the animation
of mutual learning, replication and scaling
among grantees working on similar issues

17) Programs that are winding down may
actually have to manage a serious spike in their
activity and spending levels at the very end of
their cycle, at the same time as they have
reduced staff capacity.

7) Significant time and money should be devoted
to efforts to bring CED stories into the
mainstream print and electronic media.

SCALING

8) CED sector leaders, policy-makers, funders
and scholars should deepen their understanding
of the potential of Web 2.0 tools to engage young

18) Private organizations—especially
foundations and corporations—can and will
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invest in CED and social-enterprise innovation
on a significant scale.

SOCIAL FINANCE
28) As a broader concept at a higher level of
aggregation, social finance offers certain
analytic and organizing advantages that the
narrower concept of CED finance can’t.

19) Blending foundation, corporate and
government support, it is possible to take a panCanadian, non-governmental grant-making
program for CED partway to full scale.

29) Supply-side models and tools must be
designed and tested rapidly but carefully before
being brought to market.

20) Public policy change aimed at taking CED
support to scale is subject to the sometimes
sharp swings of electoral politics and delays and
inaction from government inertia.

30) CED and social enterprise are important
demand-side “laboratories” to help actors
understand what kinds of social-finance products
and services should be developed.

21) While policy gains can be transitory, sector
leaders in CED and their allies in government
must learn from past action and obstacles, keep
working together, and, at the next opportunity,
be prepared to push aggressively for rapid
implementation of policy measure.

31) When the implementation of an important
intervention must be deferred, work on this
component can nevertheless proceed on a
slower, “R & D” track, moving toward full-scale
action in the longer term, but generating
knowledge products and improved
understanding along the way.

CORPORATE SECTOR ENGAGEMENT
22) Corporations can become important
partners when corporate business strategy,
corporate social responsibility and CED
initiatives can all be aligned

COMMUNITY-UNIVERSITY ENGAGEMENT
32) Universities can employ an array of
strategies with which to engage with
communities, including: joint management and
program committees, grant-making, bilateral
and multilateral partnerships at all levels,
community-based research and support to
courses.

23) Engaging the national offices of companies
requires a different approach than engaging
local business units or branches
24) Procurement is the most promising strategy
for corporate engagement with CED.

33) Converting a university-based grant-making
and dissemination program into scholarly assets
(studies, cases, publications, courses) is an
important way to ensure support within the
institution and to sustain and build on the
knowledge generated by the program.

CED IMPACT ASSESSMENT
25) There is an array of appropriate and
effective impact assessment tools available now
to Canadian practitioners, policy-makers and
funders at the community, CEDO and socialenterprise levels.

34) Universities can generate synergies in
community engagement across three spheres on
a “dynamic triangle”: community-based
research, community service learning, and
community-oriented professional training.

26) The Expanded Value-Added Statement
(EVAS) is especially useful in its ability to
integrate, in a single statement, quantitative
measures of social and environmental valueadded as well as conventional financial valueadded for CED organizations and other nonprofits, cooperatives and projects.

35) Deepening and broadening community
engagement at the unit (research centre,
department or school) level of a university does
not at all guarantee a shift toward CUE at the
Faculty or corporate levels. A thoroughgoing
change toward CUE must be effected at all three
levels, and across the entire university system.

27) In an enabling environment, mature and
scaled social enterprises can repay all their
social costs within three years.
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What Should Happen Next? What
Really Could Happen?

advances in two thematic areas: of social finance
and community-university engagement:

In light of these reflections on ten years of
CEDTAP, what should happen next? In an ideal
world, the federal and provincial governments
would learn from CEDTAP and related
experiences, and work with the sector to design a
major, pan-Canadian policy initiative on CED
and social enterprise. This policy effort would
look something like the Martin government’s
initiative of 2004-2005 in that it would provide
capacity building grants and support regional
financing institutions along the lines of the
Quebec social economy trust. This initiative
would also include a series of fiscal and
regulatory measures making it more attractive
for individuals and institutions substantively
invest in and donate to CED.

SOCIAL FINANCE
1) Replication and expansion of regional and
local grant-making models. With support from
community foundations, United Ways,
corporations and government agencies, the BCbased Enterprising Non-Profits Program, a grantmaker, could be replicated in other provinces.
ENP is actively considering entering Ontario as a
start. The Toronto Social Enterprise Fund model
could also be replicated. Similar funds are being
set up or considered in Edmonton, Ottawa and
elsewhere.
2) Replication and diversification of CED
lending vehicles: Governments, foundations and
other actors could support the design and
implementation of lending institutions such as
the Fiducie du Chantier d’économie sociale in
Quebec. Sector leaders in Ontario are talking
with the provincial government about
establishing an Ontario social enterprise trust
derived from the Quebec model, but with
additional features.

Most importantly, though, the delivery of these
programs would be carried out by third-party
organizations governed wholly, or jointly with
government ,by the CED sector itself. And,
within this context, the leaders and delivery
agents of this policy initiative would establish
systems and procedures, evaluation frameworks,
and strategies of engagement with CEDOs and
social businesses that are informed by the
lessons of CEDTAP’s decade-long experience.

In the case of both ENP and CED lending
vehicles, skilled professionals from the CEDTAP
database – who are mostly part of the panCanadian CCEDNET, co-operative or socialenterprise networks – should be engaged to
strengthen demand-side capacity, adivse on grant
and loan applications, ensure pre-funding due
diligence, help monitor funded initiatives, and
provide ongoing mentoring and counceling, as
needed to CEDOs and social businesses.

Finally, the funding involved would be
significant—in the order of $300 million—and
would address the core funding needs of CEDOs
as well as their technical-assistance and capitalgrowth needs.
But it is not an ideal world. Minority federal
governments, frequent rotation of provincial
governments, fragmented regional interests,
inter-scalar and geographic power asymmetries,
preoccupation with environmental and military
policy—these are only some of the factors that
conspire to render the ideal scenario extremely
unlikely, and very probably impossible, in the
foreseeable future.

3) Development of equity vehicles and products
for CED investing: Animated by groups like
Causeway/SF21, social finance advocates are
designing new vehicles and products for
channeling equity from pension funds and other
financial institutions into CED and SE
investments. Partnerships involving credit
unions, banks, private equity and corporate
actors—as well as governments—are promising
in the areas of affordable housing, green energy,
green construction, arts and culture and
Aboriginal development.

So, what really could happen? In fact, building
on the platform of lessons from CEDTAP, and
the work of many others, some very important
gains could be made. These advances are within
the spheres of influence of organizations already
committed, or open, to promoting CED and
social business. Here are five such possible
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COMMUNITY-UNIVERSITY ENGAGEMENT

professional education all can be integrated to
generate breakthroughs in three areas of social
innovation: social finance, non-profit
management, and program evaluation. This
work would be promoted at the local, provincial,
national and international levels with other
universities, civil society organizations, the
public and private sectors.

1) Community-university research networks on
CED impact assessment: It would be very
possible to rapidly scale up the innovative work
being undertaken on CED impact assessment by
various organizations across Canada (ENP,
OISE, Carleton-3ci). Foundations, SSHRC and
governments might be interested in supporting
this work, which could create a large and rich
portfolio of studies assessing social return on
investment and social and environmental valueadded that would, in turn, permit comparative
analysis and benchmarking. Such actionresearch would be very useful for institutions
making grants and loans to, and equity
investments in, CEDOs and social enterprise as
well as to sector organizations themselves.

Conclusion
This report has summarized the main
achievements, limits and lessons of the
implementation of CEDTAP during the ten-year
period 1997-2007. The lessons derived from this
experience, it is hoped, will be of interest not
only to CED leaders but also to foundation
managers, government policy-makers, corporate
CSR officers, and university researchers. Going
forward, challenges and opportunities abound in
Canada’s citizen sector. CEDTAP has made an
important contribution to our understanding of
how knowledge can build strong communities.
It is now our responsibility, and our privilege, to
use these lessons, over the next decade and
beyond, to help build a fairer, cleaner, safer and
more prosperous Canada.

2) Demonstrating models for optimum
community-university engagement for social
innovation: Because of its experience with
CEDTAP, and the program’s convergence with
other experiences in non-profit management and
in program evaluation, Carleton University’s
Faculty of Public Affairs is well-positioned to
mount a unique initiative to demonstrate, in a
large university faculty, how community-based
research, community service learning and
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Mission Statements and Theory of Change
Figure 1

2001
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CEDTAP – Funds Mobilized by Size of Contribution, 1997-2007
Funding Partner
McConnell Foundation
McConnell Foundation
Bell Canada
Ontario Trillium Foundation
National Office of Lifelong Learning
McConnell Foundation
DEC-Quebec
RBC Foundation
Power Corporation
Western Economic Diversification
DEC-Quebec
DEC-Quebec
RBC Financial Group
Industry Canada
Tides Canada Foundation
Assinniboine Credit Union
HRSDC – Roundtable (CFAC)
SDC – Roundtables (SE Initiative)

Amount
$ 5,000,000
3,000,000
1,200,000
624,900
467,000
330,000
309,250
100,000
100,000
100,000
50,000
50,000
20,000
24,900
2,500
2,000
2,500
1,000
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2001-2006
1997-2000
2004-207
2005-2007
2007-2010
2006-2008
2005-2007
2006-2007
2004-2009
2005-2006
2005-2006
2004-2005
2004-2007
2006
2003
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2004-2005
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Program-Related Investments in Canada’s Communities
A Symposium
Thursday, March 22, 2007
9:00 am to 3:00 pm
Senate Chamber, Robertson Hall
Carleton University, Ottawa
Sponsors:
School of Public Policy and Administration, Carleton University
Financing Civil Society Research Group, Faculty of Public Affairs
Partner:
Human Resources and Social Development Canada
Symposium Agenda:
8:30-9:00 am

Registration/Continental Breakfast

9:00-9:15 am

Welcome on behalf of Carleton University
Dr. Kim Matheson, Acting Vice President (Research and International)
Welcome on behalf of HRSDC
Ms. Johanne Mennie, Deputy Director, CDPD, HRSDC

9:15-10:15 am

Program-Related Investments:
Definitions, Context, Issues and Options
Dr. Susan Phillips and Dr. Tessa Hebb, Carleton University
Mr. Laird Hunter, Partner, Worton, Hunter and Callaghan and
Mr. Blaine Langdon, Canada Revenue Agency

10:15-10:30 am Break
10:30 -11:30 am The American Experience with PRIs:
Policies, Strategies, Results
Chair: Dr. Tessa Hebb, Carleton University
Dr. Steven Rathgeb Smith, University of Washington
Mr. Steve Godeke, Principal, Godeke Consulting, NYC
11:30-12:15 pm Respondent and Plenary Discussion
Chair: Dr. Judith Madill, Sprott School of Business,
Respondent: Ms. Hilary Pearson, President, Philanthropic Foundations of Canada
12:15 -1:30 pm

Lunch/Speaker
Mr. Luther Ragin, Vice President Investments, F.B. Heron Foundation

1:30-1:50 pm

Dr. Peter Warrian, Chairman, Philanthropic Foundations of Canada

1:50-2:30 pm

Table discussions on specific questions; report back
Chair: Ms. Paula Speevak-Sladowski, Executive Director, CVSRD, Carleton University

2:30-3:00 pm

Conclusions and Next Steps in Policy Research
Dr. Ted Jackson, Chair
Carleton Centre for Community Innovation
Adjournment
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