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We are living in a period of complex social reorganization. Globalization of economies and responses of governments to these changes have created dilemmas for community organizations and social activists. Faced with issues of unemployment and poverty, and reduced state resources and programs, community groups have found new approaches. Yet at the same time, they recognize that that they cannot overcome these problems on their own and have redefined relations with the government at a local level. We have chosen two practices that illustrate the tensions and contradiction implicit in these new practices. The first is a community restaurant, part of a wider practice referred to as "Industries d'Insertion" (Bordeleau and Valadou, 1995) and while administer​ing a workfare program has played a leadership role in the debate on poverty and the social economy. We have chosen this one because it was one of the first projects that attempted to integrate a community business, a socially useful product and a training program. Its pioneering role and success has allowed it to play both a leadership role in both the local community and in the wider practice networks.

The second practice is wider. We will describe the general directions of community economic development(CED) practice carried out by para‑municipal organizations Corporation de développement économique communautaire (CDEC) in Montreal. We have chosen these particular case studies because they are representative of a complex interrelationship between the community and the different levels of the state. The tension between their role as local managers of the consequences of economic change and innovators in finding new solutions to these problems provides an example of the complexity of practice in the current economic environment.

Changing economic and social policy context

The practice of community organization has been shaped by the wider changes linked to globalization of the economy. In his recent book, Teeple argues that the period between World War II and the 1970s was "... qualitatively different from the previous post war period. It was the interregnum between the age of competing imperial powers and the coming global economy" (Teeple, 1995, p. 57). The "Keynesian Welfare State" (KWS) was a national class compromise in a period of growth, a tight labor market, high wages and national's capital need for an increased role of the state (Teeple, 1995, p. 62). Several factors ended the KWS as a strategy of class rule, including the productivity gains of the micro‑electronic revolution, and the rapid growth of international trade. Along with the "denationalization" of capital, the post war reformism associated with the KWS was challenged and a push for unregulated capital brought with it a redefinition of the role of the state expressed in the following consequences: a deregulation of the economy, privatization of public corporations, transformation of the tax structure which put a greater burden on wage earners, a reduction of government debt, downsizing of government, restructuring the role of local government, dismantling of the welfare state, and a promotion of private charities (Teeple, 1995, pp. 101‑107).

A crisis of the KWS has lead to new state strategies which have limited and cut state spending, and redefined the form and strategies of social provision. We are witnessing the emergence of more fragmented forms of intervention with shorter term less expensive and flexible programs that have drawn the community sector into a web of state programs. Mayer (1993) argues that social movement organisations have both contributed to this redefinition and their activities have been shaped by it. New practices in the community sector have responded to the economic changes and have influenced state policy. The community sector has been accorded greater importance, yet, at the price of dismantling state programs. These new approaches raise troubling questions in the context of post-Fordist forms of regulation. Will these forms become a cheap and flexible means of social provision ‑ mobilising volunteers and social assistance claimants through workfare ‑ without a wider political or social agenda or will these new practices become the basis for a third sector, one committed to democratic organisation and social equality? (Mayer, 1993)

The organisations that we will discuss are examples of new social practice that have been changed by the economic processes of globalisation and the responses to it by the different levels of state. The community sector faces the consequences of economic decline and the reduction of large-scale social and economic intervention to try and remedy the situation. The community sector faces the uncertainty brought on a period of redefinition. The complexities of government programs and agencies which have, with cutbacks fewer resources and tighter criteria for receipt of funds, have generated a high level of skill in community organisations at manipulating and trying to manoeuvre these programs so that their social goals can be achieved. The underlying goals of the different levels of the state and community organisations are quite different. The former is looking for inexpensive ways to manage a severe crisis of unemployment with diminished resources within a decentralised framework (one that does not create inflexible unionised processes), while the latter has used this decentralisation to build more democratic local processes and find innovative, socially useful responses to the same crisis. On top of all of these changes, globalisation and related technological changes have provoked a crisis of work (Rifkin, 1995). The organisations that we will discuss have concentrated much of their energy on finding ways to create useful work and to integrate those without it into jobs, through training programs. The concern with employment and training represents a departure for community organisations, creating new contradictions and opportunities.

We have selected two types of community organisations that reflect the new forms of practice to emerge in a post-Fordist context, which has reshaped both the economic landscape and the responses of the state to social problems. Chic-Resto Pop is a community restaurant that links social provision (low cost meals in a poor working class neighbourhood) with a job-training program. It is an example of an organisation that is confronting the consequences of deindustrialisation and chronic high levels of unemployment. It is a high profile organisation, and is an example of a wider approach called "training businesses". Elements of a post-Fordist welfare state, discussed above appear in this project. Is this type of organisation a new way of managing poverty or is it representative of new forms of social struggle and conflict between the community and the state? This question will be central in our analysis. The second organisations are community economic development corporations in the city of Montreal. They can be described as "intermediary organisations" (Mayer, 1993) and play a role both in promoting and linking economic and social development. Under the leadership of the municipality with active involvement of the other two senior levels of government, they represent an urban strategy to revitalise local economies and integrate the unemployed and the poor into the labour market.

The changes in the Quebec economy have had a devastating impact. Official unemployment levels of more than 10% for more than a decade is the result of a declining industrial base, and a shift of industrial jobs outside of Quebec. This process has been accelerated by NAFTA and the Canadian-US free trade deal before that. Although there has been some high-tech industries that have invested in Quebec and the Montreal area in particular, this has not replaced the massive loss of employment from traditional industries. Other new jobs in the service sector have produced part-time precarious work. Further, the public sector is laying off workers and is unable to absorb the trained work force in the way that it did in the years 1960‑1980. The economic conditions have produced what can be described as a "société à deux vitesses" in which the discrepancies between those fortunate enough to be in secure jobs is contrasted with a growing number who work in part-time precarious, badly paid jobs, moving from periods of work to unemployment, punctuated by dead-ended government programs. This surplus population is left with few options and little hope.

The response of the state, both provincial and federal, to the crisis of work, unemployment and poverty has been to stay the course with its policies of supporting market competition, reducing its debt by prioritising social programs as its favourite target for cuts. In most parts of Canada, those receiving welfare benefits have been forced into some kind of workfare program, despite their failure to insert claimants into the labour market. The reduction of transfer payments from the federal government to the provincial level and then lessening the resources to municipalities, has worsened the crisis with the lowest level. At the same time, the community through a wide variety of organisations have been assigned greater responsibility in the management of these programs and have been seen by government as a way to provide a flexible and relatively inexpensive way to muddle through and manage the crisis of unemployment, poverty, and social provision.

Traditions of community organisation in Quebec

We will separate the community organisation movement into three stages of development. The dominant characteristics of each period will be described, but this does not imply the absence of other forms of practice during that particular period. The practice approaches in each period were also shaped by the state, its ideology and approach to social and economic policy. The periods are as follows: 1960s to 1975, 1975 to the late 1980s and from the late 1980s to the present.

1960s to 1975

This period was characterised by tremendous social optimism in the community movement and a reform impetus in the state, particularly in Quebec. It was a period of the development of both federal welfare state programs and provincial institutions providing social, education, and health services. This spirit of optimism and social participation was reflected in the community movement. Social change seemed possible. Initiatives in a variety of social areas, such as day care, and health emerged as groups organised themselves to promote both services and demand support (Doucet and Favreau, 1991; Favreau, 1989). Money was available from both the federal and the provincial government to support social innovation. Funding for innovation was available through grants either to encourage employment for the young (Opportunities for Youth) or to create short‑term jobs during periods of high unemployment (Local Initiative Programs). Other funding, available from many government departments supported new approaches in the social and health services. The funding did not directly undermine the autonomy of the organisations, and in some cases, its withdrawal provoked confrontations with angry members of community organisations. One of the main characteristics of the community movement was its autonomy. Whether new services were established or protests and pressure groups were formed, the autonomy of the groups from the state was strongly guarded. This does not imply that groups did not receive government funds, but the structure of organisations and the vision and activities were not directly shaped by funding.

The transition of the community movement from a popular opposition movement to one that emphasised the service provision was gradual. However, service provision became the activity that would receive support and therefore groups were slowly pushed in that direction.

1975 ‑ 1990

This phase is marked by a rapid expansion of the community sector, along with growing sophistication and professionalism. From 1973 to the end of the 1980s the number of groups in Montreal went from 138 to 1500 and those receiving money from the Quebec government's ministry of Health and Social Services went from 31 to 547. The important redefinition here is the relationship that began to be established between the provincial government and the community movement (Hamel and Leonard, 1980; Panet-Raymond, 1987). Many community initiatives, which began as experimental models, became adjuncts to state services. The combination of a decentralisation of government services and clear fiscal limits of the state were important factors that shaped this outcome. This does not imply that the activism, mobilisation, and confrontation associated with the earlier period disappeared, but that these activities and engagement declined relative to the new directions. The division was between those community organisations which defined their services in an alternative perspective and those which emphasised professionalism and traditional organisational structures.(White, 1993) The funding of these services was from the provincial government and negotiations took place through 'regroupements' or sectoral coalitions, for example, one representing rape crisis centres or alternative mental health agencies. The politics and policies of service were played out through these relations. The funding, the service delivery agenda and the expansion of the fields of community organisations decreased the involvement of these groups in the political and social struggles.

From Late 1980s

This period brought a changed economic and political context that has had a profound impact on the community movement. First, unemployment and urban poverty has grown and has become a constant. Along with the economic decline, all levels of government have prioritised cost cutting measures, aimed at social programs. As a result, more people are turning to community-based services for help. The tendency of the previous period to give both responsibility and some forms of assistance to community services has continued and become consolidated and formalised through structured partnerships (Panet-Raymond, 1992). Service delivery that meets with prescribed norms, and defined by particular program related funds have shaped the community-state relation. Conflicts are played out in the processes of negotiation between regional bodies that allocate funds and the various sectoral organisations that bring together the community-based services. Individual groups have continued to work politically through coalitions, particularly those opposing major changes in unemployment insurance or social aid but these coalitions have had little success in mobilising large numbers.

With the growth in unemployment and related social problems, the community sector became more involved with economic issues. Beginning in the mid‑1980s, community organisations initiated activities that became the impetus for the formation of Community Economic Development (CED) organisations (Fontan, 1988,1990). Government agencies from the municipal through to the federal level have coordinated their allocation of funds and shaped the activities of these agencies. Some of the groups involved have used government workfare programs to organise ways those excluded from the job market can get together in social solidarity. The newer groups have linked social insertion, and solidarity through socially oriented community businesses. These new practices have created a space for those marginalised by the economic crisis, and a way of building a cultural and social alternative, and in some ways represent the beginnings of a small social economy among the poor.

With the new formal partnership arrangements discussed above, community organisations are faced with the dilemma of greater recognition and funding versus decreased autonomy and a lessened political agenda. With a service orientation, groups have shifted from a membership or social movement base, to a client focus. This redefinition is inherently depoliticising. Clients are to be served and have a less active or no role in either the organisations internal processes or on wider social issues. At best they are to represented rather than mobilised. Thus, the forms of political representation become lobbying and coalitions of community organisations representing a particular population. With a service orientation, we have seen a redefinition of the political from one based on direct action and mobilisation of the earlier period to one of lobbying and representation in the current one. Some groups have maintained the earlier traditions, and successful actions such as the Bread and Roses march mobilized low income women in a highly publicised march to Quebec City (Interaction Communautaire), but for the most part they have not been primarily involved with service provision.

Community organisations are pulled between two poles. The first is that of an opposition force that raises demands, mobilises or represents the needs of their constituency, and pushes for some form of social change, or as part of this force, puts in place services and/or programs that in their form (democratic, anti‑hierarchical) and the content (what they do) that challenge the dominant form of provision. The second pole is that community organisations become extensions of the state. Through the process of receiving support from the state, these organisations loose any opposition character and become partners with the state in the provision of a service. Our perspective recognises both poles but our case studies will examine the contradictory middle ground in which community organisations play both a role that promotes social change while entering into partnership with the state.

Contradictory Practice

Resto-Pop

Chic Resto-Pop is located in the area of Montreal called Hochelaga-Maisonneuve, an old industrial area with employment in textiles, food, furniture, railways, and ship‑building. The area can be described as a traditional industrial zone. It has been hit extremely hard by the economic changes described above. This working class area has been on the decline for several decades. Its population has dropped from 82,000 in 1950 to 48,000 in 1991, partly related to the growth of suburbs, where those with relatively stable and well employment moved. Between 1960 and 1980 there were many factory closures. The consequence has been a rapid growth in the levels of unemployment and poverty. The official poverty rate for the area is 40%. The area also has a strong tradition of community opposition and the development of alternatives as a way to attack social problems.

Chic Resto-Pop, a community restaurant, was established in 1984 by twelve welfare recipients. It started with two purposes: to create jobs for the founding members and for the poor in the community, and to provide quality, hot, and inexpensive meals. These goals have been realised and the organisation has both grown, and broadened its activities. It has introduced a mobile kitchen to provide meals to local schools, and day camps in the summer. In addition, a musical festival, which is now autonomous, was introduced in 1992. Currently, Resto-Pop serves three meals a day, five days a week. In 1984, it served meals for 50 people, in 1990 ‑ 250, and today it has reached 800.

Resto-Pop is a non-profit organisation with a charity number. It is managed by a Board of Directors with seven members, almost equal number of men and women, mostly from the church and the "liberal" professions. There is no representative of staff on the board, and until recently there was no general assembly. The operating budget for 1994 was $800,000. Slightly less than half was received from the three levels of government, while the rest was raised from sales of meals, Bingo and donations. There are 19 full time employees, under the supervision of the director. Four employees are involved with administrative work, two coordinate the restaurant, and fifteen others carry out the general work.

Job development and training is a central concern of Resto-Pop. It currently takes in 93 trainees a year. The length of training varies between six and fifteen months. The trainees are all receiving welfare, and as trainees are participating in a workfare program called Expérience de travail (EXTRA). Although these programs are not obligatory for those considered by the government to be able‑bodied, there is a coercive aspect insofar as welfare rates are reduced for those who refuse to participate. This program was a controversial part of a welfare reform and many community organisations that could accept trainees have boycotted EXTRA.

A study carried out by Resto-Pop on its trainees revealed a high level of drop-out from the program. The process of referral to the program through the welfare system and the semi-coercive aspect of the referral suggest that the trainees are not necessarily there because of a strong interest in the program offered by Resto-Pop. Another aspect of the training process to be explored is the content of the training that goes beyond the immediate tasks necessary to running a community restaurant, such topics may include social rights, literacy skills etc.

Resto-Pop has carried out a study that shows the most frequent users of their program are single men, average age of 45, who live alone, and are receiving welfare or Unemployment Insurance. They eat on the average six to eight meals a week there. Resto-Pop provides more than meals; it helps break the isolation of these individuals, who have bee excluded from the labour force. The large dining room is also used by community organisations for the provision of information.

In the fall of 1995, Resto-Pop moved in a new direction. Pierre Prud'homme(1995), the staff person in charge of training, raised several critiques about the training and related government policies. He argued that the government continues to think about and to apply its welfare system as though it was a system of last resort, acting like the lack of jobs was invented by recipients. Short-term training programs coupled with unemployment has institutionalised instability and social exclusion of parents from both economic and meaningful social roles. In light of this analysis, Resto-Pop asked the government to reform its training program and allow participants to stay for three years. The government refused arguing that they did not want to encourage dependence in a protected environment.

Frustrated by the lack of movement by government in a more progressive direction, and the continual increase in local poverty, the leadership of Resto-Pop called a conference to examine the underlying economic issues, the politics of deficit cutting, and lack of adequate government response. Several hundred from the local community participated in this event, culminating in a series of demands and a march to the office of their local provincial representative. Their demands touched fiscal and monetary policy, minimum wage, job creation and day care, and training, calling for a full employment through a variety of actions and innovations (Chic Resto-Pop, 1995). This high profile and successful event put Resto-Pop on the map as a leader in the current debate on poverty in Quebec.

Chic Resto-Pop lives within the boundaries and is dependent on its administering a workfare program that has been condemned and boycotted by the more critical community organisations. Yet, at the same time, it has responded to several social needs through a community business. Instead of accepting the boundaries of the workfare program, the leadership of this organisation have tried to mobilise locally and demand its transformation, arguing that the contribution of the participants must be recognised as a legitimate form of work and paid as a wage, not as welfare. Resto-Pop sees itself as a leader in the social economy, but is pushing for a recognition that this new sector cannot be run without support and those working in it should not be marginalised. In other words, the emerging training businesses and the "social economy" needs to be locally controlled, and, at the same time, supported by the government. It has politicised these demands and pushed beyond the limits of the workfare program.

CDECs

There are seven CDECs in Montreal each responsible for working in an administrative district of the city called arrondissements. The first three were initiated by coalitions of community organisations and other partners such as local unions, business and different government agencies, in the late 1980s in older industrial neighbourhoods facing urban decay and poverty, economic decline and high levels of unemployment. The economy was a new field of practice for community organisations. Government particularly at the federal level, was at partially responsible for the lack of growth of employment because of its concern with the deficit and its withdrawal from large-scale regional development. The traditional means of economic development-private market investment with government as an active economic player were no longer viable in a post-Fordist approach to economic management. Yet with the consequences of economic decline were evident and new forms of action began to take place. New relations between the community sector and representatives of labour, business, and local government institutions such as health clinics found ways to intervene together in the economic sphere. The government redefined its support of local economic development in relation to this new local consensus, but in ways that were consistent with the changes in the welfare state described earlier.

Through a complex series of negotiation involving the municipal, provincial and federal government and the local community, the first three CDECs took shape. This was followed by a top down initiative by these governments through a joint committee to organise the other four. Three objectives were defined by this joint committee ‑ Le Comité Harmonisation ‑ in 1990: 1) to encourage the training and the integration of the local population into the labour market ‑"employability services"; 2) to support businesses and entrepreneurs in their development projects in order to create or maintain jobs; 3) to develop a partnership between community organisation, business, unions, and institutions as the most important way to achieve goals 1 and 2, and to develop the economic potential of the locality (Shragge,1994). These goals are linked to specific funding envelopes which target specific types of programs; however, the CDECs have adapted these to local needs. We will examine the accomplishments and the problems in each of these three program areas.

The aim of "employability services" is to develop the capacities of different categories of unemployed workers, and includes a range of information and referral services, workshops on different aspects of employment, training and education programs, disbursing government funds to community organisations that put in place job training programs, and promoting job placement with employers. The programs have functioned mainly as an individualised service through which clients are placed in a variety of programs. The CDECs have shown that it is possible to work with those excluded from the labour market and integrate them, but usually in relatively low wage and often unstable sectors of the economy. They have produced, on a small scale, better results than business, school boards and government agencies, (Leduc, 1994) at least partly because they have been able to bring together business, labour and community to examine local labour market needs and training capacities.

Another advantage of the CDECs is their use of programs to collaborate with community organisations to stimulate the creation of training businesses, which have been supported as one strategy to counter the very high levels of youth unemployment.(Bordeleau and Valadou, 1995; Fontan and Shragge, 1994) These have played a dual role of both providing innovative community services or socially useful products and doing this through the employment of trainees. Groups that have received support include community restaurants, and recycling businesses. Programs have been developed to reduce the high school drop‑out rate and to find ways to integrate young workers into the labour market. The lack of decent jobs and the type of work that is available for those currently unemployed despite improved training is a limit that these programs cannot overcome by themselves.

The CDECs are directly involved in business development in their respective districts. The 26 employees in this field have worked with approximately 1000 different businesses (Leduc, 1994). Examples of their practices include providing advice to individual enterprises such as the development of business plans, consultation on management, evaluation of the health of these businesses, finding sources of financial support, and building linkages between existing businesses. The CDECs will also help local businesses apply for government grants and other forms of support. CDECs have been able to develop more innovative and experimental forms of entrepreneurship such as production cooperatives and businesses that specialise in job training. Another innovation is to link social and economic development and/or incorporate ecological principles into business. Examples include the development of industries specialising in recycling of glass and/or plastic.

An important contribution of the CDECs is their role in economic planning in their communities. Usually economic decisions are made by those with money to invest and at times in conjunction with the appropriate level of government. Profitability is the major criteria for investment decisions. The community sector through the CDECs has become a new and at times active participant in these processes. This has taken a variety of expressions including consultation with the local community and presenting policy proposals to the city. These plans maximise employment options or promote social needs such as non-profit housing. A few of the CDECs have been able to negotiate with private companies when new investment has taken place in order to maximise local hiring and job-training contracts with them. Through these innovations, the CDECs have been able to mobilize sectors of the local community and promote socially useful options. New tools such as loan funds and loan circles have been tried to support a range of local initiatives (Shragge, 1994). These processes have brought a new voice in the planning process representing "community interests", which imposes limits on the market, and has influenced the direction of economic development.

The third function of the CDECs is the building of local partnerships between representatives of business, labour, community organisations and institutions (Panet-Raymond, 1992). The participation of each group is structured through elections to the boards of directors of the CDECs. Each group is accorded seats on this body, along with the employee representation of the CDEC. In addition, CDECs have membership from the general public with the average of 150 per organisation. These are voluntary affiliation and are open for a minimal fee to anyone living or who has a business in the district. The numbers are relatively small‑ the largest, Regroupement Pour la Relance Économique et Sociale du Sud‑Ouest (RESO) has 250 but there is not a strong presence of members except in events like annual meetings (Leduc, 1994). The CDECs do bring together diverse local interests, but one would not describe them as a mass base organisation with wide participation from the grassroots levels. Rather, interests are represented and these are played out in attempts to create a consensus on the needs and priorities for local economic development in the context of the programs funded by the state.

Given the contradictions in which CDECs operate, particularly the pressures by state programs to push for individualised training programs and traditional business development, what have they achieved, what is their impact, particularly their potential to promote and support social change? The most difficult problem is the inability of the CDECs to do much on the basic issues of poverty and unemployment, related to the division of wealth, and macro economic and social policy. The CDECs can do little about the wider policies except push along with others for changes.

A major accomplishment is in the creation of innovative forms of socio-economic development, such as training businesses that have linked social production with job training, solidarity groups like loan circles, and ecological cooperatives. These experiments have produced a few jobs, but have put in place what can be described as third sector or part of a social-economic development. These are community businesses that are not for private profit and enhance the social functioning of the local area. In addition many of these projects have been a way for groups excluded from the mainstream economy to find a productive place in a solidaristic environment. These innovations are more important because of their contribution to the social and because they allow collective control over the form of production.

Perhaps the most important achievement of the CDECs is their contribution to the democratisation of economic processes at the local level. The CDECs have promoted a collective approach which argues for effective participation of the community in the control and allocation of public resources, through the management of programs which are decentralised to the locality. This process has resulted in the local control of training budgets, and the capacity to use these funds with innovation. A new voice has been added in economic development which has usually been determined by the private sector at times in conjunction with the state. The community represented through the board of the CDECs have begun to influence and shape investment decisions, and determine the type of economic development. For example, one CDEC Rosemont‑‑Petite‑Patrie, has launched a development plan on an old railway yard, The Angus Shops, that will encourage high tech environmental industries to locate in their area and at the same time, the land and buildings will be owned by a community corporation, and training agreements will put unemployed from the local area into some of the jobs (Fontan and Shragge, 1996b). Similarly, RESO, discussed earlier, has forced local investors to negotiate the conditions including training agreements. The implication of this approach is that investment has to have some accountability and take into account some of the social problems local issues.

The CDECs have been an agent of democratising economic decisions. The question we raise is how far can this process go; what are the limits of a state funded organisation with progressive leadership in the times of economic deterioration and macro state policies that support the less rather than more control of economic development? Yet with this economic perspective comes the related social problems. The community seems to be the place that the various interests can come together and with reciprocity and compromise find ways to attack these social problems. This implies some gains for the community sector, but at the same time, the source of the problem is the economic system itself and the politics that support it. Unless these are challenged then the CDECs will broker small gains and become another player in the destructive economic process that are now global.

Community, the state and globalisation

From the earlier discussion, it is evident that the process of globalisation has had a major impact on the relation between the state and community organisations. In the context of cutbacks and withdrawal of the state as the central social provider, community organisations have moved from protest to marginal service providers to a more central role in the redefined post-Keynesian state. What impact would one expect form these changes and what political contradictions emerge? From the literature that discusses the relationship of community organisation to the state, several perspectives emerge. The first we would argue is that relations with the state, particularly through funding, tends to distort both the activities of the organisation, and their internal structures and processes. In the former case this leads from a practice that focuses on social change to one that prioritises direct service oriented to individual adjustment (Sullivan 1982; Morgenbesser and al. 1981; White, 1994). In the latter instance, democratic non‑hierarchical structures are replaced by bureaucratic, professionally dominated organisations (Ng, 1988; Ristock, 1991). These positions tend to argue for a determinism, an inevitable distortion of both goals and processes. Others argue for a less deterministic outcome, while acknowledging the pressures that the state puts on community organisations (Lustiger-Thaler and Shragge, 1993; Fisher, 1993; Muller and al. 1990). The relation between community organisations and the state can be characterised as a relation of conflict with the forces that shape the organisations are derived both from without and within (Sullivan, 1982). The outside forces are the demands of the funding agencies. The forces within include the capacity for building local and sectoral support, maintaining a clear vision of the long-term organisational goals, and sustaining a participative and/or democratic decision-making structure. We argue that with these components in place it is possible to resist at least some of the pressures and the deforming processes inherent in state funding, preserve some autonomy and control within a creative tension.

What is the relationship of the community organisations discussed in this paper to the state, in this period of transition? Both of the cases that we have presented find themselves intertwined with government programs; yet, with some autonomy to manipulate these programs within certain limits. As well, aspects of the programs have been contested. Resto-Pop, for example, recognises the limits and the oppressive nature of workfare, but believes that work is an important element in social citizenship, particularly that which produces a socially useful outcome. Based on that logic they have challenged the governments orientation in several ways. First, most of the amount they receive as an organisation to administer the program is turned over to participants to supplement their meagre benefits. Second, they have demanded better training and have implemented a pilot program in which participants can complete their secondary education at Resto-Pop. Third, they have demanded that the work carried out by participants be viewed by the government as legitimate labour, and remunerated as such. They have promoted the idea that participants should receive a wage from the organisation rather than their welfare check, and that the program allow longer term participation rather than the current turn-over of on average 6-8 months per person. The relation with the state is one of the contestation of the limits of the program as well as its logic.

The relationship of the CDECs to the state is complex. Their funding is tied to the three levels of government through various programs. Some of the programs have been implemented within the narrow prescribed definitions, while others have been used in order to develop new economic and social approaches. The CDECs have formed a lobby to pressure the government to continue to finance their organisations, and they have also begun discussions on the wider social issues that they face. The latter has lead to some critical debates about the changing context and practice directions. In other words, there is a growing politicisation of the directors of the CDECs and a conflictual engagement with the state. At the local level, the CDECs have helped the process of democratising local economic development. Through its structures and programs community organisations and trade unions have had an impact on shaping the local economy. There has been unequal success among the CDECs, but increasingly these organisations have become major economic players who have insisted that economic development cannot move ahead without a substantial social contribution. In addition, they have supported both financially and with staff time the development of social‑economic initiatives and innovations.

The activities of the CDECs and Resto-Pop have been shaped by state and in some ways they are carrying out policies and programs defined from outside their communities, and which often conflict with the vision and the underlying values of activists and leaders of the organisation. Yet, they have succeeded in maintaining an autonomy within these limits. The vision has been key. The organisations discussed have a strong commitment to the struggle against poverty defined in terms of social and economic exclusion. Their analysis sees the problem as one that is linked to the wider economy and the failure of the state social and economic policies on a macro level. Although the visions lack a political clarity, the situation and the need for alternatives are clearly understood. There is a willingness to press for various changes, oppose government policies and engage in wider political and social debates. Further, the CDECs with some variation, and Resto-Pop have been successful in developing alliances with other local organisations, and those working in similar fields. These have strengthened their ability to protect themselves and push for social change. The structure of the CDECs have imposed a board representing various sectors. In some this has precipitated conflict, while in others the representation has been a source of power, bringing diverse sectors of the community together with a common vision and perspective. The CDECs, in some districts, have become significant economic actors both forcing concessions from investors, and shaping the economic development of the area, thus acting as a vehicle that has provided a voice to the community sector in economic development.

So what does all this mean in social and political terms, what is the importance of community organisations in this period of re-definition of the role of the state in social provision? There is one tendency exemplified by McKnight (1994) that sees the emergence of community responsibility and autonomous services, often based on voluntarism and independent of the state as a positive development. He bases his position on an idealised vision of community, based on reciprocity, and existing as an independent and closed entity. We reject this position and argue, like Friedmann (1992), that the road to a strong community sector is through a political engagement with the state. Despite funding from the state, the community organisations have to be able to develop a constituency that can be mobilised to protect both the autonomy of the organisation and its funding. Social partnerships is another approach that has gained currency in both Europe and North America . The involvement of the representatives of several sectors in a common project, usually at the community level is the model. Again, the state plays a strong role in these processes. Panet-Raymond (1992) warns us through his discussion of partnership versus paternalism of the dangers of this relation. The state is pursuing a joint strategy of disengagement in the sphere of social provision, while substituting a cheaper community alternative to which it has no long-term commitment. The interest of community organisations is shaped by the joint prospects of greater access to resources and recognition. The danger to both sides reside in the conflicting traditions and ideologies. In this period of shifting terrain the community sectors may make some gains, but if it is not politically prepared for the new relationship, it simply may end up as a cheap substitute for diminished state engagement.
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