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1. Rethinking Federalism

Students of both federal-provincial and provincial-local relations have been
discussing the future of the Canadian federal system, with each of the
literatures following its own track. Both literatures suggest that it is time
for re-evaluation. The starting point for both discussions is a growing
but still incomplete understanding that economic and technological
changes of recent decades are producing fundamental changes in gover-
nance. These changes are far-reaching and affect intergovernmental rela-
tions, interactions between the state and both civil society and private
enterprise, and relations among the various departments and agencies of
government.

The technological and economic changes that are said to be driving
this upheaval in governance are variously referred to as globalization, a
borderless world, glocalization, the new economy, the new world order
and the post-industrial economy. The profusion of labels is indicative of
the confusion of much of the thinking in the sometimes grandiloquent
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and vague discussions of these phenomena. It is doubly important, there-
fore, to be clear on just what it is we are talking about. At issue are:

• the worldwide lowering of barriers to trade, allowing goods and ser-
vices to flow more freely; and

• the growing ease and speed, and generally declining cost, of all forms
of communication, removing obstacles to the movement, not only of
goods and services, but also of people and ideas.

As a result, we have corporate mobility beyond anything most of us would
have imagined possible a generation ago, and even greater mobility for
money.

1.1. Hard Realities

These changes bring with them at least three hard political realities. This
is familiar ground but, again, it is important to be clear on what is at
issue, because it is so often discussed in vague terms.

The first new reality is that the power of national governments, while
it remains very real and very important, has declined noticeably, espe-
cially in governments’ ability to regulate market activity and protect social
welfare.1 Budget stringency, free trade agreements and competitive con-
ditions in world markets have convinced governments everywhere, regard-
less of whether they are conservative, liberal or social-democratic, that it
is most expedient for them to lower barriers to trade and cut corporate
and upper-income taxes, social programmes and funds for regional
development.

This brings us to the second hard political reality. In an increasingly
borderless world, local communities everywhere are less protected by
national government from the consequences of international economic
competition and less likely to benefit from senior-government assistance
than was the case in the 1970s and earlier. At the same time, each com-
munity is much more directly in competition with every other commu-
nity than ever before.

In the past, regions that benefited less from market activity looked
to the federal government for job creation and regional development pro-
grammes. Some of these initiatives have been taken out of the hands of
government by the fact that they are deemed to be unfair trade practices
in the North American Free Trade Agreement or by the World Trade Orga-
nization. Others have become victims of government cutbacks.

The third new reality, therefore, is that local communities—meaning
municipalities of all sizes as well as metropolitan areas—have been thrown
more than ever before upon their own resources. It has become the nor-
mal way of doing business for every municipality or metropolitan region
to write its own economic development strategy and create an agency or
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agencies to implement it. Often such strategies take the form of joint
ventures involving all the municipalities in a metropolitan region. Each
municipality and each region has its own particular mix of resources,
locational advantages and disadvantages, human capacities and shortcom-
ings. As global market competition intensifies, it becomes more and more
important for each community to assess its own potential strengths and
design its economic development strategy accordingly.

The implications of these developments are momentous and have
not been given the attention they deserve. There are at least two ways of
interpreting what has happened. One is to take the view that the eco-
nomic, technological, social and political changes constituting globaliza-
tion have had the cumulative effect of de-centring the economy, so that a
national government, which once was able to make economic and social

Abstract. The literatures of both federalism and urban politics conclude that economic, tech-
nological and political changes on a global scale have produced limitations on the capacities of
national governments, while enhancing the economic and political importance of urban-centred
regions. A practical implication is that cities have become central to the study of federalism.
This article attempts a synthesis of what we can learn from the federalism and urban politics
literatures about the governance of cities in the twenty-first century. It considers the argument
in favour of charter cities, as well as the advocacy of a stronger central government to preserve
the social safety net, and concludes that both positions are premised on a traditional, hierarchi-
cal view of intergovernmental relations, a view that is out of keeping with the exigencies of a
borderless world. Instead, it poses the following question: How can we have policies that are
truly national and yet fully take into account the very significant differences among regions
and communities? The article draws on recent research on the impact of federal policies regard-
ing homelessness and immigration in Vancouver, Winnipeg and Saint John, as well as other
research, to consider whether the federal government is doing the best it can to preserve national
standards while respecting community difference. It concludes by defining three policy models
that show varying degrees of promise in achieving that objective.

Résumé. Les recherches courantes sur le fédéralisme et sur la politique urbaine avancent que
les changements économiques, technologiques et politiques qui se produisent à l’échelle mon-
diale affaiblissent les capacités des gouvernements nationaux tout en renforçant l’importance
économique et politique des centres urbains. Il en découle, sur le plan pratique, que les centres
urbains sont devenus un sujet essentiel de l’étude du fédéralisme. Le présent article tente de
faire une synthèse de ce que les recherches sur le fédéralisme et la politique urbaine peuvent
nous enseigner sur la gouvernance des villes au 21e siècle. Après avoir examiné l’argument en
faveur des villes à charte et celui qui préconise un renforcement du gouvernement central pour
préserver le filet de sécurité sociale, l’article conclut que les deux arguments sont fondés sur
une conception traditionnelle et hiérarchique des relations intergouvernementales, et que cette
conception ne répond plus aux exigences d’un monde sans frontières. Puis, il pose la question
suivante : comment peut-on formuler des politiques qui soient véritablement nationales et qui,
en même temps, tiennent compte des différences importantes entre les régions et les commu-
nautés? S’inspirant principalement d’une enquête récente sur le retentissement des politiques
fédérales sur les problèmes des sans-abri et de l’immigration à Vancouver, à Winnipeg et à
Saint-Jean N.-B., l’article examine dans quelle mesure le gouvernement fédéral s’efforce de
sauvegarder des normes nationales tout en respectant les différences régionales. En conclusion,
il propose trois modèles politiques qui seraient susceptibles, à des degrés divers, d’atteindre cet
objectif.
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policy on the premise that it was managing a single national economy,
must now recognize that it is actually managing a series of discrete urban
economies ~Magnusson, 1996; Barnes and Ledebur, 1998; Clarke and
Gaile, 1998!.

An alternative view is that globalization has only made more evi-
dent what has always been the case. As early as 1969, Jacobs was argu-
ing that cities are the real source of economic growth and ultimately of a
society’s wealth. In 1984, she made the case that national accounts are a
misleading guide to economic policy, and have perverse consequences,
because they mask the crucial differences between the economies of dif-
ferent cities, leading to national policies that favour the dominant city
and harm the economies of the rest. Similarly, a colleague and I have
made the case that immigration policies have too often been based on
conditions in such rapidly growing centres as Toronto and Vancouver,
and have thus failed in many other cities ~Leo and Brown, 2000!.

Whether we take the position that globalization has projected us into
a new and different economic and political world, or join Jacobs in argu-
ing that we have long paid a high price for our failure to appreciate the
importance of city economies, the case for social and economic policies
pitched to differences among urban-centred regions is compelling. But
there is a considerable distance between agreeing on that proposition and
knowing what to do about it.

1.2. An Unfettered Community?

In the twenty-first century, then, national governments are becoming less
able to sustain the economies and the social safety nets of local commu-
nities while, at the same time, there are compelling reasons for cities to
evolve economic development strategies and social supports specifically
designed to deal with their own, unique set of problems and possibili-
ties. Even as national governments weaken, the focus of economic devel-
opment shifts ever more obviously from the nation to the urban-centred
region.

Since the relative positions of cities and national governments have
shifted markedly, it follows that it is time to take a fresh look at the role
of each, and the relations between them. Both the urban literature and
the Canadian federalism literature have arrived at approximately this same
point by different routes.2

What are the consequences for governance? One answer comes from
the charter city movement, based in Toronto. Its position is spelled out in
a model framework for a city charter in which the affected city is declared
to be “an autonomous and accountable order of government.” The model
charter binds the province to an agreement to consult the city before tak-
ing actions that affect it, allows the city to negotiate directly with the
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federal government, and sketches out “a dispute resolution process to be
used by City and provincial officials if any future disagreements arise
over the meaning of the Charter” ~Big City Mayors’ Caucus, 2002!. Such
provisions would entail a revocation or a voluntary renunciation of the
constitutional authority of provinces over municipal affairs. Clearly, the
charter city concept is grounded in a demand for radical change in inter-
governmental relations.

If the charter city argument ever approaches the threshold of politi-
cal viability, it will encounter resistance, not only from provincial gov-
ernments unwilling to relinquish a substantial share of power, but also
from many who will question the democratic bona fides or the compe-
tence of municipal councils, and from such commentators as Castells,
who argues that “local0regional autonomy reinforces territorially domi-
nant elites and identities, while depriving those social groups who are
either not represented in these autonomous government institutions or
else are ghettoized and isolated” ~1996!.

More significantly, it will become enmeshed in the ongoing debate
over the race to the bottom. Critics will point out that if autonomous
communities were to be set free to fend for themselves in the wild west
of an unfettered global economy, the casualties might well outnumber
the successful contenders.

In fact, for every commentator making the case for city charters,
there are probably several expressing dismay over the effects of govern-
ment cutbacks and the downloading on low-income communities and on
the integrity of the social safety net, and calling for the federal govern-
ment to become more involved in the setting of standards and the financ-
ing of programmes. Greater centralization of power probably has more
support than city charters would.

2. How Can Governance Take Account of Differences
Between Cities?

So will it be a stronger central government or greater municipal auton-
omy? It is my argument that both sides of this debate are heavily prem-
ised on a traditional, hierarchical view of intergovernmental relations, a
view that is out of keeping with the exigencies of a borderless world. In
place of the either0or question that follows from a hierarchical world-
view, I propose a different question: How can we have policies that are
truly national and yet fully take into account the very significant differ-
ences among regions and communities?

The question is new to urban studies but it has long been a staple of
the literature on Canadian federalism. In fact, it is the warp and woof of
federalism itself. If we pursue the question, we find that students of urban
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politics have much to learn from the federal system, but we also encoun-
ter lessons that students of federalism can learn by paying attention to
urban politics.

2.1. A Federalism Lesson for Students of Local Politics

The federalism lesson comes from Courchene, who rejects the hierarchi-
cal, either0or position, which he calls federalism as structure, and argues
that the alternative to it, federalism as process, is a Canadian tradition.3

In his words, instead of focussing on the distribution of formal powers,
federalism as process “celebrates the creative and flexible manner in which
Canadians historically ... have managed their federal system” ~Courchene,
1995: 3!.

In a wide-ranging and perceptive essay, Courchene comments un-
favourably on the Canadian preoccupation with constitutional change and
with symmetry in the relations between provinces and the federal gov-
ernment that marked the period from the Meech Lake Accord through
the collapse of the Charlottetown Agreement. He argues that Canadians
have long practice in the regulation of the relations between federal and
provincial governments by means that avoid the rigidities of constitu-
tional provisions and circumvent the demands for symmetry that inevi-
tably accompany constitutional discussions.

“Canadians,” he writes, “have displayed a rare genius in accommo-
dating their political structures to emerging internal and external forces....
@T#hese innovations were the result of process, not structure, although in
many cases they were tantamount to a de facto alteration of the division
of powers in the federation” ~1995: 11!.

The suggestion is not that the constitutional division of powers is
being in some way subverted, but that, within the division of powers,
creative avenues of policy making are being found that involve co-
operation between governments and that allow for policies which take
account of the differences between the regions of the country. Cour-
chene underlines the important role that structural arrangements play in
the accommodation of difference by pointing out that asymmetry has
always been a feature of Canadian government in constitutional provi-
sions that vary from province to province. Quebec’s civil code is an
example.

However, a more significant role in the achievement of flexibility
and the accommodation of difference has been played by federal-provincial
administrative arrangements that allow for numerous differences in the
treatment of different provinces, and do it within a nexus of negotiation
and compromise unencumbered by the rigidity of constitutional provi-
sions. Among the examples he cites are medicare, the Canada Assistance
Plan, the decentralization of income and corporate taxation ~with asym-
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metrical provisions for Quebec, Ontario and Alberta!, negotiated and dif-
ferential pension provisions for different provinces, and equalization.

Courchene argues that these federalism-as-process arrangements
have, over time, worked in the direction of growing provincial self-
determination. In many ways, his analysis parallels those of commenta-
tors who advocate a re-evaluation of the place of cities in national politics.
He sees growing provincial self-determination as being related to the
advance of globalization, which he prefers to call the new techno-
economic paradigm ~1995: 12!. He stresses the enhanced importance of
regional economies in a world of global trade and information flows,
though in this part of the discussion, his focus is on world cities, with
other urban-centred regions fading into the background as an ill-defined
hinterland. This is a critically important omission, for reasons that will
become clear when we take a look at what we can learn from the study
of local political economy.

Thus, the study of Canadian federalism—which up to now has been
synonymous with the study of federal-provincial relations—involves, in
part, gaining an understanding of a constitutionally mandated division of
powers. But it also offers an array of examples of voluntary arrange-
ments short of constitutional change that can secure national objectives
while taking account of regional differences.

Since these arrangements are worked out in a political setting through
negotiation and compromise, instead of a constitutional0legal one, they
have the added virtue of being flexible, and readily adaptable to chang-
ing circumstances. They are not a substitute for a constitutional assign-
ment of responsibilities, nor do they relieve us of the need to consider
constitutional changes when circumstances require them, but they offer
a toolbox of flexible approaches to the accommodation of regional dif-
ference within a national framework.

If these tools are usable in a federal-provincial context, can they not
also include cities? The federalism literature shows an awareness of the
need to ask that question, especially in an increasingly borderless world,
but since students of federalism have, in practice, been expert in federal
and provincial, rather than local, governance, they show signs of being
stymied by it. It seems reasonable, therefore, to look for answers in the
literature on urban politics.

2.2. A Local Political Economy Lesson for Students of Federalism

If asymmetry is good governance, regional economies are growing in
importance, and world cities need to be understood and treated differ-
ently from other communities, why should the same not be the case for
all cities in a global economy? If the differences between provinces, sep-
arated, as they often are, by economically irrelevant boundaries, justify
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differential, flexible and asymmetrical arrangements with the federal gov-
ernment, the economically very real differences between cities provide
an even better justification for such arrangements.

Courchene’s treatment of cities is typical of current literature on fed-
eralism and the Canadian state. There is a growing recognition that cities
have become more important to our understanding of the state, but a sense
of puzzlement remains about what to do next, how to bring cities into
the analysis. That puzzlement persists in a more recent article by Courch-
ene ~2005!. Here he revives his earlier suggestion that all we need con-
cern ourselves with are global city-regions, but he appears to redefine
all major metropolitan areas in Canada as global.

However, as he acknowledges, the focus of the article is on Ontario,
and he is explicit in stating that Toronto is the only Ontario city-region
that need concern us. At the same time, he lists Halifax and Winnipeg
among Canadian global city-regions, but does not address the question
of what then becomes of the Ottawa0Gatineau metropolitan region, which
is bigger, and arguably at least as important as either Winnipeg or Hali-
fax ~Courchene, 2005: 3, 4!. By limiting the discussion to global city-
regions, whatever the definition, Courchene barely scratches the surface
of the role of cities and local communities in the twenty-first-century
state. In this section, I offer some evidence and analysis of local gover-
nance and local political economy to flesh out the federalism literature’s
dawning awareness of the economic and political importance of cities. I
begin by updating Courchene’s 1995 analysis of the federal-provincial
nexus.

Courchene’s examples of federalism as process antedate the mid-
1990s, and they are not exhaustive. A more recent example is the Social
Union Framework Agreement ~SUFA!, a shared federal-provincial com-
mitment to improve Canadian social programmes while also supporting
the ability of Canadians to relocate from one part of the country to another
and enhancing the accountability and transparency of social program-
ming ~Federal0Provincial0Territorial Ministerial Council on Social Pol-
icy Renewal, 2003!. SUFA is modelled on the National Child Benefit, a
programme built around the cooperation of the federal government, pro-
vincial and territorial governments, and First Nations, and which tries to
ensure that parents on welfare will not suffer a financial penalty if they
find employment ~Federal0Provincial0Territorial Ministerial Council on
Social Policy Renewal, 2003!.

Another example of federalism as process is a series of federal-
provincial and federal-territorial agreements whereby federal employ-
ment insurance funds are made available to support unemployed people
taking advantage of provincially or territorially generated programmes
designed to prepare them for employment ~Lazar, 2002!. These federal-
provincial-territorial accords do much to address the differences between
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provinces within a flexible framework, but none of them offer any assur-
ance that the differences between cities will be recognized in the imple-
mentation of federal government policies.

In a federal-provincial agreement, it remains in the purview of the
provincial government to decide whether federal money will be used to
address such problems as Winnipeg’s decaying inner-city housing stock
and deteriorating infrastructure, or whether to focus on the opportunities
for employment and community development that can be gained from
programmes to deal with these problems. On the face of it, it would appear
that if we consider the differences among urban communities to be as
important as those among provinces, federalism as process has failed
Canada’s cities.

A closer examination, however, shows that this is not the case and
that, in fact, federalism as process for cities has been with us at least
since the late 1970s. But we will not find it by confining our analysis to
global city-regions. An early example of what I will call deep federalism-
as-process was the Neighbourhood Improvement Programme ~NIP!, a fed-
eral government scheme aimed at the renovation of public facilities in
declining neighbourhoods. The NIP became a community development
tool through the simple expedient of a requirement that a plan for neigh-
bourhood renewal be preceded by and based upon a public participation
process in each targeted neighbourhood ~Lyon and Newman, 1986; Jamie-
son and Smith, 1979!. The NIP, therefore, was structured to try to ensure
that it would be implemented in such a way as to respect the differences
both between cities and between individual neighbourhoods.

A second example, unique to Winnipeg, was the Core Area Initia-
tive ~CAI!, an 11-year, tri-level arrangement for the social, economic and
physical renewal of Winnipeg’s inner city, which was administered by a
secretariat located in Winnipeg and responsible to all three levels of gov-
ernment. Such tri-level agreements have been all but institutionalized in
Winnipeg, as the CAI was followed, respectively, by the Winnipeg Devel-
opment Agreement ~WDA! and the recently concluded Winnipeg Part-
nership Agreement ~WPA! ~Winnipeg Core Area Initiative, 1992; Canada,
Manitoba, Winnipeg, 1998; Manitoba Intergovernmental Affairs and Trade,
2004!.

The approach they represent has also migrated west, in the form of
the Vancouver Agreement, a wide-ranging accord that drew in a large
number of partners from all three levels of government, with efforts
focussed on economic development, the health of residents and public
safety in Vancouver’s Downtown Eastside ~Bradford, 2005; Bakvis and
Juillet, 2004; Macleod Institute, 2004!.

Another example of deep federalism as process was the urban devel-
opment corporation, a recurring theme in federal-provincial-local rela-
tions in Canadian cities over the past quarter-century. Examples are
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Harbourfront in Toronto, Canada Harbour Place in Vancouver, Le vieux
port de Montréal and de Québec and the Forks and North Portage corpo-
rations in Winnipeg. All of these projects were pitched to the specific
circumstances of each city.

To be sure, the degree of genuine local involvement in decision mak-
ing may have varied from case to case, since some were federal Crown
corporations, but an indisputable case of deep federalism is that of the
Winnipeg corporations, now merged into a single entity, the Forks0North
Portage Partnership. The Forks and North Portage corporations, as well
as their successor organization, were and are governed by boards, with
equal representation from the three levels of government ~Leo and Fen-
ton, 1990: 185–206; Leo, 1995!.

A student of traditional intergovernmental relations—in practice,
federal-provincial relations—would not likely have known much about
the NIP, the CAI and urban development corporations, because such mat-
ters were consigned to the sub-field known to the Canadian Political Sci-
ence Association as “local-urban politics.” However, in a borderless world,
as I have argued, it becomes increasingly evident that cities are the main
economic engines and that each of them requires a different set of gov-
ernance arrangements, one suited to a city’s particular mix of economic,
social and political circumstances ~see section 1.1!. Respecting local dif-
ference becomes a matter of national importance and perforce the study
of the governance of cities becomes part of the study of federalism.

By exploring some of the mysteries of local-urban politics, we have
learned that deep federalism as process has been with us for some time.
It has not been as widely practiced as conventional ~federal-provincial!
federalism as process, and we do not have as many models to build upon,
but we have enough to suggest that it is possible to pursue policies that
are truly national and yet fully take into account the very significant dif-
ferences between regions and communities.

But the literature on urban political economy has more to offer than
just a few Canadian examples of deep federalism-as-process. It is global
in scope and has gone some distance toward building an understanding
of how the governance of local communities fits into the bigger picture
of intergovernmental relations, and politics generally. Interestingly, two
Canadian scholars—one of whom has not been associated with Cana-
dian local-urban politics—have been in the forefront of this literature.

2.3. Unbundling Sovereignty

The NIP, the CAI and urban development corporations are individual
instances of a larger phenomenon that David Elkins evocatively calls
unbundling sovereignty. In his book, he challenges his readers to imag-
ine a world beyond sovereignty, one of “non-territorial federalism.” In
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this scenario, governments are not pyramided in a neat hierarchy and
spheres of jurisdiction are not exclusive. Governmental organizations,
some with a territorial base and others without one, co-operate in carry-
ing out some activities and go about others separately, as dictated by indi-
vidual or mutual interest ~Elkins, 1995!.

Once we pursue this line of thought, and consider such examples as
the NIP, the CAI and medicare, it becomes obvious that hierarchies of
sovereignty never were as tidy, or jurisdictions as airtight, as many imag-
ined them to be. The picture that emerges is a complex, multi-faceted
one that even the most astute observers are still struggling to understand.

European commentators identify a number of concrete political and
administrative changes that comprise the shift from what has tradition-
ally been called intergovernmental relations in Canada, to what is now
generally referred to as multi-level governance, or re-scaling.4 The most
obvious is the decentralization and regionalization of governance, as it
becomes evident that an increasingly borderless world economy demands
different adaptations for different regions.

A second change is functional specialization, as special-purpose
authorities, public-private partnerships or various other flexible arrange-
ments involving public, private and third-sector bodies take over some of
the functions that, in the past, might have been performed by relatively
monolithic general-purpose governments.

A third change, implicit in the first two, is a shift from government
to governance, following from a recognition that any given public good
may be supplied, or any publicly necessary function performed, in a vari-
ety of ways—that it need not necessarily be added to the portfolio of a
government department. In addition, the idea of governance embodies
the belief that government departments have to learn to function in more
collaborative and flexible ways in their dealings with superiors and sub-
ordinates ~vertical administration!, in co-ordination of their activities with
those of other departments ~horizontal administration!, and in the devel-
opment of joint administrative initiatives with other levels of government.

Finally, a change that is implicit in the idea of unbundled sover-
eignty, as well as deep federalism, is the notion that if we are to rethink
sovereignty with any degree of seriousness, we need to do more than just
rethink governance at global, national and regional scales. We must go a
step further, and also look at local communities, as the NIP’s creators
did, right down to the neighbourhood level, and view them as potential
participants in multi-level governance and in the mosaic of asymmetrical
governance. Warren Magnusson ~1996! has been particularly insightful
in exploring this dimension of politics.

With the exception of the last one, these changes have been given a
good deal of attention in a variety of literatures. Separate studies have
been undertaken on governance versus government ~reinventing govern-
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ment!, horizontal and vertical administration, public-private partner-
ships, and so forth. There is also extensive, grand literature on
globalization, global cities and regulation theory. But the attempt to draw
them together, treat them each as parts of a larger whole, and try to
develop an encompassing profile of twenty-first-century governance, is
a recent phenomenon.

Two of the pioneers of this research, Warren Magnusson ~1996! and
Elkins ~1995!, are Canadian. It has become a cliché to call Canada the
first post-modern state. ~A Google search on July 5, 2005, using the terms
“Canada” and “first post-modern,” produced 625 hits.! The seminal work
of Magnusson and Elkins provides some support for the cliché. But it is
easier to propose theories about unbundled sovereignty than it is to make
a concrete reality of it. The real test of Canada is less in what its scholars
say, than in what its decision makers and citizens do.

Political leaders and administrators must master the devil that noto-
riously lurks in the detail. How can any given programme be made respon-
sive to both national priorities and local difference? What is the role of
each level of government? How will an appropriate level of public involve-
ment be secured, how will disputes be settled and tensions managed?
Deep federalism, if it is to be accomplished, will reside not in theory,
but in policy and implementation. In the final section of this paper, we
undertake an overview of some of the findings of a series of studies of
the political and administrative realities of deep federalism.

As we venture into the practicalities of multi-level governance in a
borderless world, a definitional shift is in order. So far in this discus-
sion, I have been using the word “community” to refer to municipalities
and metropolitan areas, but Elkins’s concept of unbundled sovereignty,
as well as Magnusson’s de-centring of the state, calls our attention to the
fact that, just as there is a demonstrable need for differential governance
in different cities, there are good reasons why neighbourhoods, or com-
munities defined in other than spatial terms, need to be governed in dis-
tinct ways.

The need for differential governance of different neighbourhoods is
easy to understand. The unique character of particular neighbourhoods,
such as the Old South End in Halifax, Montreal’s Milton-Parc neighbour-
hood, Toronto’s Rosedale, Winnipeg’s West Broadway neighbourhood and
Vancouver’s Downtown Eastside is obvious to anyone who has even a
passing acquaintance with them. Each of these neighbourhoods has
distinct characteristics that call for distinct governance arrangements.
Everyone familiar with Toronto and Vancouver knows—indeed, takes for
granted—that Rosedale and the Downtown Eastside are not governed in
the same way.

But differential governance for different communities is not neces-
sarily defined in spatial terms. One of the most successful ventures in
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deep federalism in a series of case studies I have conducted is Manitoba’s
provincial nominee programme for immigrants. A colleague and I con-
cluded that the main key to its success was the provincial government’s
decision to devolve much of the responsibility for the programme’s admin-
istration to non-governmental organizations representing such groups as
Winnipeg’s Jewish community, which sought to rescue Jewish people from
Argentina’s economic collapse, and the Mennonite communities of Wink-
ler and Steinbach, where German-speaking immigrants were in demand
~August and Leo, 2006!. In those cases, the relevant communities were
ethnic and religious, not spatial.

If we challenge ourselves to think in terms of unbundled sover-
eignty, and to emphasize process over hierarchy in our understanding of
governance, our concept of community must extend beyond metropoli-
tan areas and cities to neighbourhoods and other communities, defined
according to the boundaries these communities implicitly draw by the
way they understand themselves, not according to anybody’s precon-
ceived notion of how governance ought to look.

3. Deep Federalism: Respecting Community Difference?

Before turning to an overview of some of the practicalities of deep feder-
alism, it makes sense to review the main points of the argument so far. My
case is that there is a probably inexorable trend toward the decentraliza-
tion of much economic and social policy making, and that this mandates
an expansion of our conception of the federal system to include local com-
munities in the broadest sense of that term. This trend is a result of changes
in the global economy and technological changes. It is inherently neither
progressive nor regressive by anyone’s definition of those terms, and it is
capable of producing a wide range of possible policy outcomes.

Value judgements enter the picture when we consider the role of the
federal government. For those who believe that national policy objec-
tives and national standards have an important role to play in shaping
community life, it becomes critical that the national government learn to
negotiate the terrain of unbundled sovereignty. Is it doing so? On paper,
and also on the ground, there is some evidence that the answer is yes.
We have looked at such programmes as medicare, the Social Union Frame-
work Agreement and pension plans as examples of re-scaling and multi-
level governance, and at the NIP as an early example of deep federalism
that not only took account of the differences between cities, but also
respected the distinctiveness of particular neighbourhoods. We noted sim-
ilar characteristics in Winnipeg’s Core Area Initiative and in urban devel-
opment corporations.

Are these initiatives quaint relics of social engineering from the 1970s
and early 1980s, never to be repeated? Federal government pronounce-
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ments and actions suggest otherwise. The Winnipeg Partnership Agree-
ment ~WPA!, Winnipeg’s Forks0North Partnership and the Vancouver
Agreement, referred to above, continue to be active and, despite blem-
ishes, have proven their worth. But there is more, and in this section I
summarize some of the results of seven case studies I have conducted.
These studies, taken together, present a mixed picture of the kind we
usually find when we evaluate government policy: some apparent suc-
cess, some conspicuous failings, and much in-between those extremes.
But they also suggest an ongoing federal government commitment to try-
ing to make deep federalism work.

Six of my seven case studies dealt with two policy areas—homeless-
ness and immigration—and compared the implementation of those poli-
cies in three different communities. What these programmes had in
common, and what qualified them as objects of a study to test deep fed-
eralism, was that, instead of proclaiming national policies and then try-
ing to implement them in an undifferentiated way in communities across
the country, they contained provisions apparently designed to draw on
community knowledge in determining what the particular conditions in
each community were and how best to respond to them. In other words,
they were asymmetrical and claimed to be responsive to community dif-
ference. A seventh study, the result of a separate research project, reports
on a unique, municipally initiated tri-level welfare-to-work programme,
an abandoned and forgotten success in deep federalism.

The first six studies included two programmes. The first of these
was the National Homelessness Initiative ~NHI!, and specifically one com-
ponent of that initiative, the Supporting Communities Partnership Initia-
tive ~SCPI!. The key provision of that initiative was a requirement that
the implementation of the SCPI had to be preceded by the formulation
of a community plan, and that the terms of the programme in each com-
munity had to be responsive to the priorities in that plan. This provision
was reminiscent of the terms and conditions of the NIP. Our study cov-
ered phase one of the SCPI, which ended in 2002.

The second programme established federal-provincial agreements on
immigration and settlement. These agreements allow each province to
negotiate its own immigration and settlement policy with the federal gov-
ernment. The agreements may contain a provincial nominee programme,
whereby the province can nominate its own immigrants. The agreements
may also provide for the establishment of local variations in settlement
policy. It remains up to the province to ensure that the programme is
responsive to community conditions and needs, but the opportunity is
there.

The purpose of my homelessness and immigration research was to
evaluate how well these programmes lived up to their aspirations of respect
for community difference in three communities manifestly very different
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from each other—Vancouver, Winnipeg and Saint John. It includes six
case studies, a study of homelessness and housing, and one of immigra-
tion and settlement in each of the three cities.

The seventh study deals with the Winnipeg Infrastructure Renewal
Demonstration Project, a possibly unprecedented case of a tri-level pro-
gramme that was initiated by a municipal government. It dates to the
mid-1990s, when Winnipeg was responsible for short-term social assis-
tance, and was simultaneously burdened by a sharp increase in the wel-
fare rolls and a substantial infrastructure deficit.

Necessity was the mother of invention as the municipal government
took the initiative in the creation of a tri-level programme of infrastruc-
ture renewal that doubled as job creation and training for people on wel-
fare and was subsidized out of the money saved on welfare payments.
After achieving an impressive record of success in its first year, the pro-
gramme was cancelled by federal government cutbacks despite the fact
that it had actually saved money for the federal government ~Leo and
Andres, 2006!.

Each of these seven cases is extensively documented and all of them
are being or will be separately published. Space considerations preclude
full documentation in these pages. Instead, we will review some of the
most important findings and some supporting detail.

3.1. Local Capacity

In all seven communities, local service providers and other stakeholders
were involved in the programmes under study. The researchers for this
study, therefore, were well placed to gather information about the stake-
holders and evaluate their abilities. In all but one of the seven communi-
ties, we found stakeholders who not only had the expected intimate
understanding of the situation in their community, but were also well
versed in the literature, knowledgeable regarding experiences in other com-
munities relevant to their area of interest, and entirely capable of orga-
nizing themselves to study options, formulate priorities and implement
them.

This was particularly conspicuous in the Winnipeg Infrastructure
Renewal Demonstration Project, where local participants gave every indi-
cation of having a keener eye for policy problems and opportunities than
policy makers in either of the senior governments. Welfare-to-work, or
workfare, which, since the 1990s, has appeared in various North Ameri-
can jurisdictions in different forms, has been widely criticized as forcing
welfare recipients to accept low-paid, possibly make-work jobs that do
not offer useful job training or prospects for the future.

Before the issue had even appeared on the national agenda, in the
last half of the 1980s, Winnipeg welfare officials were experimenting
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with welfare-to-work schemes that tried to improve on conventional work-
fare by operating on incentive rather than compulsion, by securing the
completion of needed work ~projects the City of Winnipeg could not afford
to undertake!, and offering reasonably well-paid jobs that provided use-
ful job experience. A Dutch elm disease control programme that pro-
vided experience relevant to work in forest management, launched in 1986
with provincial and municipal funding, was sufficiently successful to
encourage Winnipeg officials to lobby for tri-level funding for a pro-
gramme in which welfare recipients were selected for jobs repairing roads,
back lanes and sidewalks. Federal and provincial governments were asked
to contribute the money they saved on welfare payments.

Winnipeg secured a two-year commitment for 1994–96 from the other
two levels of government and, as a colleague and I show ~Leo and Andres,
2006!, the project achieved impressive success in its first year of opera-
tion before being cancelled by cutbacks. The federal government was
responsible for the cancellation, despite the fact that it had actually spent
a little less on the programme than it would have paid out in social assis-
tance contributions. In other words, though the programme had saved
the federal government money, it was cut back in an effort to save money.

Subsequently, the provincial government took over the welfare func-
tion and, as Andres and I show ~2006!, allowed the city’s programme to
expire while substituting precisely the kind of compulsory programme,
offering low-paid, dead-end jobs, that has exposed workfare to wide-
spread criticism. In this instance, therefore, Winnipeg policy makers gave
every indication of being considerably more perspicacious than their pro-
vincial and federal counterparts.

It is not my argument, however, that local stakeholders and officials
are more astute than their federal and provincial counterparts, only that
they are perfectly capable of thinking for themselves, have access to much
the same body of information and analysis and, in addition, have the
advantage of being intimately familiar with the situation in their locality.
Our studies showed that federal and provincial politicians and officials
did not always perform well, nor did they always perform badly. The same
was true of local politicians, officials and stakeholders.

In the first three-year term of the National Homelessness Initiative,
all parties were handicapped by the fact that, though the problem to be
addressed was homelessness, the creation of housing was not one of the
items the federal government was prepared to fund. For reasons that I
will consider in section 3.2, the federal government was prepared to fund
emergency shelters and services to street people, but not housing reno-
vation or construction ~Leo and August, 2005; August and Leo, 2006;
Leo and Friesen, 2006!. As a result, the programme was doomed to be
less than satisfactory in all three cities, despite a community planning
process that was supposed to ensure that the programme ~or at least its
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SCPI component! would be responsive to the particularities of each
locality.

In Winnipeg, this fundamental f law was exacerbated by the fact
that federal officials handled the community planning process badly. In
response, local stakeholders organized themselves and produced a much
more intelligently conceived community plan—though one that was less
clearly explained than it might have been. ~In our study, we suggested
that a fraction of the resources devoted to the federal government’s bun-
gled community planning exercise could have paid for editorial help to
enable the stakeholders to produce a better-written account of their pri-
orities.! In any case, in the first three years of Winnipeg’s SCPI pro-
gramme, the implementation process was rife with friction, but apparently
not because of any significant lack of community capacity ~Leo and
August, 2005!.

A more co-operative spirit prevailed in both Vancouver and Saint
John and in both cities, as in Winnipeg, local stakeholders were able to
produce and implement workable community plans. However, in Vancou-
ver, as in Winnipeg, a significant number of stakeholders questioned the
value of the planning process on the grounds that they already knew what
was needed and were organized to provide it ~Leo and Friesen, 2006;
Leo and August, 2006!. In all three cities the evidence left no question
that local stakeholders understood both the local and national policy con-
texts and were perfectly capable of setting priorities and providing pro-
gramming responsive to them.

The immigration and settlement case studies presented a somewhat
different picture, because those programmes were a product of conven-
tional federalism-as-process federal-provincial agreements, rather than
direct interaction of the federal government with local communities. They
did, however, represent an attempt at deep federalism, in the sense
that the clear intention of the agreements was that immigration and set-
tlement policy be tailored to the specific circumstances of different
communities.

However, since the agreements were between federal and provincial
governments, the question of whether that intention was translated into
action rested very much upon the policies of provincial governments. The
situation looked very different in each of the three cities covered in my
study. In Manitoba, the primary objective of the agreement was to pro-
vide for an increase in the number of immigrants, both to address a num-
ber of critical labour shortages and to support population growth. To that
end, the agreement allows Manitoba to nominate a specified number of
immigrants each year for immigration to and settlement in the province.

Making the programme work was a learning process, especially since
Manitoba is the provincial nominee pioneer, but a colleague and I con-
cluded that the programme has proven impressively successful and that
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the main reason for its success is the provincial government’s decision to
work closely with community groups that had an interest in bringing in
immigrants and to delegate a substantial share of the responsibility for
administering the programme to them. In this case, the competence of
local stakeholders is clearly in evidence ~Leo and August, 2006!.

In Vancouver, where there is no inclination to increase the already
large number of immigrants, the focus of the federal-provincial agree-
ment was on managing the settlement of those immigrants in a manner
appropriate to local circumstances. However, unlike the situation in Win-
nipeg, the implementation of the agreement was fraught with conflict.
Local service providers argued that the provincial government was divert-
ing funds intended for settlement away from those areas where it was
most needed. It was also alleged that the government was unreceptive to
community participation in policy making and implementation, indeed,
was ideologically averse to it. However, a colleague and I concluded that
none of this reflected adversely on community service providers. On the
contrary, we found evidence of a high degree of professionalism and a
well-developed capacity to innovate as they carried on under often diffi-
cult circumstances ~Leo and Enns, 2006!.

In only one of our cases does the evidence suggest any lack of com-
petence on the part of local service providers, for an interesting reason.
In Saint John, as in Winnipeg, the primary objective was to bring in immi-
grants, but Saint John did not enjoy Winnipeg’s success. A major reason—
and one that could not be put down to lack of competence in the
stakeholder community—was the predominance of people of European
ancestry in the population. The relatively few immigrants who came found
it difficult to fit in, and were often disinclined to stay.

But there was also a shortcoming in the local capacity in Saint John.
Members of the stakeholder community proved unable to shake them-
selves free from a long-standing split within the community that ren-
dered it incapable of pulling together a set of agreed-upon policy options
and priorities. In that case, even with the best will in the world, it would
have been difficult to find a way to ensure that federal government pro-
gramming would benefit from community input, and ultimately to ensure
the success of a programme premised on deep federalism.

Our findings suggest, however, that such cases are out of the ordi-
nary. In six of the seven case studies, insofar as the federal government
fell short in drawing on local wisdom to tailor priorities to local circum-
stances, it was not for want of appropriate local resources. In all those
cases, local officials and community stakeholders came equipped with
policy expertise, capable of providing usable policy advice to the federal
government regarding options and priorities. Their input was likely to be
as sophisticated as any available in Ottawa, and better informed regard-
ing local circumstances.
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3.2. Sources of Community Difference

There is no easy way to understand community difference, no simple set
of generalizations that will allow us to say that a community of type A
has characteristics B, C and D, while a community of type E has another
set of readily definable characteristics. If there were, there would be no
need for deep federalism. The federal government could develop a dif-
ferent policy model for each of a finite number of well-defined commu-
nity types and administer everything from the centre. But there is nothing
finite about community difference.

Despite that, our research has uncovered one variable that seems par-
ticularly robust, and our findings regarding this source of community
difference confirm the results of earlier research ~Leo, 1994; Leo and
Brown, 2000; Leo and Anderson, 2005!. A very basic reason why differ-
ent cities need different policies is population growth rate. Cities with
rapid population growth face a very different set of problems than cities
that are growing slowly. This is obvious in both of the policy areas our
research touched upon. An exploration of the importance of this source
of difference in both policy areas helps us to better understand the need
for deep federalism while providing insight into some of the problems
posed by differences in growth rate.

Immigration is always a sensitive political issue in Canada, and it
has been especially so in recent years, as immigration legislation has
undergone a series of hotly contested revisions. Throughout these changes,
the government has been under pressure to limit immigration, on the basis
of fears that immigrants will place undue burdens on the social safety
net and that they will take jobs from Canadians.

Whatever the merits of those arguments—the case against immigra-
tion is less than compelling—a point that has been frequently over-
looked is that immigration has very different impacts on different
communities. Much of the controversy surrounding immigration is cen-
tred in major metropolitan areas, especially such growth magnets as
Toronto and Vancouver. In Toronto, much is made of fears that the city
will attract large numbers of immigrants with limited skills, many of
whom, it is feared, will end up a burden on the state, and perhaps become
involved in criminal activity. In Vancouver, there has long been contro-
versy over allegations that Asian immigrants are driving up the cost of
housing.

If such arguments have any substance at all, they are relevant mainly
for the few metropolitan areas in the country with booming economies
and high housing costs. In our research, the clearest contrast with Van-
couver and Toronto is Winnipeg, a slow-growth centre that is not even
remotely in danger of becoming inundated by large numbers of any
population. By the same token, the city is an ideal location for people,
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especially those with limited resources, who are looking for a stable com-
munity and a chance to make a future for themselves and their families:
a large stock of affordable housing; some decent schooling at all levels,
even in poorer neighbourhoods; and, for people from dozens of different
countries in Latin America, the Caribbean, Africa, Southern and Eastern
Europe and Asia, a supportive community environment.

The benefits Winnipeg offers immigrants are matched by the advan-
tages their influx holds for a city suffering from labour shortages and
badly in need of more residents in declining older neighbourhoods. The
Manitoba government has been aware of the potential benefits of immi-
gration in a slow-growth jurisdiction since at least the late 1970s ~Leo
and August, 2006!, but a federal government response was slow in com-
ing. Thus, until the late 1990s, Winnipeggers were treated to the specta-
cle of Torontonians bitterly complaining about immigrants while national
policies denied Winnipeg the immigrants it needed. Immigration policy,
therefore, provides an excellent example of the importance of deep
federalism. A uniform national immigration policy is simply counter-
productive, for reasons that may be intimately connected with urban
growth rate. A slow-growth city like Winnipeg may be looking for more
immigrants, even while rapidly growing cities are struggling to cope with
the influx they already have.

Housing and homelessness. Similar observations can be made about
growth and housing. Rapidly growing Vancouver, typical of cities in sim-
ilar circumstances, suffers from runaway housing prices, prices high
enough to pose serious problems for the middle class and to drive some
poor people into the streets. Winnipeg and Saint John, meanwhile, have
much more affordable housing. A Statistics Canada comparison of sala-
ries and housing costs for Vancouver and Winnipeg gives some sense of
the scale of that contrast.

With housing cost differentials that dwarf differences in income, it
is small wonder that Winnipeg has less absolute homelessness—the social
service term for life in the streets, under bridges, in parks or in shelters—

TABLE 1
Cost of Living and Housing: Comparison, 2001

VANCOUVER CMA
~2001!

WINNIPEG CMA
~2001!

VAN. . WPG.
BY:

Median household income $49,940 $44,562 12%
Average home value $294,847 $104,331 183%
Rent $0month $814 ~20% of income! $540 ~14.5% of income! 51%
Mortgage $0month $1,057 ~25% of income! $755 ~20% of income! 40%

Source: Calculated from Statistics Canada, 2001.
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than Vancouver and Toronto. In Vancouver, homeless censuses pro-
duced a total of 1049 in 2002 to 2112 in 2005. In Toronto, according
to Hulchanski ~2000!, the average number of people using emergency
shelters on any given night was 4900 in 2000, 4600 in 1999 and 2400
in 1992.

Meanwhile, a report titled “A community plan on homelessness and
housing in Winnipeg” ~2001!, prepared by the Social Planning Council
of Winnipeg and representing the views of 36 community groups involved
in service delivery to homeless people, did not attempt a count of the
absolutely homeless. Rather, in a carefully thought-out strategy for deal-
ing with homelessness, the focus was not on street people but on what
service providers call the relatively homeless: people who are paying far
more than they can afford for housing, or are living in seriously inade-
quate shelter ~Leo and August, 2005!.

Why? In Winnipeg, as in other slow-growth centres, while the num-
bers of street people are not as overwhelming as those in Toronto and
Vancouver, the numbers of people in desperate need of housing that is
both affordable and conducive to stable family life is nevertheless very
substantial, because low housing costs undermine the incentive for home
maintenance. The result is relatively ready availability of a great deal of
ramshackle housing, and a stakeholder consensus that the priority must
be affordable housing.

The need for deep federalism here is at least as obvious as it is in
the case of immigration, but in the National Homelessness Initiative, well-
intentioned attempts to accommodate community difference went awry.
A public outcry, which led to the formation of the NHI, originated pri-
marily in Toronto and reached a fever peak in 1998. In the winter of
1995–96, three homeless men froze to death on Toronto’s streets. Those
tragedies, together with the highly visible suffering of large numbers of
others, led to a demand for action by the Toronto Disaster Relief Com-
mittee, the Toronto Star, Mayor Mel Lastman, and others.

By 1998, there was widespread agreement that homelessness had
reached intolerable proportions, especially in Canada’s major cities. There-
fore, by the time the federal government took official note of the prob-
lem, it was defined, in the public mind, as well as in the minds of
government officials, as an urban crisis requiring an emergency response.
Any notion of a flexible response to a variable problem was lost in the
atmosphere of crisis.

As a result, NHI terms and conditions permitted the spending of
federal funds on shelters, transitional housing, services to homeless peo-
ple and even research, but did not allow the money to be spent on hous-
ing. The upshot was that despite $7.3 million being spent on affordable
housing in Winnipeg from 2000 to 2003, all of it came from provincial
and municipal sources, while by far the largest amount of money avail-
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able, $23.5 million in federal funds, was excluded from use for the com-
munity’s top priority ~Leo and August, 2005!. In this case, although the
federal government took a stab at deep federalism by requiring a com-
munity planning process, it did not follow through with the necessary
degree of flexibility in funding conditions.

4. Policy Models for a De-Centred State

Economic and technological developments, together with the political
responses to those developments, are de-centring the state ~Magnusson
and Walker, 1988!. This process will continue whether we like it or not,
but we are far from having worked out just what de-centring means for
governance. If we accept the argument that deep federalism must be part
of the response, we are still left with various options.

One possible model is the Neighbourhood Improvement Programme
~NIP!, in which the allocation of federal funds was made conditional upon
the completion of a public participation programme in any affected neigh-
bourhood. A similar device is the community planning process, which
was a condition of the SCPI sub-programme of the National Homeless-
ness Initiative.

The community plans might have been as workable as the NIP’s
public participation programme proved to be, had it not been for the
fact that housing development was excluded from funding under the
SCPI. The lesson to be learned here is straightforward: there is no point
consulting the community if programme conditions preclude a construc-
tive response to the consultation. More thought must be given to the
question of how to construct a set of federal government conditions that
secure appropriate degrees of both federal oversight and community
input.5

The policy model for multi-level governance with the longest
history in Canada is the one Courchene celebrated as creative and
flexible: a federal-provincial agreement that is responsive to the differ-
ing conditions in different provinces. That model becomes deep feder-
alism only if the provincial government takes responsibility for securing
participation in policy making and implementation by municipal gov-
ernments, community stakeholders or both, as Manitoba did in imple-
menting the federal-provincial accord on immigration and settlement.
In British Columbia, responsiveness to the community regarding settle-
ment issues did not materialize because the provincial government had
other plans.

A third policy model is a federal-provincial agreement with one or
more municipal governments at the table and actively involved in shap-

502 CHRISTOPHER LEO

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423906060240 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423906060240


ing the agreement and in its implementation. This has a longer history
than most people realize. Winnipeg’s former mayor Bill Norrie was
involved in securing federal and provincial funding for the Core Area
Initiative and the programme was implemented by a tri-level agency. A
tri-level agency has also been a feature of at least one of the urban devel-
opment corporations of the 1980s. Winnipeg’s Forks Corporation, and its
successor, the Forks-North Portage Corporation, have been governed
by a board with equal representation from each of the three levels of
government.

Apparently, these precedents have not been forgotten. Recently, when
the federal and Ontario governments sealed the “new deal for cities”—
whereby gasoline tax revenues are distributed to municipalities—the sig-
natories to the agreement specifying what funds would be made available
and how they were to be spent included not only the prime minister and
the premier of Ontario, but also the mayor of Toronto and the president
of the Association of Municipalities of Ontario. In his remarks at the
signing ceremony in Richmond Hill, Prime Minister Paul Martin made it
clear that he intended the event, and specifically the participation of
municipal representatives, as a precedent for future federal-provincial-
municipal dealings ~James, 2005!.

In short, Courchene’s remark about the creativeness and flexibility
of federal-provincial agreements has also been sporadically applicable to
federal-provincial-municipal dealings. A challenge for the twenty-first cen-
tury is to build on that legacy, in order to bring communities and civil soci-
ety more effectively and more completely into the process of multi-level
governance, and thereby to make it possible for national programmes to
be genuinely responsive to community difference, while allowing federal
government policy makers to benefit from community perspectives and
knowledge.

None of the policy models I am suggesting are easily realized, but
we are not embarked on a walk in the park. The context for deep feder-
alism is far-reaching global economic and technological change. Such
fundamental changes have always entailed difficult reorientations in the
ways that we organize ourselves.

Nostrums will not serve the purpose. The call for a stronger central
government and symmetrical constitutional provisions is tantamount to
denying many communities the opportunity severally and individually to
shape the particular combination of social provisions and economic mea-
sures each will require to secure its survival, prosperity and civility in
the future. By the same token, the call for greater local autonomy, if
it denies communities the opportunity to draw on national resources,
will secure the future only for those already best equipped to survive,
while causing the abandonment of the rest. National policy that respects
community difference, in some form, is the only way forward.
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Notes

1 This formulation occupies a middle ground between such accounts as Strange’s ~1996!
“retreat of the state” or Hardt and Negri’s ~2000! “empire,” and others, for example
Doremus et al. ~1999!, that emphasize the continuing importance of the state and
political culture. However no one today seriously argues that the national state has
become irrelevant, or denies that it has lost some leverage.

2 Magnusson, 1996; Andrew, 1995; Simeon and Willis, 1997; Courchene, 1994; Courch-
ene, 1995: 14–32; Banting, Brown and Courchene, 1994; Barnes and Ledebur, 1998;
Clarke and Gaile, 1998; Lipietz, 1992; Marcuse and van Kempen, 2000; Sassen, 1991;
Sernau, 2000; Castells, 1996.

3 Courchene ~1995: 3!. Courchene’s observations are not news to students of Canadian
federalism, but he offers a particularly helpful formulation. A useful summary of the
relevant federalism literature is in Cameron and Simeon ~2002!.

4 Aalberts, 2004; Blatter, 2004; Brenner, 2004: Castells, 1996; Healey, 2004; Hooghe
and Marks, 1996, 2002; Jeffery, 2000; Jessop, 1990, 1993; Keating, 2003; Mahon,
2003.

5 See Leo and August ~2005! for a more detailed discussion of the policy lessons to be
learned from the SCPI.
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