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Preface 

Despite the addition of new social goals in recent years, the main purpose of the 
Employment Insurance (EI) program in Canada remains the provision of a temporary 
earnings replacement for unemployed workers while they are searching for another job. The 
system works well in areas of the country where new job openings occur on a regular basis or 
where economic slowdowns last only for short periods of time. However, there are regions in 
Canada that have seen their economic base weakened considerably as the primary local 
industry, most often resources-based, could not resist international competition, changes in 
consumer preferences, or any other type of shock affecting its profitability. In these areas, 
chronic unemployment sets in rapidly and the EI system is at best a partial solution to the 
problem.  

Industrial Cape Breton is one such example. Once a thriving industrial area based on coal 
mining and steel making, over the last half century the region has been in decline. Despite 
government interventions, few new opportunities have materialized to replace the still-
eroding core of the Cape Breton economy. The result has been chronic high unemployment 
and significant out-migration, particularly among youth. 

Innovative responses are needed. In that spirit, Human Resources and Social 
Development Canada (HRSDC) conceived the Community Employment Innovation Project 
(CEIP) — a long term research and demonstration project that is testing an alternative form 
of income transfer payment for the unemployed in areas of chronic high unemployment. It is 
an active re-employment strategy, which takes the form of a “community wage” paid to 
unemployed individuals who volunteer to work on locally developed community-based 
projects. Beyond the need for immediate employment, CEIP hopes to influence participants’ 
longer-term employability by helping preserve and possibly improve both their human and 
social capital. 

Although CEIP’s designers saw community-based employment as a promising approach, 
there was considerable uncertainty about how it would actually work. Its effectiveness was 
unproven, as various forms of job-creation programming had been tried, but few had been 
carefully evaluated. The expenditures associated with a new initiative can be justified only if 
the benefits they produce outweigh the costs or if it can be shown that the net benefits exceed 
those of the programs it would replace. Consequently, HRSDC and the Nova Scotia 
Department of Community Services (NS-DCS) decided to fund a test of community-based 
employment, under real-world operating conditions, and to evaluate it using the most 
rigorous evaluation methods available.  

This report presents interim results from CEIP’s impact study, assessing the effects of the 
project on individuals who were working in community-based employment through CEIP. 
Although the results are preliminary, in that they cover only the first 18 months of a three-
year eligibility period, the findings to date are promising. Future reports will assess the 
effects of CEIP on communities as well as the longer-term impacts on individuals. 

 
Jean-Pierre Voyer 

Executive Director
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Executive Summary 

INTRODUCTION 
The Community Employment Innovation Project (CEIP) is a long-term research and 

demonstration project that is testing an alternative form of support for the unemployed in 
areas of chronic high unemployment. It aims to encourage longer-term employability of 
participants while supporting local community development. CEIP was implemented in the 
Cape Breton Regional Municipality (CBRM) in Nova Scotia beginning in 1999. The project 
was conceived by Human Resources and Social Development Canada (HRSDC) and is 
funded jointly by HRSDC and the Nova Scotia Department of Community Services (NS-
DCS). The project is managed by the Social Research and Demonstration Corporation 
(SRDC), a non-profit social policy research organization that specializes in developing, 
implementing, and evaluating large-scale, long-term demonstration projects to test innovative 
social policies and programs. 

CEIP is testing an alternative form of payment to Employment Insurance (EI) and income 
assistance (IA) recipients. It proposes an “active” re-employment strategy in the form of a 
“community wage” paid to unemployed individuals who volunteer to work on locally 
developed community-based projects. CEIP offered up to three years of employment on 
community-based projects, which provided participants with a significant period of stable 
earned income and an opportunity to gain varied work experience, acquire new skills, and 
expand their networks of contacts. In short, beyond addressing the immediate need for 
employment, CEIP hoped to influence participants’ longer-term employability by helping 
preserve and possibly improve both their human and social capital. 

CEIP has been set up as a demonstration project using a multiple methods approach to 
evaluate its effects on both individuals and communities. This includes a random assignment 
evaluation design — widely accepted as the most reliable way to estimate a program’s 
impacts — in order to assess the effect of CEIP on individuals who take part in the program. 
This report presents the results of the impact analysis through 18 months of program 
participation. The impact of CEIP on program group members’ employment levels, earnings, 
transfer receipt, and overall income levels are reviewed. Beyond economic outcomes, the 
report also considers impacts of CEIP on social capital, volunteering, health and well-being, 
attitudes, and residential mobility, among others. 

CEIP PROGRAM MODEL 

The Offer to Individuals 
An invitation to participate in CEIP was offered to a random sample of EI beneficiaries 

from the CBRM who were at least 18 years of age and had received between 10 and 
13 weeks of benefits on their claim. To avoid selecting individuals who might re-enter the 
workforce quickly following their selection, individuals also had to have 12 or more weeks 
of entitlement remaining on their claim. Similarly, the CEIP offer was also made to a random 
sample of IA recipients who were residents of the CBRM and at least 18 years of age.  
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The core of the CEIP offer made to eligible individuals was the chance to exchange their 
entitlements to EI or IA for the opportunity to work for up to three years on projects in 
selected communities in the CBRM. In most respects, CEIP employment was set up to 
replicate a “real job.” Participants were required to work for 35 hours a week. In return, they 
were paid a community wage. Initially set at $280 a week, the community wage, which was 
indexed to increases in the provincial minimum wage, eventually rose to $325 a week. CEIP 
employment was insurable under the EI program and covered by the Nova Scotia Workers’ 
Compensation program and the Canada Pension Plan.  

Although the principal CEIP activity for participants was working on community-based 
projects, a number of ancillary activities were built into the program model, including an 
employability assessment, basic job-readiness training, limited transferable skills training, 
and job-search support. 

The Role of Communities 
A small number of communities in industrial Cape Breton were selected to take part in CEIP. 

These communities were as much “participants” in CEIP as the individuals who were enrolled in 
the project. While individual participants were given the opportunity to take part in employment, 
the responsibility for generating the employment opportunities rested with the communities. 

The role played by the communities had two main dimensions. First, each community had to 
create a democratic structure to make decisions regarding the use of CEIP resources. These 
CEIP community boards were initially charged with developing strategic plans and setting 
priorities for the kinds of projects that would have access to workers supplied by CEIP. Second, 
the communities were responsible for organizing specific projects that would employ CEIP 
workers to help address the community needs that were identified. Any community organization 
or individual could develop a proposal to sponsor a project (although they must have had the 
capacity to manage the project, including providing any other resources that might have be 
needed, such as facilities, tools and equipment, supervisors, and workers with specialized 
skills). Responsibility for deciding which proposals would be approved and granted access to 
the pool of CEIP workers rested with the community boards. The main element of CEIP’s offer 
to communities was the chance to be the beneficiaries of the “free labour” provided by the 
project, and it was hoped that this would serve as a catalyst for community action.  

CEIP EVALUATION DESIGN 
CEIP has been set up as a demonstration project to assess the feasibility of implementing 

a community-based jobs program for the long-term unemployed, to estimate the benefits 
generated by such a program, and to determine whether it would be socially and fiscally 
advantageous for governments to introduce such an intervention on a wide scale. In 
evaluating the benefits of the project, CEIP is considering both those that accrue to 
individuals who work on the community-based projects and those that are experienced by the 
communities where the projects take place. 

How might CEIP’s program model produce beneficial effects? First, for the individual 
participants, the program offered a chance to re-integrate into the labour market faster than they 
otherwise would have, helping to avoid the erosion of skills and social networks that may result 
from prolonged unemployment. Working on community-based projects offers participants an 
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opportunity to gain work experience and acquire new skills. By providing a significant stable 
period of work, CEIP may help to preserve and possibly enhance participants’ employability, 
leading to more employment and increased earnings in the future as well as reduced reliance on 
transfers. In addition to adding to “human capital,” CEIP may also contribute to an individual’s 
“social capital.” Participants who work together may develop stronger peer support networks. 
Project participation also brings participants into contact with project-sponsoring organizations 
and with individuals and organizations that benefit from the services being provided. This gives 
participants a chance to develop stronger social networks in the community. 

For the communities, CEIP may provide a positive contribution to community development. 
The products or services provided by the community projects are focused on needs identified at 
the local level, and can thus directly provide value to the community. The availability of the free 
labour provided by CEIP participants, as well as the services provided by the organizations 
employing them, may strengthen existing community organizations or lead to the creation of 
new ones. The volunteers who participate on community boards or who get involved in 
sponsoring projects may themselves develop new skills or stronger social networks. Over the 
longer run, a community’s resiliency and its capacity to overcome adversity may be enhanced.  

Finally, for the governments that are funding CEIP and for society as a whole, this 
program model may be a cost-effective alternative to traditional transfer payments. While 
governments may need to provide a short period of community wages for participants as well 
as the initial support to help communities organize themselves and develop appropriate 
projects, these costs may be covered through savings in EI and IA payments and increased 
taxes from employment over the long run.  

 The evaluation strategy for CEIP is designed to address all these issues and includes four 
main components: implementation research, an individual impact study, a community effects 
study, and a benefit–cost analysis. This report is concerned primarily with the second 
element of the research design — the individual impact study.  

Methodology 
The goal of the individual impact analysis is to measure the changes in outcomes that 

CEIP produces for the individuals who take part. The difference between the observed 
outcome of program participants and what the outcome would have been without the 
program is called an “impact.” The measure of what the outcome would have been in the 
absence of the program is called the “counterfactual.” Most commonly, a counterfactual is 
created by identifying a “comparison group” that resembles as closely as possible the group 
that takes part in the program. It is generally accepted that the best method of creating a 
comparison group is by means of random assignment. The process of random assignment 
ensures that there are no systematic pre-existing differences between the program and control 
groups. They differ only in that one group is eligible for the program and the other is not. 
Therefore, any differences that are observed over time in the experiences of the two groups 
can be attributed with confidence to the program.  

The primary data source used for this initial impact study is the 18-month follow-up 
survey. Statistics Canada administered this as a telephone survey to program and control 
group members 18 months after their enrolment in the study. The survey covered all of the 
key outcomes of interest that could not be analyzed through administrative data sources, 



 
ES-4 

including employment history, personal and household income, social capital, household 
composition, attitudes, and health and well-being.  

Recruitment 
During the enrolment phase, 5,980 eligible EI beneficiaries and 804 eligible IA recipients 

were randomly selected and mailed letters of invitation to an information session where they 
would learn about CEIP and be given the opportunity to volunteer. The attendance rate to 
information sessions was 27 per cent among EI beneficiaries and 69 per cent among invitees 
from the IA caseload. The vast majority of those who showed up at an information session 
volunteered for CEIP by signing the enrolment form. Of the 1,620 EI beneficiaries who attended, 
1,006 signed the enrolment form. Among IA recipients, 516 of the 557 attendees did so. Half of 
the enrollees from both the EI and IA samples were then randomly assigned to the program 
group, who were eligible for CEIP, and the other half to the control group, who were not. 

The focus of this report is on the 1,363 CEIP enrollees who completed the 18-month 
survey: 898 EI beneficiaries (470 program group; 428 control group) and 465 IA recipients 
(237 program group; 228 control group). A preceding report — The Community Employment 
Innovation Project: Design and Implementation (2003) — provides a detailed review of the 
implementation of CEIP including the process of engaging communities, the establishment of 
the CEIP program office in Cape Breton, and the recruitment of study participants. 

PARTICIPATING IN CEIP 
Following random assignment, the vast majority of program group members signed a 

Project Participation Agreement (PPA) and went on to participate in CEIP-related activities 
during the 18 months post-enrolment. On a monthly basis, participation rates peaked for the 
EI sample at 77 per cent, during the fourth month after enrolment, and gradually declined 
over the next 16 months. The highest level of participation among IA program group 
members was observed during the fifth month after enrolment, at 89 per cent, and declined 
very slowly over the remaining follow-up period. 

CEIP Projects and Work Placements 
The primary activity that participants were engaged in during their eligibility was 

community-based work placements on projects that were developed by communities. A total 
of 292 CEIP projects were created by the five participating communities during the first three 
and a half years, which generated a total of 1,224 positions and 1,885 work placements for 
participants, allowing many to work in multiple positions. Since recruitment occurred over a 
two-year period, it took three and a half years for all sample members to have been in the 
program for at least 18 months — the period covered in this report. 

The largest category of community needs targeted through CEIP projects was community 
services, which included community outreach programs and service clubs. The second and 
third largest categories of project involved churches and charities and those that provided 
some form of recreational services to the community. This was followed by projects in the 
area of arts and culture and services to seniors, youth, and the disabled. These projects 
generated a wide range of job opportunities for CEIP participants spanning all 10 of the 
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National Occupational Categorizations (NOC). The largest category was by far service 
positions, followed by natural and applied sciences and business, finance, and administration. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
During the first year and a half of the program, CEIP provided a significant stable period 

of full-time employment to both EI and IA program group members, over and above what 
they would have achieved without the program. Impacts on earnings were substantial, as 
were reductions in reliance on EI and IA benefits. This translated into increased income, 
particularly for the IA sample, where large reductions in the incidence of low income were 
observed. Associated with this improved income and employment stability were some small 
but positive impacts on social networks, life satisfaction, and attitudes to work. These early 
results are encouraging as they cover a relatively short follow-up period. There was not a 
strong expectation that impacts would be observed, beyond employment and earnings, after 
only half of the eligibility period had passed. 

The major findings of this report can be summarized as follows: 

CEIP led to substantial increases in employment and earnings for both EI and 
IA program group members. 

Increases in full-time employment among the program group were expected, by design, 
as CEIP directly offered full-time work. Nonetheless, it is important to assess employment 
levels, compared with the control group, in order to measure the magnitude of the 
incremental effect of CEIP, over and above what would have occurred in the absence of the 
program. At its peak, as shown in Figure ES.1, CEIP led to nearly a 60 percentage point 
increase in full-time employment among EI program group members compared with that 
experienced by the control group.  

Figure ES.1: Full-Time Employment Rates — EI Sample 
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Among IA program group members, as shown in Figure ES.2, a striking 80 percentage 
point increase was observed. These figures illustrate the rates of full-time employment 
among EI and IA sample members throughout the first 18 months of CEIP eligibility. 
Though the impacts began to decline from their peak, they were sustained at a high level 
throughout 18 months, suggesting that a more significant and stable period of employment 
was in fact achieved through CEIP over and above what would have been experienced 
without the project.  

Figure ES.2: Full-Time Employment Rates — IA Sample 
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CEIP also had a dramatic effect on the monthly earnings of IA program group members, 
who achieved average monthly earnings of over $1,100 in the second quarter of the follow-
up period, compared with only $150 for the control group. At its peak, CEIP also doubled the 
earnings of program group members in the EI sample as they received on average 
approximately $1,250 per month compared with nearly $650 for the control group. 

CEIP significantly reduced reliance on EI and IA benefits. 
CEIP’s largest effect on EI receipt occurred early in the follow-up period, as the program 

encouraged participants to leave EI sooner than they otherwise would have. By Month 4, 
program group members were 61 percentage points less likely to be receiving EI than the 
control group. However, the impact diminished quickly as control group members also began 
to leave EI, as they exhausted their claim or were successful in finding a job. By Month 18, 
CEIP reduced EI receipt by only 15 percentage points. CEIP also had a large effect on IA 
receipt, approximately halving the proportion of the program group receiving IA benefits. 
However, unlike EI, the decrease in IA receipt was sustained throughout the 18-month 
follow-up. By Month 18, there was still a 32 percentage point reduction in the rate of IA 
receipt among the program group. 
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CEIP had a positive effect on wages for many program group members.  
CEIP led to an increase in the receipt of wages between $2 and $3 above the minimum 

wage among both the EI and IA program groups (by 51 and 63 percentage points respectively). 
Most of this increase arises simply from the higher levels of employment that are attributable 
to CEIP. More notably, CEIP led to increased wages for many who would have worked for 
lower pay without the program, evident from the proportion of control group members who 
were working at lower wages than what CEIP offered (8 per cent of the EI sample and 11 per 
cent of the IA sample). At the same time, CEIP also led to a lower proportion of wage earners 
in the EI sample receiving more than $3.00 per hour above minimum wage (16 percentage 
points fewer receiving more than $3.00 per hour above minimum wage in the program group 
than in the control group). No negative effect on the receipt of higher wages was observed in 
the IA sample. 

CEIP significantly increased the family income of IA program group members 
above Statistics Canada’s low income cut-offs (LICOs). 

CEIP had a large and significant effect on IA program group members’ household 
income, increasing it by over $5,500, nearly 40 per cent higher than the household income of 
control group members. This translated into a significant reduction in poverty levels among 
IA households, which were 18 percentage points less likely to have incomes below the 
LICOs compared with the control group. The largest effect occurred at the lowest income 
range where program group members were 23 percentage points less likely than the control 
group to have a household income below 50 per cent of the LICOs. Among EI program 
group members, although CEIP had a positive effect on personal income, it appeared to 
reduce the amount of income received by other household members, such that CEIP’s effect 
on total family income is unclear. 

CEIP led to small increases in the size of program group members’ social 
networks while reducing their density and homogeneity. 

In addition to providing quicker re-integration to the labour market and employment 
stability, CEIP also aimed to provide participants with opportunities for the development of 
social capital. Consistent with recent conceptual developments, CEIP measures social capital 
in terms of networks of contacts and the resources that are available within them. 

Although there was not a strong expectation that impacts would be observed after only 
half of the eligibility period, CEIP has led to an increase in the size of social networks, 
particularly among the IA program group. Figure ES.3 illustrates that although there was 
little effect on the size of social networks among the EI sample, IA program group members 
were nearly 10 percentage points more likely to have more than 10 contacts in their network 
when compared with the control group. Evidence suggests that this resulted from the 
development of linking social capital (“vertical” links to contacts in higher socio-economic 
strata or in positions of power or influence), as significant effects were seen only on the 
number of contacts who can provide specialized advice. There were no analogous effects on 
bonding social capital (strong ties an individual has to people similar to himself or herself 
who can provide social supports).  
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Figure ES.3: Impacts on Social Capital — Network Size 
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Beyond the size of social networks, the density and homogeneity of contacts within a network 
have been identified as important characteristics in the development of social capital. “Density” 
refers to the extent to which contacts in a network know one another, while “homogeneity” refers 
to the similarity between contacts on a range of demographic characteristics. Less dense and more 
heterogeneous networks are associated with the development of bridging and linking social 
capital, which CEIP aims to improve, and may help individuals better lever their contacts to 
develop new opportunities, including improved job prospects. Figure ES.4 illustrates that CEIP 
had a positive effect on network density among both EI and IA samples, where 5.4 percentage 
points fewer program group members reported that all of their contacts knew each other, 
reflecting a less dense network. There were also small decreases in the homogeneity of networks, 
particularly among the EI sample, with respect to their gender and place of work (not shown). 

Figure ES.4: Impacts on Social Capital — Network Density 
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A number of other small positive effects were observed on the extent of 
volunteering, life satisfaction, attitudes to work, and residential mobility. 

Figure ES.5 illustrates the effects of CEIP on the extent of volunteering. “Formal 
volunteering” refers to unpaid activities offered through an organization or community 
group. In contrast, “informal volunteering” refers to unpaid assistance an individual offers 
directly, as opposed to through an organization. The figure suggests that CEIP led to an 
increase in the extent of formal volunteering, particularly among the EI program group, 
where 12 percentage points more individuals reported volunteering compared with the 
control group. There was also an increase of 2.4 hours per month in the average amount of 
time volunteered by the EI program group (not shown).  

Figure ES.5: Impacts on Volunteering 
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CEIP also had a small but favourable impact on subjective well-being and appears to 
have reinforced some of the existing positive beliefs of sample members on particular 
measures related to work (improved feelings towards work and further support from family 
in taking a job). With respect to mobility, CEIP did not have an impact on out-migration at 
the 18-month point, but it did lead to small changes in residential movement within 
communities and to other areas of Cape Breton.  

SUMMARY 
The 18-month impact results demonstrate that, as hypothesized, CEIP has provided a 

significant stable period of full-time employment to both EI and IA program group members, 
over and above what they would have achieved without the program. Impacts on earnings 
were substantial, as were reductions in reliance on EI and IA benefits. This translated into 
increased income for participants, particularly for the IA sample, where large reductions in 
the incidence of low income were observed. Associated with this improved income and 
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employment stability are some small but positive impacts on social networks, volunteering, 
life satisfaction, and attitudes to work. 

But will CEIP’s impacts at 18 months translate into improvements in participants’ longer-
term employability and quality of life? This is one of the primary questions the project is 
attempting to address, but it can only be answered in later stages. The next planned report 
will draw on data from the 40-month follow-up survey, which is four months after the end of 
CEIP eligibility. Data from the final 54-month follow-up survey, administered over a year 
and a half after the end of the program, will be used to assess the longer-run impacts of CEIP. 
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Chapter 1: 
Background and Overview 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an introduction to the Community Employment 
Innovation Project (CEIP), including background on the policy context and underlying theory 
that led to the intervention as well as a detailed description of the design in terms of both the 
program model and evaluation strategy. The first section reviews the contextual and 
theoretical basis for CEIP, including the move to more active re-employment strategies and 
growing policy interest in the social economy and social capital. Rationale for Cape Breton 
as the study area is also provided. The second section presents the CEIP program model in 
terms of the offer that was made to individuals and the role of communities in the study. The 
third section reviews the research design, with a focus on the experimental impact study, 
which is the subject of this report. The final section provides an overview of the report, 
including details on the report sample, the data sources used for the analysis, and a chapter 
outline.  

POLICY CONTEXT FOR CEIP 
This section describes the policy context and primary motivations that led to the design of 

CEIP and the desire for a test of this particular intervention. First, the interest in moving 
towards more “active” re-employment measures is discussed, in the context of developments 
within two components of Canada’s income security system — the national program of 
Employment Insurance (EI) and provincial income assistance (IA) programs. Second, the 
growing interest and developments in the concepts of the social economy and social capital, 
and in their links to employment, are reviewed. 

Active Labour Market Policies 
Since the late 1980s, labour market policy discussions have been dominated by what is 

known as “active” labour market policy measures.1 The idea is that transfer programs should 
encourage recipients to work rather than “passively” providing cash benefits regardless of 
whether they work while receiving them. This interest in active measures has affected policy 
developments in both the federal EI and provincial IA programs in Canada and is also 
relevant to the design of CEIP and the impetus for the intervention. 

Employment Insurance2 

The 1996 Employment Insurance Act specifically provides for “active” measures, known 
as Employment Benefits and Support Measures (EBSM), including earnings supplements, 
wage subsidies, and self-employment assistance. These measures encourage (and subsidize) 
EI recipients who try to leave EI for market work. For example, an earnings supplement 
program might “top up” the earnings of those who leave EI and take up paid employment. 
                                                           
1See, for example, the discussions in Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (1989, 1990).  
2For a more complete review on the developments within the Employment Insurance program relevant to the design of 

CEIP, see The Community Employment Innovation Project: Design and Implementation (2003). 
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Such payments are, in effect, an alternative mechanism of providing transfers that make work 
attractive relative to the receipt of cash benefits while not working. Included among the 
EBSM is the Research and Innovations Support Measure — the source of funds used for 
CEIP — that funds the testing of innovative programs that help individuals return to work. 

CEIP is thus an attempt to experiment with another alternative to the so-called “passive” 
receipt of benefits. In this case, the transfer recipients are encouraged to take up community 
service work, recognizing the limited possibilities for market work in areas of high and 
continuing unemployment. 

The goal of testing an active labour market policy alternative had several implications for 
the CEIP design. The program model could not provide participants with financial benefits 
that were substantially higher than those for which it was an alternative. Moreover, it could 
not provide large amounts of capital, financial or otherwise, since the provision of such 
capital is not a role typically assumed by a transfer program. And, although the program 
could, in principle, provide job training, other existing components of the EI system provide 
training, and the funders had other ways to learn about the effects of training and human 
capital accumulation. 

Income Assistance 

Paralleling the changes in EI have been similar, and perhaps even more dramatic, 
changes in IA programs. In the words of the National Council of Welfare: “All in all, the 
1990s were a period of constant change in provincial and territorial welfare programs. 
Welfare changed more in the last few years than it had in all the years since the start of the 
Canada Assistance Plan in 1966” (National Council of Welfare, 1997, p. 117). 

The general trend has been towards “reforming welfare through work.” Measures aimed 
at increasing participation in the labour market are seen as essential steps toward reducing 
welfare dependency and social exclusion as well as decreasing welfare caseloads and costs. 
Jurisdictions vary in the relative importance attached to incentives and sanctions and in the 
way resources are allocated to policing welfare rules and removing entitlements, on the one 
hand, and to providing programs and support services to facilitate a transition from welfare to 
work, on the other. However, overall, the notion of a means-tested entitlement (with benefits 
solely dependent on income) has been giving way to one of reciprocal obligation. 
Increasingly, the recipients of transfer payments are required to participate in some form of 
program designed to increase their probability of gaining employment and becoming self-
supporting. 

In Nova Scotia, coincident with the development of CEIP, the provincial government was 
also planning broader changes to the IA system. The new program, implemented on 
August 1, 2001, was governed by a new Employment Support and Income Assistance Act 
(replacing the Family Benefits Act and the Social Assistance Act). Changes included a 
modified IA rate structure and the introduction of an Integrated Child Benefit that brought 
together national and Nova Scotia child benefit payments. The new program also added a 
requirement for all IA recipients to have their employment readiness assessed and made 
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“enhanced employment supports” available to facilitate transitions from welfare to work.3 In 
introducing the changes, the Nova Scotia Minister of Community Services stated:  

The new act emphasizes employment as the key to self-sufficiency. We are 
replacing a 30-year-old passive welfare system with one that recognizes that, 
with the right supports, Nova Scotians can free themselves and their families 
from a lifetime of dependence. (Nova Scotia Department of Community Services, 
2001, p. 1) 

The CEIP program model, in providing alternative employment opportunities for IA 
recipients, was seen as consistent with the heightened focus on employment inherent in the 
program changes that the provincial government was making. 

The Social Economy and Social Capital 
The next contextual strand underpinning CEIP is the growing interest in the concepts of 

the social economy and social capital and in their links to employment. As Ninacs (2002) 
points out, the concept of the social economy is not new, but it has been undergoing some 
evolution (for example, from the “old” social economy, defined in terms of the structural 
aspects of the organizations — co-operatives, mutual societies — that make it up, to the 
“new” social economy defined in terms of “relational and sociological” aspects of 
organizations, their activities, and the people who make them up). 

CEIP hopes to explore the potential of the social economy to serve as a source of 
employment in places where the private and public sectors have not produced a sufficient 
number of jobs. Providing support for employment in the social economy may lead to some 
strengthening of that sector; however, the main goal is to use activities in the social economy 
to generate meaningful work opportunities for the long-term unemployed.  

Providing temporary jobs as a mechanism for enhancing longer-term employability is 
also not new, but recently this approach has been gaining more support. Johnson (1997) 
suggests that the notion of using public funds to create wage-paying jobs in the non-profit 
and public sectors for those who cannot otherwise find work is attracting renewed interest in 
the United States and describes Vermont’s Community Service Employment Program and 
the New Hope project in Milwaukee as noteworthy examples of new initiatives. McGregor, 
Clark, Ferguson, and Scullion (1997) estimate that there are some 3,700 organizations 
operating in the social economy of lowland Scotland employing 42,000 people and that 
among the principal benefits of their activities is the creation of employment opportunities to 
facilitate the reintegration into society of people from disadvantaged groups. The Conference 
of Religious of Ireland (1998) reports on a pilot project that made paid part-time employment 
opportunities available to unemployed individuals on a voluntary basis doing work of “public 
or social value.” And Borzaga (1999) describes the widespread use in Italy of “work 
integration social enterprises” that produce private goods and services, public goods, and 
social and community care services in order to create jobs for disadvantaged workers. 

                                                           
3Enhanced employment supports included extended prescription drug coverage for up to 12 months after starting a job, 

reimbursement of up to $400 a month in child-care expenses and $150 a month in transportation costs, payment of a one-
time “new start” allowance of $200 for part-time employment and $400 for full-time employment, a disregard of 30 per 
cent of net earnings from the calculation of IA benefit entitlement, a covering of the costs of some work-related items 
(e.g. work boots, uniforms, tools, and supplies), and an increase in the coverage of costs for employment-related training 
courses.  
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In CEIP, communities were encouraged to focus on the social economy; however, no 
particular definition of what constitutes the social economy was imposed on them.4 From the 
outset, project designers struggled to strike a balance between, on the one hand, establishing 
frameworks or guidelines to push the project in certain directions (for example, toward 
activities in the social economy) and, on the other hand, delegating responsibilities and 
decision-making authority to citizens at the local level (many of whom would prefer to direct 
resources to more traditional economic infrastructure building and the creation of private 
sector employment). In CEIP, the only benefit provided to projects was the temporary 
availability of “free” workers; any other resources that were needed were the responsibility 
of project sponsors to provide. Consequently, the projects supported by CEIP were more 
likely to be labour intensive and to be sponsored by organizations with a history of and 
interest in supporting community betterment. Moreover, among the general guidelines 
established for eligible projects was a requirement that any profits be used for the benefit of 
the community and not for the private benefit of any smaller group of individuals.5 This focus 
on community benefit necessarily steered community projects in the direction of social 
economy activities.  

Ultimately, however, decisions regarding the nature of community projects to be included 
in CEIP were, for the most part, left to representatives of the communities themselves. To do 
otherwise would have undermined CEIP’s ability to foster community engagement. The 
literature on the effects of community engagement or grassroots organization on the 
communities in which they occur has a long history (Fisher, 1995). Nonetheless, there have 
been few attempts to carefully study the link between external efforts to stimulate such 
engagement and community development and the effects that are observed in the community. 
In a literature review of the effects of community projects in the social economy, Mathieu 
(1996) concludes that other studies have “generally not or only poorly developed the 
question of community organizations’ social impact and its relationship to development” 
(p. 89, translation from French). 

CEIP is also exploring the concept of social capital and the potential for a community-
based jobs program to support its creation. There are some links between the concepts of the 
social economy and social capital, especially in terms of the potential role of “associational 
activity.” Some researchers have considered the effects of associational activity — 
participation in informal and semi-formal organizations and networks, such as fraternal 
organizations, service clubs, community associations, protest and pressure groups, the 
Church, and — famously, thanks to Putnam (2000) — bowling in organized leagues. For 
example, a study of neighbourhood associations in the United States (Berry, Portney, & 
Thomson, 1993) reviewed by Smock (1997) concludes that there is “a strong and positive 
relationship between level of participation and sense of community.” Community 

                                                           
4At one point, consideration was given to requiring projects to be based on “social enterprises,” perhaps emulating those in 
Quebec. This would have meant that only projects that had more precisely defined characteristics (e.g. non-profit 
businesses producing goods and services and having democratic organizational structures based on employee ownership) 
would be eligible for CEIP. This approach was not adopted, since it would have placed more constraints on the choices that 
communities were able to make and would likely have required much more in the way of a supporting infrastructure — 
such as is provided by the Chantier de l’économie sociale in Quebec. Social enterprises would also have taken much more 
time to develop and would likely have produced significantly fewer work opportunities for participating individuals (it is 
unlikely that 750 social enterprise jobs could have been developed within the time frame required by CEIP).  

5The project guidelines are discussed in Chapter 4 of The Community Employment Innovation Project: Design and 
Implementation (2003). 
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empowerment through engagement with initiatives has also been associated with positive 
changes in neighbourhood self-image (Eisen, 1994; quoted in same source). So some benefits 
to social cohesion have been associated with neighbourhood organizing. 

There is also some support in the literature for the notion that associational activity can 
have effects on economic outcomes — principally through its effects on helping to build 
social capital. Putnam (1993, 2000) uses a definition of social capital that is manifested as 
trust and norms of civic-minded behaviour, and he argues that it is essential to a society’s 
economic progress. He further argues that a decline in social capital may have deleterious 
economic consequences. Knack and Keefer (1997) also offer evidence that trust and civic 
norms have a significant relationship with economic performance, although here the findings 
suggest that this is not related to (and, therefore, not mediated by) associational activity. 

An alternative, and more precise, definition of social capital describes it as being “made 
up of social obligations, ‘connections’, which are convertible, in certain conditions, into 
economic capital . . . ” and as “the aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are 
linked to possession of a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of 
mutual acquaintance or recognition” (Bourdieu, 1986, pp. 243, 248). CEIP is using this 
concept of social capital, which focuses on the networks that individuals have (Johnson, 
2003). Social capital is accessed through the social network of which the person is a part. If a 
person’s network contains only bonding ties (to family and close friends) or bridging ties to 
more distant friends and associates of similar socio-economic status, then the social capital 
within the network is likely to be of less use in generating social and economic change than if 
there was a vertical dimension to the network. Vertical linkages in the network to people of 
higher status (or with broader networks) would give the person capacity to leverage 
resources, ideas, and information that can help change their fortunes. CEIP is intended to 
expand the linking social capital of this type that is accessible to community residents and 
individual participants. 

The mechanism in CEIP that potentially alters the social capital accessible by participants 
is the succession of assignments to community-based projects. These should expand the 
networks participants are part of by bringing them into contact with a broad range of people 
(project sponsors, other participants, training organizations). The mechanisms that potentially 
alter the social capital accessible by community residents are the process of community 
organization (meetings, canvassing, volunteering for boards or project-sponsoring agencies) 
and the products of community projects (the delivery of new services like daycare or seniors’ 
centres that bring diverse groups of people together). 

CEIP PROGRAM MODEL 

The Offer to Individuals 
An invitation to participate in CEIP was offered to a random sample of EI beneficiaries 

from the Cape Breton Regional Municipality (CBRM) who were at least 18 years of age, had 
received at least $1 of regular EI benefits during the selection month, and who had received 
between 10 and 13 weeks of benefits while also having 12 or more weeks of entitlement 
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remaining on their claim.6 Similarly, the CEIP offer was also made to a random sample of IA 
recipients who were residents of the CBRM, at least 18 years of age, and received at least $1 
in benefits during the month they were selected as a potential sample member.  

The core of the CEIP offer made to eligible individuals was the chance to exchange their 
entitlements to EI or IA for the opportunity to work for up to three years on projects in 
selected communities in the CBRM. In most respects, CEIP employment was set up to 
replicate a “real job.” Participants were required to work (or engage in other eligible 
activities) for 35 hours a week. In return, they were paid a community wage. Initially set at 
$280 a week, the community wage, which was indexed to increases in the provincial 
minimum wage, eventually rose to $325 a week. CEIP employment was insurable under the 
EI program and covered by the Nova Scotia Workers’ Compensation program and the 
Canada Pension Plan. Participants were paid for statutory holidays and accumulated an 
entitlement to “personal days,” which could be taken as paid vacation or sick days. They 
could also choose to enrol in a private health plan, with premiums shared between CEIP and 
the participants who opted for coverage. 

An important parameter of the CEIP program model was that during the eligibility period 
participants were free to leave the project, for example to take a job or to enrol in a training 
course, and could later return if their three-year period of eligibility had not expired. 
However, participants who left CEIP and returned to EI or IA forfeited any further eligibility 
to take part in CEIP.7 

Although the principal CEIP activity for participants was working on community-based 
projects, a number of ancillary activities were built into the program model.  

Employability Assessment 

The initial two weeks of CEIP participation consisted of an orientation period during 
which participants underwent an employability assessment to determine their level of job-
readiness and to collect information on their prior experience, skills, and interests to support 
job-matching — the process of assigning participants to community work placements. 

Basic Job-Readiness and Transferable Skills Training 

Though CEIP was not a training intervention, limited training components were provided 
including basic job-readiness training and some transferable skills modules. Most 
participants received introductory job-readiness modules prior to their initial placements, 
while others received additional modules to help deal with identified performance issues. All 
participants also received a limited amount of transferable skills training in the form of short 
courses on such topics as first aid, occupational health and safety, and computer literacy.  

                                                           
6By not selecting from the entire caseload, CEIP avoided selecting new applicants and individuals with only a short period 

on EI — those who may have been able to re-enter the workforce quickly. Furthermore, with at least 12 or more weeks 
remaining on their claim, there was a trade-off in participating in CEIP, such that selected individuals had to evaluate the 
effect of giving up future EI benefits. Chapter 2 discusses the selection and recruitment process in more detail. 

7CEIP did, however, permit participants to receive IA top-up payments to supplement their CEIP earnings, provided they 
did not resort to basic IA benefits as their principle source of income (comprising more than half of their total income). 
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Transitional and Self-Directed Projects 

Though the central CEIP work placements were community-based — with CEIP project 
sponsors — some participants, who were either between assignments or who were judged to 
have not been job-ready, may have spent some time working in a transitional jobs provided 
by the CEIP consortium rather than by a community. Another alternative to community 
placements with sponsors were self-directed projects. Participants could choose to try to 
develop their own ideas into a self-directed project; CEIP would provide them with 1 week 
of entrepreneurship training and a further 11 weeks in which to develop a project proposal.  

Portfolio Development and Job-Search Supports 

Towards the end of their eligibility period, participants were eligible to receive assistance 
in portfolio building to bring together material (such as descriptions of positions held, 
training certificates, and letters of recommendation) accumulated over the three years of 
CEIP participation. Finally, during the final three months of eligibility, each participant was 
given paid time off — up to seven hours per week — to engage in job-search activities. 

The Role of Communities 
A small number of communities in industrial Cape Breton were selected to take part in 

CEIP. These communities were as much “participants” in CEIP as the individuals who were 
enrolled in the project. Individual participants were given the opportunity to take part in 
employment; however, the responsibility for generating the employment opportunities rested 
with the communities. 

The role played by the communities had two main dimensions. First, each community 
had to create a democratic structure to make decisions regarding the use of CEIP resources. 
These CEIP “community boards” were initially charged with developing strategic plans and 
setting priorities for the kinds of projects that would have access to workers supplied by 
CEIP. Second, the communities were responsible for organizing specific projects that would 
employ CEIP workers to help address the community needs that were identified. This was a 
shared responsibility. Any community organization or individual could develop a proposal to 
sponsor a project (although they must have had the capacity to manage the project, including 
providing any other resources that might have been needed, such as facilities, tools and 
equipment, supervisors, and workers with specialized skills). Responsibility for deciding 
which proposals would be approved and granted access to the pool of CEIP workers rested 
with the community boards. 

The main element of CEIP’s offer to communities was the chance to be the beneficiaries 
of the “free labour” provided by the project, and it was hoped that this would serve as a 
catalyst for community action. However, CEIP’s design recognized that communities would 
vary in their capacities to undertake the tasks assigned to them. Consequently, each 
community board received a planning grant of up to $30,000 to defray some of the direct 
costs of engaging in CEIP activities at the local level. In addition, the CEIP budget included 
funds to hire and make available to community boards expertise to support them in 
undertaking CEIP-related tasks (such as setting up and running the volunteer community 
boards, marketing and communications activities, community mobilizing, and strategic 
planning). 



 
-8- 

CEIP EVALUATION DESIGN 
CEIP is managed by the Social Research and Demonstration Corporation (SRDC), a non-

profit social policy research organization that specializes in developing, implementing, and 
evaluating large-scale, long-term projects to test innovative social policies and programs. 
CEIP has been set up as a demonstration project to assess the feasibility of implementing a 
community-based jobs program for the long-term unemployed, to estimate the benefits 
generated by such a program, and to determine whether the benefits are worth the cost of 
producing them. In considering benefits, CEIP is considering both those that accrue to 
individuals who work on the community-based projects and those that are experienced by the 
communities where the projects take place. 

Why might CEIP’s program model produce beneficial effects? First, for the individual 
participants, the program may enhance their employability, leading to more employment and 
increased earnings in the future as well as reduced reliance on transfers. Working on 
community-based projects offers them an opportunity to gain work experience and acquire 
new skills. In addition to adding to “human capital,” CEIP may also contribute to an 
individual’s “social capital.” Participants who work together may develop stronger peer 
support networks. Project participation also brings participants into contact with project-
sponsoring organizations and with individuals and organizations that benefit from the 
services being provided. This gives participants a chance to develop stronger social networks 
in the community. 

Second, for the communities, there may be a positive contribution to community 
development. The products or services provided by the community projects are focused on 
needs identified at the local level, and can thus directly provide value to the community. The 
availability of the free labour provided by CEIP participants, or the services provided by the 
organizations employing them, may strengthen existing community organizations or lead to 
the creation of new ones. The volunteers who participate on community boards or who get 
involved in sponsoring projects may themselves develop new skills or stronger social 
networks. Over the longer run, a community’s resiliency and its capacity to overcome 
adversity may be enhanced. Finally, for the governments that are funding CEIP and for 
society as a whole, this program model may be a cost-effective alternative to traditional 
transfer payments.  

The evaluation strategy for CEIP is designed to address all these issues. It includes four 
main components: 

1. Implementation research to carefully document how the project was implemented, 
to assess how closely the program in the field matched the original design, to evaluate 
potential participants’ understanding of the CEIP offer, and to identify delivery issues 
that can aid in better understanding how and why the program worked (or failed to 
work). 

2. An individual impact study using a random assignment design to compare the 
experiences of those in CEIP’s program group with the experiences of a control group 
who were not eligible to work on community-based projects. 

3. A community effects study using both a “theory of change” approach and a quasi-
experimental comparison community design to evaluate the effects on the 
communities that participated in CEIP. 
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4. A benefit–cost analysis to compare the economic benefits that accrue to both the 
participating individuals and the communities with the cost of producing those 
benefits. 

OVERVIEW OF THE 18-MONTH IMPACT STUDY 
This report is concerned primarily with the second element of the evaluation strategy — 

the individual impact study. It reviews the results of the impact analysis through 18 months 
of program participation, and hence presents “in-program” impacts while program group 
members were still eligible for participation in CEIP. The impact of CEIP on program group 
members’ employment levels, earnings, transfer receipt, and overall income levels are 
reviewed. Beyond economic outcomes, the report also considers impacts of CEIP on social 
capital, volunteering, health and well-being, attitudes, and residential mobility, among others. 
Although CEIP may have led to these types of impacts after only 18 months, there was not a 
strong expectation that they would be observed after only half of the eligibility period had 
passed. Future reports will look at the longer term impacts of CEIP, after the three-year 
eligibility period has expired.  

The remainder of this chapter briefly reviews the basic methodology in conducting 
impact analyses and identifies the data sources and sample used for this report. It concludes 
with a chapter-by-chapter outline of the report.  

Methodology 
The goal of the individual impact analysis is to measure the changes in outcomes that 

CEIP produces for the individuals who take part. The methodology being used to conduct the 
analysis is a random assignment evaluation design. In isolation, simply looking at the 
outcomes of those who take part in a program, such as the one offered by CEIP, will almost 
always overstate the program’s achievements, because all positive developments will be 
attributed to the program — they do not identify the extent to which the observed outcomes 
simply reflect what people would have done on their own. The challenge in an impact 
evaluation is to determine the difference that the program makes — the changes in outcomes 
that result from the program. 

The difference between the observed outcome of program participants and what the 
outcome would have been without the program is called an “impact.” The measure of what 
the outcome would have been in the absence of the program is called the “counterfactual.” 
Most commonly, a counterfactual is created by identifying a “comparison group” that 
resembles as closely as possible the group that takes part in the program. It is generally 
accepted that the best method of creating a comparison group is by means of random 
assignment. Starting with a group of individuals, all of whom meet selection criteria for the 
program to be tested, each individual is assigned at random either to a group that will be 
eligible to take part in the program or to a group that will not be eligible. Those assigned to 
the latter group provide the comparison for evaluation purposes; and when random 
assignment is used, the comparison group is referred to as a “control group.” 



 
-10- 

The process of random assignment ensures that there are no systematic pre-existing 
differences between the program and control groups.8 They differ only in that one group is 
eligible for the program and the other is not. Therefore, any differences that are observed 
over time in the experiences of the two groups can be attributed with confidence to the 
program.  

Data Sources 

There are six data sources being used for the impact study in this report. Each source is 
described in more detail below.  

Baseline Survey 

A baseline survey was administered to all CEIP volunteers at the point of enrolment in 
the study. The survey collected information on a range of demographic characteristics, 
household composition, income, and employment history. Beyond being useful to describe 
the population involved in the study, the baseline survey provides data to support the impact 
analysis.  

First, baseline data is used to establish covariates when running adjusted impact 
regressions. Due to random assignment, the program and control group are expected to be 
similar in characteristics. Nonetheless, some differences in the two groups may be observed 
due to sampling variation. Such differences are a problem of precision rather than bias, and 
can be dealt with through regression adjustment using the baseline covariates. Although this 
report presents unadjusted impacts, regression-adjusted impacts have been calculated and are 
mentioned where adjusted impacts diverge significantly from the unadjusted. Adjusted 
impact tables are also included in Appendix D. Second, baseline data can be used to create 
subgroups to assess variations in impacts across the program group. For this report, subgroup 
impacts are discussed briefly, throughout each chapter, where relevant. A selection of 
subgroup impact tables are included in Appendix E. Future reports will present a more in-
depth look at subgroup impacts when the full eligibility period for CEIP has elapsed.  

18-Month Survey 

The primary data source used for this impact study is the 18-month follow-up survey. 
Statistics Canada administered this as a telephone survey to program and control group 
members 18 months after their enrolment in the study. Modules covered all of the key 
outcomes of interest, which could not be analyzed through administrative data sources, 
including employment history, personal and household income, social capital, household 
composition, attitudes, and health and well-being. 

                                                           
8Strictly speaking, the expected values of the averages for all pre-existing characteristics of the program group and the control 
group are the same, although their actual values may differ somewhat, especially in small samples. Random assignment 
ensures that the two groups will not differ systematically, but it does not guarantee that they will be identical. Random 
differences can still occur, and though they do not introduce systematic bias into the impact estimates, they do reduce the 
precision of the estimates. Data on the characteristics of the sample can be collected just prior to random assignment and can 
be used subsequently in regression models to adjust for these random differences and improve the precision of the estimates. 
See, for example, Mohr (1995) and Orr (1999).  
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Administrative Data Files 

EI and IA administrative records are used to determine the amounts and duration of 
transfer receipt by sample members.  

PMIS 

A project management information system (PMIS) was implemented in the CEIP 
program office to support operations and service delivery while also collecting critical 
research data including participation rates in CEIP, types of community jobs, duration of 
work, and amounts of community wages received. This information is used in conjunction 
with survey and administrative data to derive the employment and earnings outcomes. 

Qualitative Data Sources 

In addition to survey and administrative data, qualitative interviews with CEIP 
participants and program delivery staff are drawn on to support the impact study. These 
qualitative methods were used as part of the implementation research to study program 
delivery issues. They can also be useful in exploring the impacts estimated from quantitative 
data sources. This report utilizes qualitative interviews conducted with a sample of CEIP 
participants six months after their enrolment. 

THE 18-MONTH REPORT SAMPLE 
The focus of this report is on research sample members who completed the 18-month 

follow-up survey — referred to as the “18-month report sample.” As is expected with any 
longitudinal survey, not all of the enrollees who completed a baseline survey responded to 
the 18-month follow-up survey. In this report, the analysis is limited to the 1,363 CEIP 
enrollees who completed the 18-month survey, which includes 898 EI sample members 
(470 program group; 428 control group) and 465 IA members (237 program group; 
228 control group). This represents a 90 per cent survey response rate from the original 
baseline sample of 1,522 enrollees.  

Baseline Characteristics of the Report Sample 
Table 1.1 and 1.2 present baseline characteristics of EI and IA sample members, 

respectively, who responded to the 18-month follow-up survey. EI respondents are more 
likely to be male and are older with an average age of 41 compared with their IA 
counterparts whose average age was 36. Most EI sample members have a high school 
diploma and significant prior work experience. A higher proportion of IA respondents do not 
have a high school diploma and had significantly less prior work experience along with more 
reliance on transfers in the year prior to CEIP enrolment. Most EI and IA respondents have 
lived in Cape Breton all their life and have a strong attachment to their communities, and 
most have small, dense, and homogeneous social networks. 

Random Assignment and Survey Non-response 
As illustrated in the initial CEIP implementation report (Greenwood et al., 2003), random 

assignment was implemented successfully without any systematic differences between 
program and control groups. Some differences did arise due to sampling variation but will 
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not result in biased impacts. However, survey non-response might exacerbate some of the 
differences present in the baseline sample and therefore need to be reassessed in the 18-
month report sample. The differences between program and control group members in 
tables 1.1 and 1.2 are reflective of this sampling variation as well as the effects of survey 
non-response.  

Table 1.1 reveals that there are a few differences between EI program and control group 
members, some which were not statistically significant in the baseline sample, but are in the 
18-month report sample. The EI program group has fewer women than men compared with 
the control group (40.4 per cent versus 47.7 per cent female in the EI program and control 
groups respectively), are more likely to live in households without children (57.7 per cent EI 
program group versus 51.6 per cent EI control group), and have children 6 to 12 years of age 
(35.4 per cent EI program group versus 25.1 per cent EI control group). Fewer EI program 
group members have a household income of $30,000 or more (32.9 per cent EI program 
group versus 40.6 per cent EI control group). EI program group respondents to the 18-month 
survey also appear to have smaller social networks than the control group (37.2 per cent 
versus 44.4 per cent with 10 or more contacts at baseline for EI program and control group 
respectively). They also appear to volunteer somewhat less than their control group 
counterparts (51.1 per cent versus 56.7 per cent volunteered formally in the program and 
control group respectively).  

Table 1.1: Characteristics of EI Sample Members — Program and Control Groups 

Baseline Characteristics 
Program 

Group 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

EI history            
Average number of months of EI in last 12 months 6.2  6.2  0.0    (0.2)

Average monthly EI payment in month of random 
assignment ($) 855  865 -10   (34.3)  

Work history            
Years worked at paid job since 16 years of age 18.8  18.2  0.6   (0.7)  
In paid work at baseline (%) 19.9  17.7  2.2   (2.6)  
Personal characteristics           
Female (%) 40.4  47.7  -7.2 ** (3.3)  
Age when selected 40.8  40.8  -0.1   (0.7)  
Single/separated/divorced/widowed at baseline (%) 41.1  37.2  3.8   (3.3)  
Activity limitations or fair/poor health at baseline (%) 30.9  26.4  4.4   (3.0)  
Less than high school education (%) 31.5  29.7  1.8   (3.1)  
10 or more contacts at baseline (%) 37.2  44.4  -7.2 ** (3.3)  
Attachment to community           
Time lived in Cape Breton (%)            

Less than 10 years 4.5  4.2  0.3   (1.4)  
More than 10 years 95.5  95.8  -0.3   (1.4)  
All my life 75.5  78.1  -2.6   (2.8)  

(continued) 
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Table 1.1: Characteristics of EI Sample Members — Program and Control Groups (Cont’d) 

Baseline Characteristics 
Program 

Group 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Time lived at current address (%)           
Less than 1 year 10.9  11.9  -1.0   (2.1)  
1 to 4 years 19.2  19.2  0.0   (2.6)  
5 to 9 years 10.0  14.3  -4.2 * (2.2)  
10 or more years 59.9  54.7  5.2   (3.3)  
All my life 14.3  13.1  1.2   (2.3)  

Household characteristics (%)           
Children in household           

No children 57.7  51.6  6.0 * (3.3)  
1 to 2 children 37.2  41.6  -4.4   (3.3)  
3 or more children 5.1  6.8  -1.7   (1.6)  

Age of youngest child in household           
Under 3 years 15.7  15.9  -0.3   (3.6)  
3 to 5 years 12.6  22.2  -9.6 ** (3.8)  
6 to 12 years 35.4  25.1  10.2 ** (4.5)  
13 to 17 years 34.3  35.3  -0.9   (4.7)  

Number of people in household           
1 person 7.4  5.4  2.1   (1.6)  
2 to 3 people 56.6  61.4  -4.9   (3.3)  
4 or more people 36.0  33.2  2.8   (3.2)  

Household income           
Less than $10,000 11.1  9.9  1.3   (2.1)  
$10,000 to <$20,000  31.2  30.3  0.9   (3.1)  
$20,000 to <$30,000  24.8  19.2  5.5 ** (2.8)  
$30,000 or more 32.9  40.6  -7.7 ** (3.2)  

Attitudes towards work (%)           
Will take additional training to improve job prospects 97.0  97.9  -0.9   (1.1)  
Will move permanently outside Cape Breton in order to 
get a job 16.2  15.9  0.3   (2.5)  

Will move part of each year in order to get a job 29.3  25.4  3.9   (3.0)  
Will work for a lower wage in order to get a job 51.8  51.9  -0.2   (3.4)  
Will work in a different occupation or industry in order to 
get a job 91.8  91.2  0.6   (1.9)  

Volunteer activities           
Volunteered on behalf of group/organization 51.1  56.7  -5.6 * (3.3)  
Volunteered informally  88.3  85.0  3.3   (2.3)  
Sample size (total = 898) 470  428         
Sources:  Calculations from baseline survey data and Employment Insurance administrative records. 
Notes:  Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values.        

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences in characteristics between the program and control groups.  
Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.   
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table 1.2 reveals that there are also a few differences between IA program and control 
group members, although few reach the level of statistical significance. The IA program 
group appears somewhat more open to moving in order to get a job (22.6 per cent versus 
15.8 per cent for the IA program and control group respectively). Similar to the EI program 
group, they are also more likely to live in households without children (41.1 per cent IA 
program group versus 32.5 per cent IA control group). 

Table 1.2: Characteristics of IA Sample Members — Program and Control Groups 

Baseline Characteristics 
Program 

Group 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

IA history          

Average number of months of IA in last 12 months  10.4   0.4   0.0   (0.3)

Average monthly IA payment in month of random 
assignment ($) 517  518  -2   (26.6)

Work history          

Years worked at paid job since 16 years of age 7.5  8.2  -0.7   (0.9)

In paid work at baseline (%) 16.1  17.0  -0.9   (3.7)

Personal characteristics          

Female (%) 61.6  65.4  -3.7   (4.5)

Age when selected 35.8  36.2  -0.4   (0.9)

Single/separated/divorced/widowed at baseline (%) 79.1  82.8  -3.8   (3.7)

Activity limitations or fair/poor health at baseline (%) 36.7  33.8  2.9   (4.4)

Less than high school education (%) 42.5  35.7  6.8   (4.6)

10 or more contacts at baseline (%) 33.5  32.2  1.3   (4.4)

Attachment to community          

Time lived in Cape Breton (%)          

Less than 10 years 4.2  3.1  1.2   (1.7)

More than 10 years 95.8  96.9  -1.2   (1.7)

All my life 76.7  71.5  5.2   (4.1)

Time lived at current address (%)          

Less than 1 year 23.2  22.4  0.8   (3.9)

1 to 4 years 38.0  32.9  5.1   (4.4)

5 to 9 years 11.8  16.7  -4.9   (3.2)

10 or more years 27.0  28.1  -1.1   (4.2)

All my life 11.4  11.0  0.4   (2.9)

Household characteristics (%)          

Children in household          

No children 41.1  32.5  8.6 * (4.5)

1 to 2 children 47.5  53.1  -5.6   (4.6)

3 or more children 11.4  14.5  -3.0   (3.1)

Age of youngest child in household          

Under 3 years 24.3  21.4  2.9   (4.9)

3 to 5 years 21.4  22.7  -1.3   (4.9)

6 to 12 years 31.4  33.1  -1.7   (5.5)

13 to 17 years 20.0  20.8  -0.8   (4.7)
(continued) 



 
-15- 

Table 1.2: Characteristics of IA Sample Members — Program and Control Groups (Cont’d) 

Baseline Characteristics 
Program 

Group 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Number of people in household            

1 person 10.6  10.5   0.1   (2.9)  

2 to 3 people 57.6  64.0   -6.4   (4.5)  

4 or more people 31.8  25.4   6.3   (4.2)  

Household income            

Less than $10,000 56.5  60.8   -4.3   (4.6)  

$10,000 to <$20,000 35.9  35.7   0.2   (4.5)  

$20,000 to <$30,000 4.6  2.6   2.0   (1.7)  

$30,000 or more 3.0  0.9   2.1   (1.3)  

Attitudes towards work (%)            

Will take additional training to improve job prospects 96.2  98.2   -2.1   (1.5)  
Will move permanently outside Cape Breton in order to 
get a job 22.6  15.8   6.8 * (3.7)  

Will move part of each year in order to get a job 25.7  21.6   4.0   (4.0)  

Will work for a lower wage in order to get a job 43.5  41.1   2.4   (4.8)  
Will work in a different occupation or industry in order to 
get a job 90.4  87.1   3.3   (3.1)  

Volunteer activities            

Volunteered on behalf of group/organization 44.9  52.4   -7.5   (4.6)  

Volunteered informally  86.0  82.9   3.1   (3.4)  

Sample size (total = 465) 237  228         
Sources: Calculations from baseline survey data and income assistance administrative records. 
Notes:     Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values. 
                Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences in characteristics between the program and control groups.  
                Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.    
                Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

Although, these differences are not reflective of systematic problems with random 
assignment or non-response bias,9 regression-adjusted impacts that include a range of these 
baseline covariates were checked as part of the analysis, particularly when the baseline 
difference is also a measured follow-up outcome of interest (e.g. impacts on income, social 
capital, and volunteering). However, adjusted impacts are discussed only if they diverge 
significantly from the unadjusted findings. 

REPORT OUTLINE 
Chapter 2 provides a brief review of the implementation of CEIP including the 

engagement of communities, the development of the CEIP office and program services, 
participant recruitment, and details on the types of projects and jobs that program participants 
had been working on. Following the background on implementation, the next two chapters 
present the impacts of CEIP on the central economic outcomes of interest in the study. 
                                                           
9An analysis of non-response bias was completed separately from the analysis of sampling variation in baseline 
characteristics and revealed no significant concerns. Given the high re-interview rate of over 90 per cent, sample sizes were 
too small among the non-respondent group to report results in many of the baseline categories. Future impact reports will 
conduct similar analyses later in the follow-up, when non-response is more likely to be a concern.  
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Chapter 3 presents impacts on employment rates, earnings, and wages. Chapter 4 reviews 
impacts on EI and IA transfer receipt, personal and household income, and measures of the 
incidence of low income. Chapter 5 moves beyond economic impacts and presents impacts of 
CEIP on social capital and the extent of volunteering. Chapter 6 reviews a range of other 
outcomes including the impact of CEIP on program group members’ health and well-being, 
residential mobility, education, and their attitudes to work and transfer payments. Chapter 7 
provides a concluding summary of the key impacts at 18 months and raises important 
questions about critical impacts to watch for in subsequent reports, which will cover the full 
CEIP eligibility period and beyond. 
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Chapter 2:  
Implementing CEIP 

This chapter provides a brief review of the implementation of the Community 
Employment Innovation Project (CEIP).1 First it looks at the process of engaging 
communities and the role they play in the study. It then describes the establishment of the 
CEIP program office in Cape Breton — the main service delivery centre. The remainder of 
the chapter presents details of the recruitment of participants and their response to the offer in 
terms of the take-up and participation rates with various elements of the program. Details on 
the types of projects and jobs that participants were engaged in are also provided. The 
chapter concludes with a discussion of non-volunteers and their reasons for declining the 
offer. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
• Five of the six communities that were approached to participate in CEIP were 

successful in completing the process of organizing a community board, 
preparing a strategic plan, and mobilizing project sponsors. The pre-
amalgamation towns of Dominion, New Waterford, Sydney Mines, North Sydney, 
Glace Bay, and the Whitney Pier neighbourhood of the pre-amalgamation city of 
Sydney were selected for CEIP. All six agreed to take part in CEIP, and five of the 
six went on to approve projects. 

• A program office was successfully established to implement and deliver the 
CEIP program in the Cape Breton Regional Municipality (CBRM). A consortium 
of four organizations — The Cape Breton Family YMCA, Breton Business Center, 
Breton Rehab Services, and Atlantic Action Program–Cape Breton — came together 
in December 1999 to begin planning for the opening of the CEIP office. By the end of 
August 2000 the CEIP office was officially opened and began recruiting participants. 

• CEIP was successful in recruiting and enrolling individuals from Employment 
Insurance (EI) and income assistance (IA) to participate in the project. As 
planned, CEIP was able to recruit sufficient numbers of sample members over the 
two-year enrolment period. By the end of the enrolment period, 998 eligible EI 
beneficiaries and 516 IA recipients were enrolled in the project.2 

                                                           
1The Community Employment Innovation Project: Design and Implementation (2003) provides a detailed documentation of 
the implementation of CEIP. 

2A total of 1,006 individuals selected from the EI caseload completed an enrolment form. However, eight individuals were 
dropped from the evaluation. Seven of these were volunteers who resided on the Eskasoni reserve. This reserve is 
surrounded by the CBRM but is not officially part of the municipality. These individuals met the eligibility criteria for 
selection from the caseload and were permitted to enrol in CEIP. However, the nature of the transfer payments and 
supports from which they qualify are significantly different from those of other sample members, therefore they were 
removed from the research sample. The other individual was dropped because data integrity checks by Statistics Canada 
confirmed that the individual had not been selected to join CEIP. This individual had the same name and lived at the same 
address as the person invited to join CEIP and bypassed initial integrity checks. 
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• CEIP projects were distributed fairly evenly across the five communities, 
included a diversity of activities, and required a variety of occupational skills. 
The communities created projects that serviced a broad range of community sectors 
while providing CEIP participants with a variety of occupations. The creation of 
1,224 positions for participants in the first 18 months of eligibility allowed many to 
work in multiple positions. 

• Reasons for not taking up the CEIP offer were different for individuals selected 
from the EI files compared with those from IA. Among EI eligible individuals, the 
decision to decline the CEIP offer was mainly because they thought the CEIP wage 
was too low or because they had found a job or were expecting to return to a previous 
job. The most often mentioned reasons by IA non-volunteers for rejecting the CEIP 
offer were related to personal, family, or health problems. 

ENGAGING COMMUNITIES 
Six local Cape Breton communities were offered the chance to take part in CEIP — the 

pre-amalgamation towns of Dominion, Glace Bay, New Waterford, North Sydney, and 
Sydney Mines and the Whitney Pier neighbourhood of the pre-amalgamation city of Sydney. 

The selected communities had to “volunteer” to participate in CEIP by means of a show 
of support by the majority of those attending public meetings held in each community. All 
six selected communities eventually chose to take part. They then had to go through a series 
of steps designed to engage members of the communities in the process of planning for and 
operating the projects that would employ CEIP participants. This process was put in place to 
encourage the involvement and interaction of community members in order to encourage the 
development of social capital and improve social inclusion and cohesion at a community 
level. It would also increase the likelihood that projects would be focused on the needs 
perceived by members of the communities and to generate benefits in these desired areas. 

Each community first had to form a CEIP community board and submit the board for 
acceptance by the Project Implementation Committee (a committee established by CEIP’s 
funders, Human Resources Development Canada [HRDC]3 and NS-DCS, to oversee project 
implementation). In seeking acceptance, the board was required to demonstrate that it had 
community support and that it had formally established itself in a manner that would allow it 
to function effectively. Once accepted, each community board was required to prepare a 
strategic plan. There was no prescribed process for boards to follow; the only specific 
requirement was that the plans include a set of identified priorities, developed through a 
process of consultation with the wider community, which would be used in soliciting, 
reviewing, and selecting projects for approval. The strategic plans also had to be submitted 
for acceptance by the Project Implementation Committee. Following acceptance of its plan, a 
community board was authorized to begin approving projects submitted to it by organizations 
that wished to sponsor projects. Being “approved” meant that a sponsored community project 
was eligible to have CEIP participants assigned to work on it. 

                                                           
3During the implementation of CEIP, this government department was called HRDC. However, it has since been renamed 

Human Resources and Social Development Canada.  
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The result of this community engagement process was that all six communities agreed to 
take part in CEIP and all but Dominion went on to approve projects. The first projects were 
approved in October 2000 (in Sydney Mines and New Waterford), and by August 2001 all 
five active communities were approving projects. From the time of the first project approvals 
in October 2000 until the end of December 2003 (the point when all participants had passed 
the 18-month point in their eligibility) the five communities approved a total of 292 projects, 
which provided for a total of 1,885 participant placements. 

ESTABLISHING A PROGRAM OFFICE  
The successful implementation of CEIP required a program with a unique set of services 

and delivery partners. The process of engaging local organizations and developing a 
consortium of local delivery partners is described below. This section is followed by a brief 
description of the program services provided by the CEIP office staff, including those related 
to recruitment, service delivery, and program administration. 

Establishing the Consortium Partnership 
As there was significant potential for CEIP to benefit from tapping into existing 

community networks, the Social Research and Demonstration Corporation (SRDC) issued a 
request for proposals (RFP) in September 1999. The RFP solicited proposals from local 
individuals and organizations interested in providing delivery services for CEIP, including 
skill assessments, job-search and other training services, overall management of project 
participants, and the provision of community development expertise for the community 
groups. 

In order to ensure CEIP, as an entity in its own right, would have its own high profile in 
the community, each of the RFP finalist organizations was presented with a proposal from 
SRDC to participate in CEIP as a partner in the consortium that would operate the CEIP 
office. The CEIP office would deliver services directly to participants and act as the 
coordinating body that would match participants to sponsored employment opportunities that 
had gained the approval of the community boards. All of the organizations agreed to accept 
the roles proposed by SRDC, and contracts were drawn up detailing the extent of the 
involvement of each organization in terms of staff commitments and specific tasks. 

The organizations that agreed to form the CEIP consortium are listed below with a 
summary of the role that they agreed to perform within the CEIP office. 

• The Cape Breton Family YMCA. This community-based non-profit organization 
agreed to four key responsibilities: office management, coordinating enrolment, 
participant management, and the provision of training activities.  

• Breton Business Center (BBC). A local employment placement agency, BBC 
agreed to undertake the “job-matching” responsibilities.  

• Breton Rehab Services (BRS). A local business that specializes in assessing 
individuals in a rehabilitation setting, BRS was given a mandate to conduct 
employability assessments of CEIP program group members. 

• Atlantic Coastal Action Program–Cape Breton (ACAP-CB). A non-profit 
organization that conducts large-scale environmental protection projects, ACAP-CB 
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agreed to manage the transitional project activity designed to provide participants 
with meaningful activities when they were between community-sponsored project 
assignments. 

The CEIP Office 
The consortium partners came together in December 1999 to begin planning for the 

opening of the CEIP office. The partners worked on a series of initial tasks including the 
preparation of an office location, implementation of office policies and procedures, 
development of the information scripts and routines to be used in the presentation of the 
CEIP opportunity to recruits, and the testing of the project management information system 
(PMIS). 

By the end of August 2000, the CEIP office was officially opened and the recruitment 
process was underway. The initial staff complement4 consisted of five employees, including 
an office manager, one participant manager, an assessment coordinator, a training 
coordinator, and a job-placement coordinator. 

Roles and Responsibilities 

Participant Recruitment 

The CEIP office played a central role in the recruitment process alongside Statistics 
Canada (which conducted random selection of individuals from administrative files, 
managed baseline sample data, and initiated random assignment), both prior to and following 
random assignment. The CEIP office acted as point of first contact for potential participants 
following their invitation to join the study and was responsible for facilitating information 
sessions and obtaining informed consent from those interested in joining the study. Once 
participants were randomly assigned, the CEIP office advised study participants of the results 
and coordinated program group members’ enrolment in the project through an orientation 
session. This recruitment process is described in more detail in the following section. 

Service Delivery 

For participants who completed their enrolment in the project, a two-week orientation 
period5 was provided in which they received an employability assessment and some 
transferable-skills and job-readiness training. However, the majority of CEIP office services 
were delivered after the orientation period, when participants were eligible for CEIP work 
placements and other program services. The core of these services and operating procedures 
included those associated with the job-matching process, participant management, and the 
administration of disciplinary procedures, transitional projects, the job-search workshop, and 

                                                           
4As the recruitment intensified during 2001, the increased pace of enrolment created demands for more space to house the 
participants involved in information and orientation sessions. In January 2002 the CEIP Resource Centre was opened. This 
facility provided additional space in support of the recruitment activities and also housed participants taking part in training 
sessions and a portion of the transitional work projects. By mid-year 2002 the CEIP office staff complement had grown to 
10 with the addition of three participant managers, a project registrar, and a project-site monitoring officer. 

5The first participants went through orientation during the week of October 2–6, 2000. Orientation was initially provided in 
a single week and was focused on the employability assessment. In January 2002 an additional week was added, during 
which elements of job-readiness and transferable-skills training were provided. Participants who had gone through 
orientation prior to its expansion were invited back to attend the additional week of training. 
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portfolio building. Refer to The Community Employment Innovation Project: Design and 
Implementation (2003) for a complete review of CEIP operations and program services. 

RECRUITING STUDY PARTICIPANTS 
As mentioned in Chapter 1, participants for CEIP were selected from among EI 

beneficiaries and IA recipients residing in the CBRM. Separate selection criteria and 
processes were implemented for EI beneficiaries and IA recipients, which reflected the rules 
and regulations that govern each transfer program. 

EI Beneficiaries 
An invitation to participate in CEIP was offered to a random sample of EI beneficiaries 

from the CBRM who were at least 18 years of age, had received at least $1 of regular EI 
benefits during the selection month, and were not participating in any EI-sponsored training 
programs. Selected sample members also had to have received between 10 and 13 weeks of 
benefits and have 12 or more weeks of entitlement remaining on their current EI claim. Each 
person was included in the selection pool once. 

By not selecting from the entire caseload, CEIP avoided selecting new applicants and 
individuals with only a short period on EI — who may have been able to re-enter the 
workforce quickly — and individuals with little or no EI benefits left on their claim for 
whom CEIP would have merely been an extension of entitlement. With at least 12 or more 
weeks remaining on their claim, there was a trade-off in participating in CEIP, such that 
selected individuals had to evaluate the effect of giving up future EI benefits.  

IA Recipients 
The CEIP offer was made to IA recipients who were deemed employable, after 

completing the Nova Scotia Employability Assessment, administered by front-line staff at the 
Nova Scotia Department of Community Services (NS-DCS). The employability assessment 
was an important feature of the NS-DCS intake process for IA applicants prior to CEIP. The 
assessment process examined the applicant’s paid and unpaid work experience, job-seeking 
skills, academic background, skills set, life situation, physical and mental health, and 
motivation to work.  

As in the case of EI, individuals on IA who received the CEIP offer had to be residents of 
the CBRM, be at least 18 years of age, and have received at least $1 in benefits during the 
month they were selected as a potential sample member. In cases with more than one eligible 
adult present in the household, only one person could be selected. Individuals had one chance 
of being selected and could be selected at any stage of their IA claim. This was because there 
were too few clients flowing through IA to use eligibility based on a specific length of time 
on IA. 
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Sample Selection and Enrolment 
The sample selection process for EI and IA sample members was undertaken by Statistics 

Canada.6 EI beneficiaries were selected and enrolled from July 2000 to June 2002, while the IA 
selection process was from June 2001 to June 2002. EI beneficiaries were randomly selected 
from a monthly derivative of the HRDC Benefits and Overpayments file (BNOP), which is 
used for administering EI claims and payments. Eligible IA recipients were selected from 
among IA recipients who expressed an interest in participating in CEIP, after being notified by 
NS-DCS about CEIP and their eligibility to participate in the program. 

Once selected, individuals were invited to attend an information session to learn about CEIP 
and its benefits. During these sessions, staff at the CEIP office provided potential enrollees with 
sufficient information to help them determine whether to join CEIP. The main messages 
delivered by CEIP staff to potential enrollees during the information session were as follows: 

• CEIP was a research project and those who signed up had a 50-50 chance of being 
randomly selected for paid community-based work for up to three years.  

• CEIP was a voluntary project and individuals signing up were free to withdraw at any 
time. 

• Eligibility for EI or IA would not be affected if a person chose not to join the study. 

• Relevant regulations for EI and IA would apply if individuals selected for 
community-based work should subsequently be terminated or quit without just cause. 

The information session was the only avenue through which participants could enrol in 
CEIP. After being informed about the benefits of CEIP, attendees interested in participating in 
the study were required to complete an enrolment form consisting of an informed consent and 
questions that captured baseline measures on individual and socio-economic characteristics. 

As shown in Table 2.1, during the enrolment phase, 5,980 eligible EI beneficiaries and 
804 eligible IA recipients were randomly selected and mailed letters of invitation to an 
information session. The show-up rate to information sessions was 27 per cent among EI 
beneficiaries and 69 per cent among invitees from the IA caseload. The vast majority of those 
who showed up at an information session volunteered for CEIP by signing the enrolment 
form. Of the 1,620 EI beneficiaries who showed up, 1,006 signed the enrolment form7 and 
516 of the 557 attendees from the IA sample did so. 

Table 2.1: CEIP Recruitment 

  EI Sample IA Sample 
Randomly selected and sent an information session invitation 5,980 804 
Attended an information session 1,620 557 
Signed a consent form and was randomly assigned 998 516 
   

Randomly assigned to program group 499 258 
Attended an orientation session 444 240 
Signed a program participation agreement 430 238 

Sources: Recruitment records and data from the project management information system (PMIS).  

                                                           
6A detailed description of the selection process for EI beneficiaries and IA recipients is provided in Chapter 5 of The 
Community Innovation Project: Design and Implementation (2003). 

7Eight sample members were dropped from the study, bringing the total to 998 EI sample members. See Footnote 2. 
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Random Assignment 
Once the enrolment form was completed, the next stage in the recruitment process for 

CEIP was to determine who would receive the offer of community-based work. The random 
assignment process was performed on SRDC’s random assignment software application. The 
random assignment process was fully automated and was executed using anonymous files. In 
order to accomplish this task, completed enrolment forms were batched by staff at the CEIP 
office and mailed to Statistics Canada. Before launching the random assignment application, 
Statistics Canada was required to complete verification checks on the eligibility of enrollees, 
electronically capture the information provided on the completed forms, and prepare a list of 
unique anonymous identifiers for individuals with verified completed forms. This list was 
then submitted, through a secure remote connection, to the random assignment facilities of 
SRDC. The software application randomly assigned each individual to one of the two 
research groups — the program group or the control group — and generated a list of the 
assignments. During the two-year enrolment period, 1,006 eligible EI beneficiaries and 
516 IA recipients were enrolled in CEIP. Half of the enrollees from both the EI and IA 
samples were randomly assigned to the program group (i.e. offered community-based work) 
and the other half to the control group. 

Orientation  
Once random assignment was completed, the CEIP office was notified of the research 

status for each enrollee. The CEIP office then notified each enrollee, by mail, of his or her 
random assignment result. In order to complete the CEIP enrolment process, program group 
members were required to attend an orientation session and sign a project participation 
agreement (PPA) within five weeks of receiving the letter. Only program group members 
with a signed PPA could go on to receive community-based work. 

The goal of the orientation session was also to educate participants about the rights and 
obligations of program participation and to make sure that participants fully understood the 
CEIP offer. In addition to a detailed review and signing of the PPA, several administrative 
documents were completed during the orientation session. These included documents 
required to administer the CEIP payroll, an optional health plan, and a criminal record 
search. As shown in Table 2.1, of the 757 individuals assigned to the program group (499 EI 
beneficiaries and 258 IA recipients), 684 attended an orientation session and 668 signed a 
PPA.  

PARTICIPATING IN CEIP 
The enrolment statistics mentioned above are for the entire CEIP research sample. 

However, as mentioned in Chapter 1, the focus of this report is on the 1,363 CEIP enrollees 
who completed the 18-month survey. The breakdown by EI beneficiaries and IA recipients is 
898 EI sample members (470 program group; 428 control group) and 465 IA sample 
members (237 program group; 228 control group). 

The vast majority of program group members signed the PPA and went on to participate 
in one or more CEIP-related activities during the 18 months post-enrolment. Of the 
470 program group members from the EI 18-month report sample, 418 attended an 
orientation session and 404 signed a project participation agreement. Similarly high 
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proportions of the 237 IA program group members in the report sample attended orientation 
(224 individuals) and signed the PPA (222 individuals).  

Figure 2.1 shows the percentage of the program group in the report sample who 
participated in a CEIP-related activity during their first 18 months after signing the enrolment 
form. This includes participating in CEIP-based projects or other approved CEIP activities. 
Signing of the PPA by program group members was essential to completing the enrolment 
process and participating in CEIP-based projects, but not everyone who signed a PPA 
subsequently worked on CEIP community-based jobs. Among those who signed the PPA, 
390 EI sample members and 217 IA sample members were engaged in CEIP activities over 
the 18-month period. CEIP offers each member of the program group up to three years of 
participation in community-based work, but within this eligibility period, participants are free 
to leave CEIP for another job or training and then return to CEIP. There was no limit on the 
length or frequency of such absences. Program group members may also have not 
participated on CEIP projects after signing the PPA for other reasons (for example, health 
and migration). Participation rates peaked for the EI sample at 77 per cent, during the fourth 
month after enrolment, and gradually declined over the next 16 months. The highest level of 
participation among IA program group members was observed during the fifth month after 
enrolment, at 89 per cent, and declined very slowly over the remaining follow-up period.  

Figure 2.1: CEIP Participation Rates, by Months From Enrolment 
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Source: Calculations from the CEIP project management information system (PMIS). 



 
-25- 

The two months immediately following enrolment were marked by very low participation 
rates, because for most they were still in the process of completing enrolment. On average, 
there were 44 days between the signing of the enrolment form and the signing of the PPA, 
but in some instances it was as long as 112 days. Much of this time was taken up by day-to-
day tasks required to get things done. As mentioned earlier, signing of the enrolment form 
was only one of the first steps in the enrolment process. The enrolment forms were then 
mailed to Statistics Canada to verify eligibility and electronically captured before random 
assignment could occur. Once random assignment was completed, individuals were notified 
of their assignment by mail. Program group members would then have to attend an 
orientation session within five weeks from date of notification of their assignment and sign a 
PPA in order to start participating in CEIP projects or ancillary activities.  

CEIP is not a training intervention; rather it is a community employment program. 
However, ancillary activities such as job-readiness and transferable-skills training were made 
available to participants. Upon signing the PPA, participants took part in a two-week 
orientation period. During the two-week orientation period a detailed employability 
assessment was conducted and some transferable-skills and job-readiness training was 
provided to participants. Results of the assessment were used to decide whether a participant 
was required to attend one or more basic job-readiness training modules or spend time on a 
transitional job before being assigned to a community-based project. The collected 
information was also used to facilitate the matching of the participant with available 
community project placements. A brief description of job-readiness and transferable-skills 
components is provided below. 

Job-Readiness Training 
The second week of orientation included basic job-readiness workshops. The workshops, 

organized around themes of “Survival in the Workplace” and “How to Be a More Effective 
Person,” were designed to provide information to participants to help them in both their 
personal and professional life. The Christopher leadership course was available on request 
and provided individuals with the tools and knowledge to be a more effective communicator 
and build self-confidence and self-esteem. 

Transferable Skills 
During the first 18 months of CEIP, participants had access to workshops in 

cardiopulmonary resuscitation (CPR), occupational health and safety (OHS), and the 
Workplace Hazardous Materials Information System (WHMIS). Participants could also 
participate in customer service, entrepreneurial, and basic computer training. These training 
modules were open to all, except for the one-week entrepreneurial training course. 
Entrepreneurial training was provided only to participants interested in developing their own 
ideas into a CEIP project.8 

Table 2.2 presents participation rates in ancillary activities during the first 18 months 
after enrolment for the report sample.  
                                                           
8For the most part, community projects were sponsored by local organizations. However, participants or groups of 

participants were given the opportunity to develop their own ideas for projects. Those who wanted to pursue this option 
were given 12 weeks to develop their ideas. During the first week they were required to attend a one-week entrepreneurial 
training program. Over the next 11 weeks participants were engaged in project development at the CEIP resource centre 
where an additional resource person was available one day a week to provide advice and encouragement. 
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Table 2.2: Participation in CEIP Ancillary Activities During the 18 Months After Enrolment, 
by Program Group Members (18-Month Survey Sample) 

  EI IA 
Basic job-readiness training          
Basic job-readiness      31.9   76.8 

Christopher leadership    14.5   16.5 

Transferable-skills training          

Cardiopulmonary resuscitation    46.2   73.0 

Occupational health and safety    78.5   89.5 

Workplace Hazardous Materials Information System  79.4   88.6 

Customer service      6.0   2.1 

Entrepreneurship training    6.0   2.5 

Basic computer training    1.1   9.3 

Sample size      470   237 
Source:  CEIP project management information system (PMIS). 

As expected, IA participants were more likely to be assigned to basic job-readiness 
training; many IA participants had little or no prior work experience. Over three quarters of 
IA sample members completed one or more basic job-readiness training modules, while 
approximately one third of EI sample members did so.  

Several program group members also took advantage of the various transferable-skills 
training sessions that were available through CEIP. As shown in Table 2.2, instructional 
sessions on occupational health and safety (OHS), Workplace Hazardous Materials 
Information System (WHMIS), and cardiopulmonary resuscitation (CPR) were the most 
often attended classes by CEIP participants during their first 18 months on CEIP. 
Entrepreneurship training, which was provided only to participants who expressed an interest 
in developing their own ideas for self-directed projects, was attended by six per cent of the EI 
sample and two per cent of the IA sample. At the 18-month milestone, few participants had 
completed the computer literacy training course offered by CEIP. However, since this could 
be scheduled anytime during the three-year eligibility, participation rates may significantly 
increase over the life of the project. 

CEIP PROJECTS AND WORK PLACEMENTS 
Once participants were deemed job-ready and completed the initial orientation period, 

they were assigned to community work placements.9 The following section presents details 
on the types of community projects that were created by the five participating communities 
and the types of jobs that these projects provided to CEIP participants. A total of 292 projects 
were created by communities through CEIP during the first three and a half years,10 which 
generated a total of 1,224 positions and 1,885 work placements for participants, allowing 
many to work in multiple positions. 

                                                           
9For some, there may have been a period of work on transitional projects while they were waiting for a suitable community 

placement. Transitional projects were run by the CEIP office and consortium partner ACAP Cape Breton. 
10Because recruitment occurred over a two-year period, it took three and a half years for all sample members to have been in 

the program for at least 18 months — the period covered in this report. 
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Figure 2.2 provides a breakdown of CEIP projects that were created based on the type of 
organization or the community sector being served by the project. A broad range of community 
needs were targeted through CEIP projects. The largest category was community services (49), 
which included community outreach programs and service clubs. The second and third largest 
category of project involved churches and charities (44) and those that provided some form of 
recreational services (35) to the community. This was followed by projects in the area of arts 
and culture (30), services to seniors (28), and services to youth (23). 

Figure 2.2: CEIP Projects, by Organization or Sector Served (2000–2003) 
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Source: CEIP project management information system (PMIS). 
Note: “CEDA” stands for “Community Economic Development Agency.” 

Figure 2.3 presents the total number positions that were filled by CEIP participants based 
on the occupation type. It illustrates that CEIP projects provided a range of occupations for 
participants throughout all 10 of the National Occupational Categorizations (NOC). The 
largest category was by far service positions (353), which included some skilled occupations 
(sales supervisors, cooks, firefighters; 21 positions), intermediate sales and service positions 
(retail/service clerks, child-care/home workers; 38 positions), and elemental positions 
(attendants, cleaners, and security; 294 positions). The next largest set of placements was in 
natural and applied sciences (217) and business, finance, and administration (212). The 
former included some technical occupations (general surveyors, computer programmers; 
8 positions) and skilled positions (wildlife attendants, groundskeepers, landscapers; 
209 positions). Business, finance, and administrative positions included some professional 
occupations (finance or human resources managers; 8 positions), skilled positions (financial 
or administrative support; 29 positions), and elemental occupations (clerical support, office 
equipment operators; 204 positions).  
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Figure 2.3: CEIP Jobs — Total Positions Filled by Occupation 
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Source: CEIP project management information system (PMIS). 

The number of CEIP work placements is different from the number of positions, as 
participants can work in multiple jobs over the course of their eligibility. Several participants 
can fill the same job over the course of the position. There was expected to be some 
transitioning between work placements over the life of the project, which would give 
participants the opportunity to develop different kinds of skills and work experience as well 
as more opportunity to enhance their social networks. Figure 2.4 presents the number of 
CEIP placements that participants worked in, by the type of occupation. It illustrates that 
transitioning between placements had already begun to take place within the first 18 months 
of eligibility. The number of placements is larger than the number of positions in each 
category of job, indicating that there was some transitioning between placements throughout 
the range of CEIP work. A future report will provide more details on the nature of CEIP 
work placements, once the full eligibility period can be evaluated. 
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Figure 2.4: Total Participant Placements, by Occupation 
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Source: CEIP project management information system (PMIS). 

NON-VOLUNTEERS  
Although the main focus of this report is CEIP volunteers and what impact CEIP had on 

these individuals, another measure of interest in the implementation and evaluation of CEIP 
is the proportion of eligible individuals who did not take up the CEIP offer and their reasons 
for choosing that option. As mentioned earlier, of the 6,784 individuals (5,980 EI 
beneficiaries, 804 IA recipients) who were invited to participate in CEIP, 1,522 (1,006 EI 
beneficiaries; 516 IA recipients) volunteered to join CEIP. To help establish why the 
remainder did not volunteer for CEIP, a non-volunteer survey was administered to a random 
sample of those who did not take up the offer. The target sample was 1,092 eligible EI non-
volunteers and 173 eligible IA recipients who received and invitation to join CEIP but did 
not take up the offer. A total of 893 individuals (780 EI beneficiaries; 113 IA recipients) 
responded to the survey. There were two categories of non-volunteers: those who attended an 
information session but did not sign up for CEIP and those who did not attend an information 
session. Table 2.3 presents the reasons mentioned by these two groups of non-volunteers for 
not joining the study. 

As shown in Table 2.3, the vast majority of those who did not sign up for CEIP also did 
not attend an information session. The most common reason reported by EI beneficiaries for 
not attending the information session was that they were already working or expecting to be 
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recalled by a previous employer (57.5 per cent). Among IA recipients, the most often 
mentioned reason was personal or family- or health-related.  

Table 2.3: Non-takers Reasons for Not Taking Up the CEIP Offer 

  EI IA 
Reasons for not attending the information session (%)a     
Already working or recall expected  57.5 18.4 

Taking education or training 3.2 12.6 

Personal or family- or health-related 7.2 31.0 

Was not interested in CEIP 8.6 5.7 

Did not know about the sessions 14.3 16.1 

Transportation problems 5.2 8.0 
Not enough money 1.5 +++ 

Away or about to leave the province 2.8 +++ 

Retired / on pension / too old 2.5 +++ 

Union helping with compensation and job search 1.2 +++ 

Did not understand CEIP 3.1 +++ 

Forgot about the sessions 3.5 +++ 

Other 29.7 17.2 

Among those who received the invitation letter and attended the information 
session, percentage who reported not taking the offer because a 

  

Not enough money 51.7 21.7 

Personal or family- or health-related 14.6 30.4 

Already working or recall expected 49.4 +++ 

Quality of jobs offered by CEIP 6.7 +++ 

Retired / on pension / too old 7.9 +++ 

Was not interested 19.1 +++ 

Other 29.2 56.5 

Sample size 780 113 
Source:  Statistics Canada calculations using data from the CEIP non-volunteer survey.  
Notes: Respondents who failed to respond to an item were not included in the calculations. 

+++ indicates that the statistic was based on a sample size of less than five. To protect the confidentiality of individuals in the 
study, statistics based on sample sizes of less than five are not published by SRDC. 
aResponse categories do not add up to 100 per cent because some individuals gave more than one reason for not attending. 

Respondents to the non-volunteer survey who attended the information session provided 
several reasons for not joining the study. These included “not enough money,” personal or 
family- or health-related reasons, already working or expecting to be called back to work by 
previous employer, concern regarding the quality of jobs offered by CEIP, or simply no 
interest in CEIP. 
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SUMMARY 
As documented in this chapter, notwithstanding the relatively low take-up rate, CEIP was 

able to successfully enrol individuals from EI and IA rolls in the study over the two-year 
enrolment period. Moreover, the vast majority of individuals assigned to the program group 
were active participants in CEIP during the first 18 months of the project and were engaged 
in a diversity of CEIP community projects. Those who did not take up the offer did so for 
various reasons. The most often mentioned reasons by EI non-volunteers were the low CEIP 
wage or that they were expecting to return to a previous employer or already found a job. IA 
non-volunteers most often cited personal, family, and health reasons for not joining CEIP. 
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Chapter 3:  
Impacts on Employment, Earnings, and Wages 

This chapter examines the impacts of the Community Employment Innovation Project 
(CEIP) on employment by comparing the employment rates, earnings, hours, and wages of 
CEIP program group members with a benchmark sample, the control group — a group of 
Employment Insurance (EI) and income assistance (IA) recipients who are similar to CEIP 
program group members but who were not eligible to participate in CEIP. Since this report 
covers the first 18 months of participants’ 36-month window for eligibility in CEIP, the 
results of this chapter are restricted to the impacts of CEIP on employment outcomes while 
program group members are eligible for CEIP jobs. Later reports will extend the analysis 
beyond the eligibility period, addressing the impact of CEIP on program group members’ 
long-term employment outcomes after their program eligibility had expired. 

The chapter begins by examining the employment situation in Cape Breton during the 
period of CEIP’s operations to give a better understanding of participants’ employment 
opportunities in the absence of CEIP. Next, CEIP’s offer of employment is discussed and the 
extent to which program group members responded to the offer over the 18-month period is 
analyzed by estimating CEIP’s impact on full-time employment and monthly earnings. 
Cumulative measures of CEIP’s impact on employment and earnings are also estimated to 
determine the aggregate effect of CEIP on earnings and employment over the 18-month 
period. The chapter concludes with an examination of CEIP’s impacts on hourly wages and 
weekly hours of work. Due to the unique characteristics and employment history of the two 
samples, impacts will be shown separately for the EI and IA samples. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
• The program groups in both the EI and IA samples achieved approximately 

90 per cent employment rates by the second quarter of the project. Both samples 
maintained their high employment rates throughout the 18-month follow-up period. 

• CEIP had significant impacts on employment and earnings for both the EI and 
IA samples that were sustained throughout the 18-month period. Employment 
impacts peaked in the second quarter of the program’s operations at nearly 
45 percentage points for the EI sample and nearly 75 percentage points for the IA 
sample and gradually declined thereafter by Month 18. CEIP had an immediate 
impact on program group members’ earnings, at its peak increasing earnings among 
the EI sample by approximately $600 per month and by approximately $950 per 
month among the IA sample in the second quarter of the project. 

• Most of the employment generated by CEIP occurred at the full-time level. 
While full-time impacts were large in the EI sample, CEIP’s biggest impacts on full-
time employment occurred within the IA sample due to the low rate of full-time 
employment among IA control group members. 
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• CEIP had an overall positive impact on hourly wages and hours worked per 
week. The largest impacts on wages were observed within the range of $2 and $3 
above minimum wage for program group members in both the EI and IA samples. 
There was a small decrease in the proportion of program group members in the EI 
sample at the highest wage rates, indicating that CEIP did reduce the hourly wages 
for some program group members. CEIP had a similar impact on average weekly 
hours of work, increasing the number of hours worked per week for most program 
group members, while reducing hours worked for a small proportion at the highest 
levels. 

CAPE BRETON LABOUR MARKET 
Before examining CEIP’s impact on employment, it is instructive to review the social and 

economic health of the Cape Breton Regional Municipality (CBRM) during the period of 
CEIP’s operations. The state of the Cape Breton economy is well-documented, and it is 
widely known that the region has suffered social and economic hardship due to the collapse 
of the coal, steel, and fishing industries in recent years. While other industries in Cape Breton 
have shown promise of late, the region continues to lag behind the rest of Nova Scotia in the 
number of opportunities available for sustained, year-round employment.  

In the 2003 CEIP Design and Implementation Report, it was reported that, while the 
region had suffered from the loss of heavy industry jobs in coal and steel, there was “cautious 
optimism” for the region’s economy due to a growing demand for workers in the call centre, 
service, and tourism industries and offshore oil and gas developments. However, Cape 
Breton maintains a persistently high unemployment rate relative to the rest of the province 
and its population continues to decline, especially among its youth. Over the period of 2000 
to 2004, the population decreased by nearly three per cent. Human Resources and Skills 
Development Canada’s Labour Market Review (2005) for the region noted: “The region has 
shown slow employment growth over the last couple of decades which has kept 
unemployment rates the highest in the province. The Island’s economy has also not generated 
enough employment prospects to keep its youth from leaving. The end result is a more 
pronounced trend to an older workforce in Cape Breton” (Human Resources and Skills 
Development Canada, 2005). 

While finding a job in Cape Breton continued to be more difficult than elsewhere in the 
province of Nova Scotia while CEIP was in operation, there were, however, some tentative 
signs of improvement. Table 3.1 shows that over the 2000–2003 period, the unemployment 
rate on Cape Breton Island decreased from 17.6 per cent to 15.9 per cent and the participation 
rate grew from 50.7 per cent to 51.8 per cent.1 However, the growth in the participation rate 
was hampered by a decrease of the general population in the region, and consequently the 
region’s labour force remained roughly the same size in 2003 as it was in the year 2000. In 
summary, there were grounds for some optimism as an increasing proportion of workers in 
Cape Breton found work; however the region struggled to curb net out-migration, especially 
among its youth. 

                                                           
12001 Census data shows that the unemployment rate in the CEIP communities was as high or higher than the overall 

unemployment rate for Cape Breton Island. For instance, the unemployment rate in Sydney Mines in 2001 was 21.0 per 
cent (Nova Scotia Community Counts, (2004–2006). 
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Table 3.1: Labour Market Characteristics for Cape Breton, Halifax, and Nova Scotia, 2000–2003 

  
Region 

Labour Force 
('000) 

Participation Rate 
(%) 

Employment 
('000) 

Unemployment Rate
(%) 

Cape Breton         
2000 61.2 50.7 50.5 17.6 
2001 63.4 53.1 52.5 17.2 
2002 61.5 51.8 52.2 15.1 
2003 61.1 51.8 51.4 15.9 
Halifax         
2000 200.9 69.7 188.3 6.3 
2001 203.9 69.6 189.4 7.1 
2002 206.1 69.2 190.4 7.6 
2003 210.2 69.4 196.2 6.6 
Nova Scotia         
2000 452.4 61.2 411.1 9.1 
2001 460.4 62.0 415.4 9.8 
2002 467.2 62.5 422.4 9.6 
2003 474.7 63.1 431.3 9.1 

Source: Nova Scotia Statistical Review (23rd ed.), by the Nova Scotia Department of Finance, Statistics Division, 2005, Halifax: Nova 
Scotia Department of Finance, p. 49.  

EMPLOYMENT OF THE CEIP CONTROL GROUP 
One way to observe what employment opportunities existed for people who wished to 

find employment in the Cape Breton Regional Municipality during CEIP’s operations is to 
examine the employment outcomes of CEIP’s control group members. The control group 
represents a group of individuals who were recruited from the EI and IA programs but were 
ineligible to participate in CEIP (but who continued to be eligible to receive all other income 
transfers, programs, and services for which they otherwise would have qualified). Since 
members of the control group on average were similar in characteristics to the program 
group, their employment behaviour demonstrates what would have happened to the program 
group in the absence of CEIP.  

Figure 3.1 shows the monthly full-time employment rates of the control groups for both 
the EI and IA samples over the first 18 months of the follow-up period.2 The difference in the 
employment rates between the control groups of the two samples illustrates how individuals 
who were recruited from EI differed from those who were recruited from IA. Since at 
selection for CEIP, the EI sample had more extensive work experience and had been 
unemployed due to a layoff, termination of a contract, or their employer having moved or 
closed down, it is not surprising that they had much higher rates of re-employment than the 
IA sample control group, who had very limited work experience and no long-term 
relationship with the industry in which they last worked. 

                                                           
2Full-time employment is defined as working in a job that is normally 30 or more hours per week or working in multiple 

jobs that average 30 or more hours per week during a calendar month. 
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Figure 3.1: Control Group Full-Time Employment Rates, by Months From Random Assignment 
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Sources: Calculations from 18-month follow-up survey and CEIP project management information system (PMIS) data. 

The figure also shows that while employment outcomes improved for the control group 
within both the EI and IA samples over the 18-month period, most control group members did 
not find full-time employment after one and a half years of unemployment. The full-time 
employment rate for the control group in the EI sample increased from 22 per cent in Month 1 to 
50 per cent in Month 18, while the IA sample control group increased its full-time employment 
rate from 6 per cent in Month 1 to 27 per cent in Month 18.3 While the outcomes of both control 
groups improved over the period, half of the EI control group and about one quarter of the IA 
control group were employed full time after 18 months, indicating the difficulty that program 
group members would have in finding full-time employment in the absence of CEIP.  

However, even without the offer of CEIP employment, the employment rates of the 
control group indicate that a large proportion of program group members would have been 
able to find full-time employment and that this proportion would be expected to rise over 
time. To avoid attributing these changes in employment to CEIP, the experimental design of 
the program allows impacts to be measured against the benchmark provided by the control 
                                                           
3While individuals who were selected to participate in CEIP were unemployed at the time of their selection, there could be 

up to an eight-week period extending from the time they were invited to participate in the program to when they had 
attended an information session, were randomly assigned to either the program or control group, and were interviewed for 
the baseline study. This lag time explains why a small proportion of control group members had already found full-time 
employment during the first month of the follow-up period. 
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group outcomes. For instance, to illustrate that CEIP increased full-time employment among 
the program group, it is necessary to show that the increase was over and above the increase 
in full-time employment among the control group. 

CEIP EMPLOYMENT 
CEIP was designed as a test of how unemployed individuals living in a region with chronic 

high unemployment would respond to an offer of up to three years of stable employment. CEIP 
represents an alternative form of income transfer payment, whereby participants exchange their 
entitlements to EI or IA for full-time work on community projects in the social economy at a 
set “community wage.”4 This section describes the community wage paid to CEIP participants 
and shows the impacts of the program on their employment rates. 

CEIP employment was designed to replicate real market employment, and from the 
participants’ perspective, the community wage they received represented a real wage for the 
work they performed while participating in the program. From a public policy perspective, 
however, the CEIP community wage represented an alternate form of transfer to the 
participants who volunteered for the project. From this perspective, CEIP not only provided 
participants with a working wage instead of EI or IA benefits, but it also provided job-
readiness and skills training as well as valuable work experience on projects in selected 
communities in the CBRM. In addition, it is anticipated that individuals who participated in 
the program developed stronger social networks in the community that will translate into 
further employment opportunities in the longer run.  

Considering that only a minority of control group members worked full time during the 
first 18 months of the follow-up period, it is expected that CEIP’s offer of full-time 
employment will have contributed to large program impacts on employment and earnings 
over this period of time, since most program group members chose to participate and work in 
CEIP jobs. Since CEIP paid a fixed wage, CEIP’s offer of full-time employment would have 
been most attractive to those with fewer employment alternatives and who would not 
otherwise have been able to find comparable work. Consequently, a prior expectation is that 
the IA sample will experience the largest employment impacts as its control group had poorer 
employment outcomes than the EI sample control group. 

CEIP’S IMPACTS ON OVERALL, FULL-TIME, AND PART-TIME 
EMPLOYMENT 

The control group employment rates presented above show that most program group 
members would not have been working full time by the 18-month interview in the absence of 
CEIP employment. Since CEIP provided participants with full-time jobs, it is expected that 

                                                           
4The community wage offered by CEIP differed from market-based wages in that it was fixed at a set rate that increased in 

line with the provincial minimum wage. The wage was the same for all participants regardless of their work experience or 
education level and was paid for any work on CEIP projects or participation in other eligible activities, such as orientation 
and job-readiness training. At the beginning of the project, the wage was set at $280 per week (or $8 per hour for a 
required 35 hours a week of participation) and increased in step with the provincial minimum wage. When CEIP was 
designed, the community wage was set at a level that approximated the average amount of weekly EI benefits paid within 
the EI region from which CEIP participants were recruited. Refer to The Community Employment Innovation Project: 
Design and Implementation (2003) for a full description of the community wage. 
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the program would have had large impacts on program group members’ full-time 
employment rates throughout the 18-month follow-up period. The size of the impact on full-
time employment is the net result of two effects: the increase in employment among those 
who would not otherwise have worked at all and the increase in full-time employment among 
those who would otherwise have worked part time.  

EI Sample  

Table 3.2a shows the EI sample’s overall, part-time, and full-time employment rates for 
the program group and control groups, as well as their difference or impact in the first six 
quarters of the follow-up period.5 As expected, CEIP produced large impacts on overall 
employment over the entire 18-month period. The impacts peaked at 41.1 percentage points 
within the second quarter of the follow-up period and gradually declined to 24.9 percentage 
points by Quarter 6.  

Table 3.2a: CEIP Impacts on Part-Time and Full-Time Employment — EI Sample 

Outcome  
Program 

Group 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Employment rate (%)                 
Quarter 1 52.1   36.4   15.7 *** (2.6)   
Quarter 2 90.1   49.1   41.1 *** (2.5)   
Quarter 3 89.9   58.8   31.1 *** (2.5)   
Quarter 4 89.9   58.1   31.8 *** (2.6)   
Quarter 5 89.7   63.6   26.2 *** (2.5)   
Quarter 6 89.7   64.8   24.9 *** (2.4)   
Full-time employment rate (%)a                 
Quarter 1 47.2   24.6   22.6 *** (2.3)   
Quarter 2 88.4   36.5   51.8 *** (2.5)   
Quarter 3 88.2   44.9   43.4 *** (2.6)   
Quarter 4 88.3   44.8   43.5 *** (2.6)   
Quarter 5 87.3   50.8   36.5 *** (2.6)   
Quarter 6 87.0   52.8   34.1 *** (2.6)   
Part-time employment rate (%)b                 
Quarter 1 3.9   9.6   -5.7 *** (1.5)   
Quarter 2 1.3   10.5   -9.2 *** (1.5)   
Quarter 3 1.3   11.9   -10.6 *** (1.5)   
Quarter 4 1.3   11.6   -10.3 *** (1.5)   
Quarter 5 2.2   10.7   -8.5 *** (1.5)   
Quarter 6 2.5   10.4   -7.9 *** (1.5)   
Sample size (total = 898) 470   428           

Sources: Calculations from 18-month follow-up survey and CEIP project management information system (PMIS) data. 
Notes: The estimates for each quarter are calculated by averaging the three months within a quarter.  
 Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups.  
 Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.  
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

a“Full-time employment” is defined as working in a job that is normally 30 or more hours per week or working in 
multiple jobs that average 30 or more hours per week during a calendar month. 

b“Part-time employment” is defined as working in a job that is normally fewer than 30 hours per week and, if working in 
multiple jobs, jobs that average fewer than 30 hours per week during a calendar month. 

                                                           
5The quarterly estimates are average monthly outcomes of each of the three months in the respective quarter. 
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The second panel of the table provides full-time employment estimates and, as expected, 
it shows that most of the employment that was created by CEIP occurred at the full-time 
level. By the second quarter, nearly 90 per cent of the program group was working full time, 
and this proportion was sustained during the remaining four quarters. The largest estimated 
impacts on full-time employment were realized in the second quarter, in which CEIP 
increased full-time employment by 51.8 percentage points. By Quarter 6, the impact had 
decreased to 34.1 percentage points, mostly due to increasing full-time employment rates 
among the control group.  

The bottom panel of the table shows estimated impacts on part-time employment. It 
appears that among the EI sample, CEIP encouraged a significant proportion of program 
group members who would have otherwise worked part time to increase their work hours to 
full-time levels, as CEIP had significant impacts on the proportion working part-time hours. 
For example, in Quarter 3, CEIP reduced the proportion working part time by 
10.6 percentage points. 

IA Sample 

Table 3.2b shows the same set of impacts for the IA sample. Compared with the EI 
sample, CEIP had a larger impact on overall employment of IA program group members, 
peaking at 70.7 percentage points in Quarter 2 and declining to 45 percentage points in 
Quarter 6. Similar to the EI sample, most of the employment created by CEIP among the IA 
sample occurred at the full-time level, as over four fifths of program group members worked 
full time in quarters 2 through 6. CEIP also appears to have encouraged a significant 
proportion of IA program group members who would otherwise have worked part time to 
increase their work hours to full-time levels, as there are small but significant impacts on 
part-time work throughout the first six quarters.  

Table 3.2b: CEIP Impacts on Part-Time and Full-Time Employment — IA Sample 

Outcome  
Program 

Group 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Employment rate (%)                 

Quarter 1 29.7   13.5   16.2 *** (2.7)   

Quarter 2 91.4   20.8   70.7 *** (3.1)   

Quarter 3 90.7   28.1   62.6 *** (3.3)   

Quarter 4 87.9   33.0   54.9 *** (3.5)   

Quarter 5 84.8   34.1   50.7 *** (3.7)   

Quarter 6 82.6   37.6   45.0 *** (3.8)   

Full-time employment rate (%)a                 

Quarter 1 27.1   7.5   19.7 *** (2.2)   

Quarter 2 91.4   12.7   78.7 *** (2.7)   

Quarter 3 90.2   18.9   71.3 *** (3.0)   

Quarter 4 87.3   22.4   65.0 *** (3.3)   

Quarter 5 84.4   22.8   61.6 *** (3.5)   

Quarter 6 82.3   26.2   56.1 *** (3.6)   
(continued) 
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Table 3.2b: CEIP Impacts on Part-Time and Full-Time Employment — IA Sample (Cont’d) 

Outcome  
Program 

Group 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Part-time employment rate (%)b                 

Quarter 1 1.5   4.4   -2.8 * (1.5)   

Quarter 2 0.0   6.0   -6.0 *** (1.5)   

Quarter 3 0.3   7.2   -6.9 *** (1.6)   

Quarter 4 0.0   8.9   -8.9 *** (1.8)   

Quarter 5 0.4   9.1   -8.6 *** (1.9)   

Quarter 6 0.3   9.2   -8.9 *** (1.8)   

Sample size (total = 465) 237   228           

Sources: Calculations from 18-month follow-up survey and CEIP project management information system (PMIS) data.  
Notes: The estimates for each quarter are calculated by averaging the three months within a quarter.  

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups.  
Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.  
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
a“Full-time employment” is defined as working in a job that is normally 30 or more hours per week; or working in 
multiple jobs that average 30 or more hours per week during a calendar month  

b“Part-time employment” is defined as working in a job that is normally fewer than 30 hours per week and, if working in 
multiple jobs, jobs that average fewer than 30 hours per week during a calendar month.  

CEIP’s Impacts on Full-Time Employment 
Figures 3.2a and 3.2b provide monthly estimates of program and control group members’ 

full-time employment rates as well their difference, or impact, plotted over the first 
18 months of the follow-up period. It shows that CEIP enabled program group members to 
achieve high full-time employment rates throughout the follow-up period for both the EI and 
IA samples. The full-time employment of program group members in the EI sample peaked 
at approximately 89 per cent and remained very stable thereafter, declining to only 86 per 
cent by Month 18. The full-time employment rate of the IA sample peaked at 92 per cent. 
However, it declined more quickly to 81 per cent by Month 18. 

The figures also show that the IA sample had much higher peak full-time employment 
impacts than the EI sample. For the EI sample, full-time impacts peaked at 57 percentage 
points in Month 3 and declined to 35 percentage points by Month 18. For the IA sample, full-
time employment impacts peaked at 80 percentage points in Month 5 and decreased to 
54 percentage points in Month 18. While for both samples the decline in impact can be 
attributed to a large extent to the increasing full-time employment rates of the control group, 
the decline in impact within the IA sample is also due in part to the decline in the full-time 
employment rate of the IA program group by Month 18. 
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Figure 3.2a: Full-Time Employment Rates, by Months From Random Assignment — EI Sample 

-20
-15
-10
-5
0
5

10
15
20
25
30
35
40
45
50
55
60
65
70
75
80
85
90
95

100

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Months From Random Assignment

Program Group
Control Group
Impact

P
er

ce
nt

ag
e 

E
m

pl
oy

ed
 F

ul
l T

im
e

 
Sources: Calculations from 18-month follow-up survey and CEIP project management information system (PMIS) data. 

CEIP appears to have been extremely effective in increasing full-time employment rates 
among both EI and IA program group members. However, in order to determine if the impact 
of CEIP varies within the EI and IA samples, an additional subgroup analysis was performed 
to estimate differences in impacts throughout each sample. A range of subgroups were 
defined based on demographic and socio-economic characteristics measured at the time of 
enrolment. In comparing the impact of CEIP on these various subgroups within both EI and 
IA samples, there appears to be little differentiation in the effectiveness of the program at 
increasing full employment across a variety of baseline characteristics. The only significant 
differences in impacts on full-time employment between subgroups was observed within the 
EI sample, where CEIP had a slightly larger impact on the number of months of full-time 
work among program group members who were 40 years of age or older, were single, and 
earned less than $20,000 per year (see Appendix E for full subgroup impact estimates). 
 



 
-42- 

Figure 3.2b: Full-Time Employment Rates, by Months From Random Assignment — IA Sample 
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Sources: Calculations from 18-month follow-up survey and CEIP project management information system (PMIS) data. 

Combining CEIP With Other Employment 
CEIP permitted participants to leave the program at any time without losing their 

eligibility, provided they did not return to regular EI or basic IA benefits as their primary 
source of income. Participants, therefore, were free to pursue other employment opportunities 
to complement or replace their CEIP employment earnings. This section examines the extent 
to which participants — program group members who received at least $1 in CEIP earnings 
— pursued non-CEIP employment following a break in their CEIP employment during the 
first 18 months of their eligibility period. The extent to which participants combined CEIP 
and non-CEIP employment is an indication of the relative attractiveness of the CEIP offer 
compared with other employment and how intensively the program was utilized. The results 
of this analysis are preliminary, as it is too early in the follow-up period to determine whether 
participants left CEIP permanently for other employment. Subsequent reports will examine 
this issue in greater detail. 
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Among the EI sample, most participants (73.3 per cent) worked in CEIP continuously 
and never had a break over the 18-month period,6 while 15.9 per cent of participants left 
CEIP for other employment and the remaining 10.8 per cent of EI participants left CEIP but 
did not work during their break. IA sample participants were somewhat more likely than their 
EI sample counterparts to work in CEIP continuously, as 76.5 per cent never had a break in 
their CEIP employment by Month 18. In contrast to EI participants, IA participants who did 
leave CEIP were less likely to work during their break (18.0 per cent compared with 5.5 per 
cent who did work in a non-CEIP job), indicating that a higher proportion of IA sample 
participants left CEIP for non-labour market activities rather than other employment. Overall, 
while there does appear to be some transitioning between CEIP and other employment by 
Month 18, most participants worked in CEIP continuously and did not leave the program for 
other employment or other, non-labour market activities. 

CEIP’S IMPACTS ON MONTHLY EARNINGS 
While CEIP had large impacts on full-time employment, its impact on earnings is 

expected to be mitigated by the fixed nature of the “community wage” that participants were 
paid. For many participants, especially those with a higher education or substantial 
employment experience, the community wage did not take into account their skill or 
experience and might have been below what they could have received from a non-CEIP job 
if one was available. However, CEIP’s offer of full-time employment for up to three years 
would have increased the attractiveness of accepting the lower community wage in exchange 
for stable employment. Therefore, it is expected that CEIP would have large initial impacts 
on monthly earnings; however, the impacts would gradually decline as control group 
members began to find higher wage jobs and increase their work hours during the follow-up 
period. 

Figures 3.3a and 3.3b show earnings for CEIP program and control group members in 
each of the six quarters following their baseline enrolment. For program group members, 
their earnings are divided into earnings they received from CEIP and earnings they reported 
receiving from market employment (non-CEIP) jobs. Control group members’ earnings are 
based on (non-CEIP) jobs they reported holding over the 18-month period. 

For both the IA and EI samples, CEIP significantly increased program group members’ 
monthly earnings by the second quarter of the follow-up period. At its peak impact, CEIP 
doubled earnings for program group members in the EI sample by the second quarter, as they 
received on average approximately $1,250 per month in the quarter compared with nearly 
$650 per month for the control group. After the second quarter, the CEIP earnings of the 
program group stabilized around $900 per month, and the average earnings of the control 
group began to catch up as their market-based employment increased more quickly than the 
non-CEIP employment of the program group. 

                                                           
6For the purposes of this analysis, continuous CEIP participation is defined as having received at least $1 in CEIP earnings 

in each month from the start of their CEIP participation to Month 18. 
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Figure 3.3a: Average Monthly Earnings for CEIP and Non-CEIP Employment, by Quarter —  
EI Sample 
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Sources: Calculations from 18-month follow-up survey and CEIP project management information system (PMIS) data. 
Note: P = program group; C = control group; Q = Quarter. 

Figure 3.3b: Average Monthly Earnings for CEIP and Non-CEIP Employment, by Quarter —  
IA Sample 
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Sources: Calculations from 18-month follow-up survey and CEIP project management information system (PMIS) data. 
Note: P = program group; C = control group; Q = Quarter. 
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Among IA sample members, CEIP had a dramatic impact on their earnings as program 
group members achieved average monthly earnings of approximately $1,100 in the second 
quarter of the follow-up period compared with $150 for the control group. IA program 
members’ combined earnings peaked much earlier than the EI sample in the third quarter, 
declining somewhat over the next three quarters due to small reductions in their CEIP 
earnings. As well, the earnings of control group members, while relatively small, increased 
substantially over the period. By the sixth quarter, CEIP’s impacts on IA program group 
members’ combined earnings declined to $693 from their peak of $943 in Quarter 2. 

One interesting comparison between the two samples is that while EI sample’s combined 
earnings (CEIP and non-CEIP) were higher than that of the IA sample, IA program group 
members received on average more earnings from CEIP. For instance, by Quarter 3, program 
group members in the IA sample received on average $1,065 per month in CEIP earnings, 
while EI program group members earned $935 on average. The lower average earnings 
among the EI sample was mostly due to their lower levels of participation, as noted in the 
previous chapter of this report. 

The earnings impact figures provide an indication that CEIP participation displaced some 
market employment that the program group would otherwise have pursued, as their average 
monthly earnings from non-CEIP employment did not grow nearly as quickly as the market-
based earnings of the control group over the 18-month period. This result is not surprising, 
since CEIP employment is full time and participants would have been less inclined to pursue 
market employment while engaged in the project. By the end of the project, however, they 
may have experienced a transition period with lower earnings when their eligibility for CEIP 
employment ended and they looked for other employment that provided similar hours or 
earnings to CEIP. It is anticipated, however, that the increased skills, experience ,and 
employment contacts that participants received through CEIP will lead to better jobs and thus 
improved employment outcomes in the longer term. 

CUMULATIVE MEASURES OF CEIP’S IMPACT OVER 18 MONTHS 
An alternative way to look at CEIP’s impact on employment and earnings is to examine 

its cumulative impacts over the entire 18-month period rather than its impact at one particular 
point in time. As seen above, CEIP’s provision of full-time employment led to substantial 
full-time employment and earnings impacts soon after enrolment that were sustained through 
the initial 18 months of the follow-up period. However, as the program comes to an end at 
36 months, the point-in-time impacts might diminish as some participants who leave CEIP 
may not have been able to find immediate full-time employment. As a counterpoint to the 
point-in-time estimates, the cumulative impact estimates will account for the additional 
financial resources and work experience that CEIP provided participants throughout its 
operational phase. CEIP’s cumulative impacts on employment and earnings over the first 
18 months are shown in Table 3.3. Impacts are first shown for CEIP earnings only, second 
for market employment (or non-CEIP) earnings, and finally for combined earnings from both 
CEIP and non-CEIP employment.  
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Table 3.3: CEIP Cumulative Impacts on Earnings, Hours, and Months With Employment at 
18 Months 

EI Sample  IA Sample 

Cumulative Outcome 
Program 

Group 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error  

Program
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Cumulative earnings ($)                        
CEIP earnings  14,681 0 14,681 *** (381.5)  15,855 0 15,855 *** (436.4)  
Non-CEIP earnings  6,634 14,209 -7,576 *** (1,015.8)  1,674 4,731 -3,057 *** (691.6)  
Total earnings  21,312 14,209 7,103 *** (951.2)  17,527 4,731 12,796 *** (744.0)  

Cumulative hours                        
CEIP hours  1,755 0 1,755 *** (45.6)  1,862 0 1,862 *** (51.1)  
Non-CEIP hours  590 1,443 -852 *** (74.3)  175 654 -479 *** (74.4)  
Total hours  2,342 1,443 900 *** (69.6)  2,037 654 1,383 *** (82.7)  

Cumulative months with 
employment                      

Months with CEIP 
employment 12.4 0.0 12.4 *** (0.3)  13.3 0.0 13.3 *** (0.3)  

Months with non-
CEIP employment 4.4 9.9 -5.5 *** (0.4)  1.5 5.0 -3.5 *** (0.5)  

Total months with any 
employment 15.0 9.9 5.1 *** (0.4)  14.0 5.0 9.0 *** (0.5)  

Sample size 470 428      237 228        
Sources: Calculations from the 18-month survey and administrative data. 
Notes: The outcome “Total months with any employment” is less than the sum of “Months with CEIP employment” and “Months with non-

CEIP employment,” since participants could be receiving earnings from both CEIP and non-CEIP employment in some months. 
 All analyses were only for those who responded to the 18-month survey. 
                Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences in outcomes between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are 

indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent. 
                Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

EI Sample 

The cumulative outcomes for both samples show that CEIP had large, significant impacts 
on program group members’ earnings, hours, and months with employment. Among the EI 
sample, CEIP paid program group members on average a total of $14,681 in earnings 
(average of $816 per month) from 1,755 hours of employment (or 98 hours per month) in 
CEIP projects over 18 months, leading to a cumulative impact of $7,103 in earnings ($395 
per month) from 900 additional hours of employment (50 hours per month) over the 18-
month period.  

The bottom panel of outcomes estimates CEIP’s impact on the number of months in 
which the individual had at least one dollar in earnings. Program group members on average 
had 12.4 months where they reported at least one dollar in earnings from CEIP and 5.5 fewer 
months in which they worked in a non-CEIP job. Overall, CEIP increased employment over 
the 18-month period on average by 5.1 months. 

IA Sample 

Among the IA sample, the extent to which IA sample members had greater levels of 
participation in the CEIP project than EI sample members is evident in their cumulative 
impacts, as CEIP paid on average $15,855 in earnings (or $881 per month) over the 18-
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month period. Since the control group in the IA sample worked fewer hours than their EI 
counterparts, CEIP displaced less market-based employment for IA program group members. 
CEIP’s cumulative impact on program group members’ earnings was $12,796 or $711 per 
month, while its cumulative impact on hours was 1,383, or 77 additional hours of 
employment per month over the period. Overall, CEIP increased IA sample members’ total 
months with employment on average by nine months over the first 18 months of the follow-
up period. 

CEIP’S IMPACTS ON WAGES AND HOURS IN MONTH 16 
This section compares the impact of CEIP on average wages and weekly hours of work. 

Since the “community wage” paid by CEIP was fixed at a set rate for all participants, 
regardless of skill or experience, and participants were expected to partake in CEIP work or 
other approved projects for 35 hours per week, one expectation is that CEIP would lower 
average wages for more employable participants while increasing wages and hours for 
participants with a lesser degree of attachment to the labour market.  

Table 3.4 shows the estimated impact of CEIP on the overall distribution of hourly wages 
and hours worked per week from both CEIP and non-CEIP employment. Overall, CEIP’s 
fixed community wage and mandatory full-time working schedule led to increased wages and 
hours worked. However, it did reduce a significant proportion who would otherwise have 
received higher wages or worked more hours per week. 

For both the EI and IA samples, CEIP’s largest wage impact was on the proportion who 
did not work and who received between $2.00 and $3.00 above minimum wage, which is 
consistent with the community wage paid to CEIP project participants. Among the EI 
sample, the 51.1 percentage point increase in the proportion receiving between $2.00 and 
$3.00 above minimum wage was in large part due to the 23.6 percentage point reduction in 
the proportion of program group members who were not working. It also decreased by 
7.7 percentage points the proportion within the EI sample who received wages within the $2-
above-minimum-wage-and-lower range. One important impact worth noting is that CEIP 
reduced a significant proportion of high wage earners in the EI sample, as it decreased by 
16.1 percentage points the proportion whose wages were higher than $3 above the minimum 
wage. This finding suggests that for some of the more employable EI participants, CEIP paid 
them a wage that was lower than what they would have otherwise received. 

Among the IA sample, CEIP had an even larger impact on the proportion receiving 
wages in the range of $2.00 to $3.00 above minimum wage, increasing the proportion by 
62.7 percentage points. Most of this increase was due to CEIP’s 48 percentage point 
reduction in proportion who did not work. As well, it decreased by 11.1 percentage points the 
proportion who received wages within the $2-above-minimum-wage–and-lower range. Since 
the CEIP community wage was typically higher than the wage paid to the control group in 
the IA sample, CEIP had no significant impact on the proportion of IA program group 
members working in higher wage jobs. 
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Table 3.4: CEIP Impacts on Distribution of Wages and Hours (Month 16) 

EI Sample IA Sample 

Cumulative Outcome 
Program
Group 

Control
Group 

Difference
(Impact) 

Standard
Error  

Program
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference
(Impact) 

Standard
Error 

Hourly wage rate (% in each category)                     
Not working   10.0 33.6 -23.6 *** (2.6)  16.9 64.9 -48.0 *** (4.0) 

Wage unreported   1.1 4.0 -2.9 *** (1.0)  0.0 3.5 -3.5 *** (1.2) 

Less than minimum wage   0.0 0.7 -0.7 * (0.4)  0.8 0.9 0.0   (0.9) 

Minimum to $0.99 above minimum 1.3 6.5 -5.3 *** (1.3)  0.4 6.6 -6.2 *** (1.7) 

$1.00 to <$2.00 above minimum 3.4 5.8 -2.4 * (1.4)  2.5 7.5 -4.9 ** (2.0) 

$2.00 to <$3.00 above minimum 62.6 11.5 51.1 *** (2.8)  68.4 5.7 62.7 *** (3.4) 

$3.00 to <$6.00 above minimum 11.9 21.0 -9.1 *** (2.5)  10.6 9.7 0.9   (2.8) 

$6.00 or more above minimum 9.8 16.8 -7.0 *** (2.3)  0.4 1.3 -0.9   (0.9) 

Hours worked per week (% in each category)                  

Not working   10.0 33.6 -23.6 *** (2.6)  16.9 64.9 -48.0 *** (4.0) 

Hours per week unreported   0.6 1.6 -1.0   (0.7)  0.0 1.8 -1.8 ** (0.9) 

Fewer than 30   5.3 14.7 -9.4 *** (2.0)  4.6 10.5 -5.9 ** (2.4) 

30       0.4 2.6 -2.1 *** (0.8)  0.4 2.2 -1.8 * (1.0) 

31 to 34   4.7 2.8 1.9   (1.3)  5.1 1.8 3.3 * (1.7) 

35       44.0 4.2 39.8 *** (2.6)  48.5 2.6 45.9 *** (3.5) 

36 to 39   1.3 4.9 -3.6 *** (1.1)  0.0 2.2 -2.2 ** (1.0) 

40 to 44   7.7 21.5 -13.8 *** (2.3)  2.1 9.7 -7.5 *** (2.1) 

45 or more   12.8 13.1 -0.3  (2.2)  5.1 4.4 0.7  (2.0) 

Sample size   470 428      237 228      

Sources: Calculations from the 18-month survey and administrative data. 
Notes:  Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values. This may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
 All analyses were only for those who responded to the 18-month survey. 
                Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences in outcomes between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are 

indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent. 
                Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

Examining CEIP’s impact on average hours worked per week, it is not surprising that 
CEIP increased the proportion of EI sample members working 35 hours per week by 
39.8 percentage points, since all participants were required to work this schedule while in the 
program. Among the IA sample, CEIP increased the proportion of program group members 
who worked 35 hours per week by 45.9 percentage points. CEIP did supplant jobs with 
greater hours per week however, in particular those that provided 36 to 44 hours of work per 
week. Among the EI sample, CEIP reduced the proportion who would otherwise have 
worked 36 to 44 hours by 17.4 percentage points while among the IA sample, it reduced the 
proportion by 9.7 percentage points. For both groups, CEIP had no significant impact on the 
proportion who worked 45 or more hours per week.  

Among participants who would otherwise have received a wage that is comparable to 
CEIP’s community wage, the negative impact on higher weekly hours may represent a 
reduction in the weekly earnings they would otherwise have received. However, for many 
participants, a reduction in the proportion who worked more hours per week may indicate 
that some needed to work fewer hours as a consequence of CEIP’s relatively higher 
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community wage. Therefore, it is not clear whether this impact should be interpreted as a 
negative outcome of CEIP at this time. 

SUMMARY 
CEIP appeared to have been effective in increasing the employment rates, full-time 

employment rates, and average monthly earnings of both EI and IA program group members 
throughout the first 18 months of the program’s operations. It also appeared to have an 
overall positive effect on program group members’ wages and weekly hours, in large part 
due to its large impact on the reduced proportion of program group members who were not 
working or were working but at reduced hours or lower wages. The next chapter examines 
how CEIP’s positive impact on employment affected the living conditions of program group 
members and their families, focusing on their EI and IA receipt, their personal and family 
income, and their overall well-being compared with Statistic Canada’s low income cut-off 
measure.
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Chapter 4:  
Impacts on EI, IA, and Personal and Household Income 

Chapter 3 showed that the Community Employment Innovation Project (CEIP) 
significantly increased program group members’ employment and earnings, suggesting that 
for many participants the offer of full-time employment in CEIP was more attractive than 
other alternatives, such as remaining on Employment Insurance (EI) or income assistance 
(IA). In order to determine whether CEIP’s effect on individual earnings led to higher total 
incomes for program group members, it is important to examine whether their CEIP earnings 
made up for their loss in payments from EI or IA. The added income from CEIP would also 
most likely have had an effect on participants’ other income sources as well as their total 
household income. For instance, CEIP’s offer of up to three years of full-time employment 
may have relieved pressure on participants’ family members to work. Therefore, in addition 
to estimating the impact of CEIP on personal and household income, this chapter will also 
estimate the effects of CEIP on the labour market decisions of program group members’ 
spouses. 

This chapter begins with an examination of CEIP’s impact on an important source of 
income for participants, regular EI and basic IA benefits. It then estimates the impacts of 
CEIP on a broader range of income sources for program group members and their household 
income. Finally, it attempts to address how CEIP’s extra income affected the living 
conditions of individuals and their families by measuring their household income against a 
well-established indicator of low-income status, Statistic Canada’s low income cut-offs 
(LICOs). In all cases, impacts are shown separately for CEIP’s EI and IA sample groups. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
• CEIP significantly reduced reliance on EI and IA benefits. Among EI sample 

members, CEIP’s largest impact on EI reliance occurred early in the follow-up 
period, when program group members were 61 percentage points less likely to be 
receiving EI than the control group. However, the impact diminished quickly as 
control group members also began to leave EI, suggesting that the program 
encouraged participants to leave EI sooner than they otherwise would have. CEIP 
also had a large impact on IA receipt, approximately halving the proportion of 
program group members in the IA sample receiving IA benefits. Unlike its impact on 
EI receipt, CEIP’s impact on IA benefit receipt was sustained throughout the 18-
month follow-up period.  

• There are significant impacts on personal income for both the EI and IA samples 
and a positive net effect on IA sample members’ total household income. CEIP 
increased the annual personal income for EI program group members by nearly 
$2,800 and for IA program group members by nearly $3,700 at 18 months. However, 
CEIP had a negative effect on the annual income of other household members in the 
EI sample, leading to an indeterminate net effect on total household income. Among 
IA sample members, CEIP had a positive effect on other household members’ 
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incomes, leading to a net positive impact on total household income of $5,500 over a 
12-month period. 

• Especially among EI sample members’ households, CEIP reduced reliance on 
other sources of income such as EI or IA. When asked about their sources of 
household income over the past year at 18 months, the households of program group 
members in the EI sample were half as likely as the control group to have received 
income from either EI or IA in the past 12 months and less likely to have received 
income from workers’ compensation or other disability insurance. Among the IA 
sample, CEIP’s impact on other sources of income within the household was 
restricted to IA receipt. Program group households were a little more than half as 
likely as the control group to have received IA in the past year. 

• CEIP had a significant impact on raising the family income of IA sample 
members above Statistics Canada’s low income cut-offs (LICOs). CEIP had 
virtually no impact on reducing the incidence of low income among EI sample 
members’ households as measured by the LICOs. However, CEIP had a large and 
significant impact on the LICO status of IA households. In the IA sample, the biggest 
impact occurred at the lowest income range, where program group members were 
23 percentage points less likely than the control group to have a household income 
below 50 per cent of the LICOs. 

IMPACTS ON EI AND IA RECEIPT 
Due to CEIP’s selection criteria, a key component of sample members’ income at the 

time of their enrolment was their receipt of regular Employment Insurance and basic income 
assistance benefits.1 In order to be selected for CEIP, both the EI and IA samples had to have 
received benefits in the month of their sample selection, and EI sample members had to have 
entitlement left on their claim (benefit weeks remaining that they could potentially receive 
should they remain unemployed). For IA beneficiaries, benefits are determined by household 
composition and are paid at a consistent rate for as long as the recipient remains eligible to 
receive benefits. Regular EI benefit entitlement, however, is determined by the applicant’s 
work history and rate of unemployment in the region in which he or she lives. Both IA and 
EI benefits are affected by any earnings received by the beneficiary. Consequently, in making 
the decision to take up the CEIP offer, participants would have been making a real choice 
between CEIP employment and receiving further benefits.2 Given the high participation rates 
of the program group, especially among the IA sample, it is expected that CEIP will have had 
a substantial impact on EI and IA receipt during the first 18 months of the follow-up period. 

                                                           
1Once notified of their eligibility, potential sample members had up to eight weeks to enrol in the study. Due to the time lag, 

some sample members were no longer in receipt of EI or IA at enrolment. 
2Participants were informed that if they returned to either regular EI benefits or basic IA benefits, they would no longer be 

eligible for participation in CEIP. CEIP did, however, permit participants in the IA sample to receive IA top-up payments 
to supplement their CEIP earnings, provided they did not resort to basic IA benefits as their principle source of income 
(comprising more than half of their total income). Please see appendices A and B for a more thorough description of the EI 
and IA programs. 
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Receipt of EI Benefits Among the EI Sample 
Participants in the EI sample were recipients who had already received benefits for 10 to 

13 weeks and had at least 12 weeks of benefit entitlement left on their claim. As such, they 
represented unemployed workers who had not become re-employed quickly after losing their 
job and who faced the prospect of remaining unemployed for some time yet. Since CEIP 
employment is insurable employment under the EI program, participation in the program 
represented a low-risk proposition for these participants as they would not immediately lose 
their remaining entitlement3 and any employment hours in CEIP counted as insurable 
employment towards a future EI claim. Consequently, it is expected that CEIP’s impact on EI 
receipt will have been largest following baseline enrolment, but the impact will have declined 
over time as participants left CEIP (and potentially returned to EI benefits) while control 
group members’ claims ended and they potentially returned to employment. 

Figure 4.1 shows that CEIP encouraged participants to leave EI sooner than they 
otherwise would have. The largest impact on EI receipt for the EI sample occurs in Month 4 
at 61 percentage points, as only 16 per cent of program group members received benefits in 
the month compared with 78 per cent of control group members. After this point, the impact 
decreases as the control group’s receipt of EI continued to decline. It should be noted that in 
every month a small proportion of the program group was in receipt of EI benefits, due to the 
fact that some program group members did not take up the CEIP offer of employment and 
remained on EI benefits and that a small group of participants left CEIP during the follow-up 
period and returned to EI receipt (either by resuming an old claim or establishing a new one). 

Figure 4.1: Percentage Receiving Regular EI Benefits — EI Sample 
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Source: Calculations from Employment Insurance administrative data. 

                                                           
3EI rules stipulate that a claimant remains entitled to any remaining benefits if he or she returns to full-time employment 

during the course of the claim. However, all benefits must be claimed within a year of starting the claim. 
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EI receipt among the control group declined at a steady rate until Month 8, most likely 
due to those control group members who exhausted their initial EI entitlement and were no 
longer eligible to receive benefits. At the time of enrolment, the maximum number of weeks 
that claimants were eligible to receive EI in the Cape Breton region was 45 weeks, provided 
they worked sufficient hours to qualify for maximum entitlement. Since EI sample members 
were enrolled at the point where they had already received at least 10 to 13 weeks on their 
claim, claimants with maximum entitlement would have approximately 32 weeks or eight 
months of benefits remaining at enrolment, explaining the significant decline in benefit 
receipt among the control group by Month 8 of the follow-up period. The increase in EI 
receipt among control group members beyond Month 8 would therefore be mostly due to the 
establishment of any new EI claims. 

Table 4.1 provides the estimated impact of CEIP on average monthly EI and IA receipt 
during quarters 1 to 6 of the follow-up period among the EI sample. In the first quarter, both 
the program and control groups received substantial amounts of EI benefits, with the program 
group receiving on average $584 per month and the control group receiving on average $790 
in benefits per month, for an estimated impact of $205. Similar to CEIP’s impact on the 
incidence of EI receipt, the largest impact occurred early in Quarter 2 at $365 and then 
declined over the follow-up period. The table shows that both program and control group 
members experienced a dip in benefit receipt in Quarter 3, reflecting benefit entitlement 
exhaustion among members of both groups who remained on EI benefits. 

Table 4.1: CEIP Impacts on EI and IA Monthly Benefits — EI Sample 

Outcome  
Program 

Group 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Average monthly EI benefits ($)                 
Quarter 1 584   790   -205 *** (30)   
Quarter 2 95   460   -365 *** (25)   
Quarter 3 49   172   -123 *** (16)   
Quarter 4 52   247   -195 *** (23)   
Quarter 5 42   248   -206 *** (21)   
Quarter 6  56   171   -115 *** (19)   
Average monthly IA benefits ($)                  
Quarter 1 4   4   0   (2)   
Quarter 2 1   13   -12 *** (3)   
Quarter 3 0   28   -27 *** (5)   
Quarter 4 4   27   -24 *** (6)   
Quarter 5 2   24   -23 *** (5)   
Quarter 6 3   30   -27 *** (6)   
Sample size 428   470           

Sources: Calculations from Employment Insurance and income assistance administrative data. 
Notes: The estimates for each quarter are calculated by averaging the three months within a quarter.  

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups.   
Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.  
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

Beyond looking at the average impacts among the EI and IA samples, additional 
subgroup analysis was performed to estimate differences in impacts within each sample.  A 
range of subgroups were defined based on demographic and socio-economic characteristics 
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measured at the time of enrolment. Results of this subgroup analysis for impacts on total EI 
benefit payments in months 1 to 18 reveal that CEIP was most effective in reducing EI 
amounts for program group members who were older, male, and had 10 or more years of 
labour market experience. Reductions in total EI payments, when compared with the control 
group, were more than double among EI program group members who were 40 years of age 
and older compared with their younger counterparts who were under 30 years of age 
(reductions in total EI payments of $4,622 versus $1,810 respectively). They were also nearly 
twice as large for men than women ($4,722 versus $2,517) and for those with more than 
10 years of work experience ($3,979 versus $2,032). See Appendix E for complete subgroup 
impact estimates.   

Receipt of IA Benefits Among the EI Sample 
Income assistance may be an important financial support for EI claimants who exhaust 

their benefits and are unable to find re-employment. In the bottom panel of Table 4.1, EI 
control group members appear to have received a small but increasing amount of IA benefits 
during the first 6 quarters. Figure 4.2 shows the incidence of IA receipt among EI sample 
members in each month during the follow-up period. The chart confirms that there was a 
small proportion of control group members who received IA benefits, while virtually no 
program group members received IA during the follow-up period, leading to a small but 
significant negative impact on IA receipt by Month 4 that continued to Month 18. 

Figure 4.2: Percentage Receiving IA Benefits — EI Sample 
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Source: Calculations from 18-month administrative data. 
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Receipt of IA Benefits Among the IA Sample 
Since CEIP appears to have been more attractive to IA recipients, it is expected that it 

will have had a more substantial impact on IA benefit receipt as IA recipients opted to leave 
IA in order to participate in the CEIP. However, the program’s impact on IA receipt will 
have been mitigated somewhat by CEIP’s rules that allow for some receipt of IA benefits 
while participating in CEIP (i.e. monthly IA benefits that do not exceed 50 per cent of total 
income). Thus it is expected that while few participants in the IA sample will have returned 
to basic IA benefits as their primary source of income, there will be a significant proportion 
who will have received IA benefits while participating in CEIP. 

Figure 4.3 provides the estimated impact of CEIP on monthly basic IA receipt for the 
IA sample. The table shows that by Month 5, CEIP reduced the proportion of IA sample 
members receiving benefits in each month by half. In that month, 43 per cent of program 
group members were receiving IA benefits compared with 84 per cent of control group 
members, for an estimated impact of 41 percentage points. The impact remains fairly 
steady until the end of the follow-up period, where it declined to 32 percentage points in 
Month 18. 

Figure 4.3: Percentage Receiving IA Benefits — IA Sample 
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Source: Calculations from 18-month administrative data. 
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Since CEIP permitted participants to supplement their CEIP earnings with IA benefits as 
long as IA was not their principle source of income, it is expected that CEIP will have had a 
larger impact on total IA benefits received than on the percentage who received any benefits 
in a given month. In Table 4.2, CEIP’s impact on average monthly IA and EI receipt for the 
IA sample is shown for quarters 1 to 6. In the top panel, CEIP’s impact on IA receipt 
increased dramatically after the first quarter, peaking at $353 per month in Quarter 2, or 
nearly three times the average amount of benefits received by the program group. After this 
point the amount of benefits received by the control group declined from its high of $525 in 
Quarter 1 to $348 in Quarter 6, while the program group’s average monthly receipt hovered 
around $100 in the last four quarters.  

Table 4.2: CEIP Impacts on EI and IA Monthly Benefits — IA Sample 

Outcome  
Program 

Group 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Average monthly IA benefits ($)                 
Quarter 1 461   525   -64 *** (24)   
Quarter 2 125   478   -353 *** (23)   
Quarter 3 96   428   -332 *** (23)   
Quarter 4 89   399   -309 *** (23)   
Quarter 5 103   382   -278 *** (24)   
Quarter 6       99   348   -249 *** (24)   
Average monthly EI benefits ($)                  
Quarter 1 9   18   -9   (9)   
Quarter 2 3   27   -24 ** (10)   
Quarter 3 3   23   -21 *** (7)   
Quarter 4 5   36   -31 *** (11)   
Quarter 5 4   59   -55 *** (14)   
Quarter 6 2   66   -64 *** (15)   
Sample size 237   228           

Source: Calculations from 18-month administrative data. 
Notes: The estimates for each quarter are calculated by averaging the three months within a quarter.    

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups.   
Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.  
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

When comparing CEIP’s impact on total IA benefit payments across a variety of baseline 
characteristics, few subgroup differences emerge within the IA sample. As one might expect, 
IA program group members with less work experience had somewhat larger reductions in 
total IA payments when compared with those with a longer work history (for complete 
subgroup impact estimates, see Appendix E). 

Receipt of EI Benefits Among the IA Sample 
In the bottom panel of Table 4.2 it is evident that few IA sample members received EI 

benefits during the period. Program group members received very few EI benefits, and the 
amount that they did receive declined by Quarter 6. Control group members also received 
few EI benefits in the first quarter; however, the amount of benefits they received more than 
tripled by Quarter 6 leading to a significant and growing impact on EI receipt among this 
sample throughout the period. 
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The incidence of EI receipt among the IA sample is examined in Figure 4.4. The figure 
shows that by Month 14, 10 per cent of control group members received EI benefits 
compared with virtually no program group members, leading to a large and negative impact 
on EI receipt. Since CEIP employment was insurable for EI purposes, one research topic for 
future reports will be the extent to which participants in the IA sample were able to qualify 
for EI benefits following their participation in the CEIP project. 

Figure 4.4: Percentage Receiving Regular EI Benefits — IA Sample 
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Source: Calculations from 18-month administrative data. 

IMPACTS ON PERSONAL AND HOUSEHOLD INCOME 
Moving beyond CEIP’s impact on EI and IA transfers to individuals, this section 

examines CEIP’s impact on overall personal and family income. CEIP provided participants 
with up to three years of stable income at a fixed level of earnings. It is important to examine 
how participation in the program impacted upon participants’ sources of other income, as 
well as its role in influencing overall household income decisions, as CEIP participants left 
EI and IA benefits and began working full time. 

Personal and Household Income of the EI Sample 
Table 4.3 provides estimates of CEIP’s impact on personal and household income, labour 

force participation of program group members’ spouses, and sources of other household 
income in the 12 months prior to the 18-month survey. Turning first to CEIP’s impact on 
personal and household income for the EI sample, CEIP had a large and significant impact on 
personal income as it increased EI program group members’ income by nearly $2,800 from 
$16,754. For CEIP participants, CEIP’s full-time employment earnings provided them with 
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substantially more income than what they would have received in EI benefits or labour 
market earnings. 

Table 4.3: CEIP Impacts on Personal and Household Income Prior to the 18-Month Follow-Up 
Interview 

EI Sample IA Sample 

Outcome 
Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error  

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Personal and family income ($)            
Individual income 19,520 16,754 2,766 *** (701) 14,408 10,720 3,688 *** (490)

Other household income 15,278 17,682 -2,404 ** (1,137) 5,732 3,856 1,876 ** (951)

Total household incomea 35,121 34,450 670  (1,328) 20,244 14,739 5,504 *** (1,066)
Employment of spouse in past  
12 months       

Had a spouse who worked (%) 43.6 46.0 -2.4  (3.3) 14.4 6.6 7.8 *** (2.8)
Number of months spouse 
worked 4.2 4.7 -0.4  (0.4) 1.3 0.6 0.7 ** (0.3)

Had spouse who worked  
full time (%) 36.8 40.4 -3.6  (3.3) 12.2 6.1 6.1 ** (2.7)

Had spouse who worked  
part time (%) 6.2 5.4 0.8  (1.6) 1.7 0.4 1.3  (1.0)

Sources of household income (%)        

CPP/Old Age Pension/GIS 21.7 19.4 2.3  (2.7) 16.9 12.0 4.9  (3.3)
Workers’ compensation or 
disability insurance 8.2 13.4 -5.3 ** (2.1) 5.9 4.4 1.5  (2.1)

Investment income (interest, 
RRSPs, etc.) 12.5 14.2 -1.7  (2.3) 3.4 2.2 1.2  (1.5)

IA income 4.3 9.1 -4.8 *** (1.7) 37.6 80.5 -43.0 *** (4.1)

EI income 29.7 61.2 -31.5 *** (3.2) 20.7 22.6 -1.9  (3.8)

Tax credits (HST, child tax, etc.) 66.2 68.4 -2.1  (3.2) 90.3 88.5 1.8  (2.9)

Other sources  5.4 8.9 -3.5 ** (1.7) 16.0 22.6 -6.5 * (3.7)

No income from above sources 14.6 7.0 7.7 *** (2.1) 3.8 2.2 1.6  (1.6)

Sample size   470 428     237 228      

Source:  Calculations from 18-month survey data. 
Notes: Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values. This may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
 All analyses were only for those who responded to the 18-month survey. 
 Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences in outcomes between the program and control groups.  
 Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent. 
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
 aHousehold income is measured as the sum of the sample member’s income and the income of all other members in that person’s   

 household.    

Among the EI sample, CEIP appeared to impact the amount of income received by other 
household members, as it decreased other household income by $2,404 compared with the 
control group. This decrease in other household members’ income counterbalanced the 
increase in personal income such that CEIP’s impact on total family income is insignificant. 
However, CEIP’s offsetting impact on total household income did not appear to be directly 
related to the employment behaviour of program group members’ spouses. While data on 
other household members’ earnings is not available, Table 4.3 shows that CEIP did not 
significantly decrease the extent to which program group members’ spouses worked in the 
past 12 months, both in terms of the proportion with spouses who were employed and the 
total number of hours worked by program group members’ spouses. 
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Examining CEIP’s impact on the various sources of household income of EI sample 
members reveals that the increased income provided by CEIP appears to have had an effect 
on the propensity of other household members to claim income from other sources, most 
notably workers’ compensation or other disability insurance and other income sources such 
as child or spousal support, scholarships, or grants. The households of program group 
members were also less likely to receive income from income assistance, most likely due to 
the fact that eligibility is based on household income, which would be affected by 
participants’ increased earnings from CEIP. Program group members were also less likely 
to have received income from any of the above sources, suggesting that participants and 
other members of their household were less likely to find other sources of income to 
complement their CEIP earnings. 

Personal and Household Income of the IA Sample 
Similar to the EI sample, CEIP had a large and significant impact on IA sample 

members’ personal income, increasing the program group’s personal income by nearly 
$3,700, or approximately one third of control group members’ income of $10,720. 
Unlike the EI sample, however, CEIP also had a positive impact on IA sample member’s 
other household income, such that CEIP increased the household income of IA sample 
members by $5,504 compared with control group members’ total household income of 
$14,739.  

CEIP also had a positive impact on the extent to which IA sample members’ spouses 
worked. In the 12 months prior to the 18-month survey, the proportion of program group 
members who had a spouse working more than doubled as 14.4 per cent of program 
group members’ spouses worked over this period, compared with 6.6 per cent of control 
group members. Similarly, the number of months that spouses worked over the 12-month 
period increased by 0.7, compared with 0.6 for the control group. Most of this increase in 
employment occurred at the full-time level, since the proportion of spouses working full 
time increased by 6.1 percentage points, or twice that of the control group. 

CEIP did not appear to have a significant influence on the mix of sources of income 
for IA program group members. As expected, the largest and most significant impact of 
CEIP was on household IA benefit receipt, as program group members’ households were 
43 percentage points less likely to receive IA benefits than the control group (81 per cent). 
To some extent, CEIP decreased reliance on other sources, such as child or spousal 
support, scholarships, or grants, but this impact of 6.5 percentage points is significant only 
at the 10 per cent level. Since participation in the program did not have a significant 
impact on other household income sources apart from IA receipt, CEIP’s positive impact 
on “other household income” observed above appears to be mostly attributable to the 
increased labour market participation of program group members’ spouses. 

LOW-INCOME STATUS 
The fact that CEIP had a larger impact on IA sample members’ income when compared 

with EI sample members, both in relative and absolute terms, is in large part due to the large 
difference in incomes of their respective control groups. Since the total household income of 
control group members in the IA sample was less than half that of program group members 
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($34,500 versus $14,700), it stands to reason that the offer of full-time earnings at a fixed 
wage will have a much larger impact on the IA sample’s overall income situation. One 
method to measure CEIP’s impact on household income is to examine its impact on low-
income status using Statistics Canada’s low income cut-off (LICO) thresholds. 

Table 4.4 shows CEIP’s impact on household low-income status according to the 
LICOs. The table illustrates the disparity in average household income between the two 
samples, as 69.5 per cent of the EI control group had household incomes above the LICOs 
compared with only 10.5 per cent of the IA control group. Among the EI sample, CEIP had 
very little effect on the LICO status of their households, decreasing somewhat the 
proportion below the LICOs, although this difference is insignificant. Understandably, 
CEIP had a much larger impact on the low-income status of IA sample members’ 
households, especially at the lowest income levels. While the proportion below the LICOs 
decreased by 18.2 percentage points,4 CEIP decreased the proportion whose household 
income was below 50 per cent of LICO by 23.1 percentage points. It appears that program 
group members with household income at the lowest levels achieved increases through 
CEIP that resulted in household incomes close to the level of the LICOs rather than well 
above it, as the proportion in the 75 to less than 100 per cent of LICO threshold increased 
by 10.6 percentage points and the proportion in the 100 to less than 150 per cent of LICO 
threshold increased by 14.9 percentage points.  

Table 4.4: CEIP Impacts on Household Low-Income (LICO) Status Prior to the 18-Month Follow-Up 
Interview 

EI Sample IA Sample 

Outcome 
Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Household income below LICO (%)a 27.2 30.5 -3.3   (3.3)  71.4 89.5 -18.2 *** (3.8)   
Below 50% of LICO 5.2 7.8 -2.7   (1.8)  15.0 38.1 -23.1 *** (4.2)  
50 to less than 75% of LICO 7.4 11.2 -3.8 * (2.1)  29.1 34.8 -5.7   (4.5)  
75 to less than 100% of LICO 14.6 11.5 3.1   (2.5)  27.2 16.7 10.6 *** (4.0)  

Household income above LICO (%) 72.8 69.5 3.3   (3.3)  28.6 10.5 18.2 *** (3.8)   
100 to less than 150 % of LICO 28.7 23.8 4.9   (3.2)  21.1 6.2 14.9 *** (3.3)  
150 to less than 175% of LICO 10.4 13.2 -2.8   (2.3)  3.8 1.0 2.8 * (1.5)  
175 to less than 200% of LICO 7.9 10.6 -2.7   (2.1)  0.9 1.9 -1.0   (1.2)  
200% of LICO or more 25.7 21.9 3.9   (3.1)  2.8 1.4 1.4   (1.4)  

Sample size 404 357     213 210       

Source:  Calculations from 18-month survey data.  
Notes: All analyses were only for those who responded to the 18-month survey. 
                Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences in outcomes between the program and control groups.  
 Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent. 
                Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
                aCalculated by comparing annualized family income with the low income cut-off (LICO) defined by Statistics Canada for the sample  

 member’s location and family size. 

                                                           
4When the CEIP impacts on LICO status are adjusted for a series of sample members’ baseline characteristics, the impact on 

decreasing the incidence of low income among IA sample members is lower than the unadjusted impact. The adjusted 
impact of CEIP on household income below the LICOs is 10.4 percentage points, significant at the 5 per cent level (see 
Appendix D for more detail on adjusted impacts). 
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Subgroup analysis was also performed to estimate differences in impacts on low-income 
status on a series of groups defined by their characteristics at enrolment. According to this 
analysis, only a few differences in subgroup impacts were identified. Among EI sample 
members, CEIP had a larger impact on reducing the incidence of low incomes among single 
program group members (by 11.6 percentage points compared with an insignificant impact 
among married program group members) and among those with less than 10 years of work 
experience (CEIP reduced incidence of low income by 15.6 percentage points but had an 
insignificant impact among program group members with 10 or more years of experience). 
Among IA sample members, the only significant difference in subgroup impacts was 
between program group members who lived with children and those who did not, as those 
without children in the household had a 28.7 percentage point reduction (relative to the 
control group) in the proportion with family income below LICO compared with an only 
10.4 percentage point reduction for those who had children (for full subgroup impact 
estimates see Appendix E). 

SUMMARY 
CEIP had a positive impact on reducing reliance on EI and IA benefits as well as 

increasing personal and total household income for program group members. It also 
significantly reduced the incidence of low income, as measured by the LICOs, for individuals 
in the IA sample, especially at the lowest income levels. While CEIP appeared to reduce the 
incidence of low income among EI sample members, the impacts were not found to be 
significant. The next chapter examines CEIP’s influence on participants’ social capital 
development and volunteering activities. 
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Chapter 5: 
Impacts on Social Capital and Volunteering 

In an effort to improve the longer-term employability of participants, the Community 
Employment Innovation Project (CEIP) aimed to provide opportunities for both skill 
development through work experience and an enhancement of social capital in terms of 
improved social networks and the extent of resources that are available within them. Earlier 
chapters have shown that CEIP has in fact led to large employment impacts, providing a 
significant stable period of varied work experience for most program group members. But is 
this associated with the development of social capital as well?  

One of the central outcomes of interest in the CEIP study is this notion of social capital 
and the potential that a community-based jobs program, like CEIP, has to support its 
creation. Interest in social capital has increased dramatically in recent years, particularly 
since the implementation of CEIP, with many theoretical and methodological developments 
that support its measurement. This chapter explores some of these developments in more 
detail, particularly on the network-based measures of social capital used in CEIP. It 
distinguishes them from related outcomes on volunteering and associational activity, which 
have been linked with social capital in some areas of the literature. Though this distinction is 
made, the chapter emphasizes the importance of volunteering both in terms of its relationship 
to social capital and its broader importance to individuals and communities. Following a brief 
overview, the chapter focuses on the impacts of CEIP on social networks and the extent of 
volunteering among the program group. Similar to earlier chapters, these are “in-program” 
impacts utilizing data from the first follow-up survey, administered only 18 months after 
enrolment in the study.  

The first section provides an introduction to the concept of social capital, including a 
discussion of definitions and measures; its relevance to improving other outcomes like 
employment, income, and life satisfaction; and a review of the possible mechanisms by 
which CEIP may affect social capital. The section concludes with a discussion of the 
expectations participants held regarding the possibility of developing social capital through 
CEIP, which were gleaned from qualitative interviews at only six months after their 
enrolment. The second section presents the impacts of CEIP at 18 months on network size, 
resource types available, network density, tie strength, and network heterogeneity. The third 
section considers impacts on the extent of formal and informal volunteering among program 
group members.  

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
• There are no statistically significant impacts on the average size of social 

networks at 18 months. However, there are positive distributional effects, 
particularly among the income assistance (IA) sample, where the program group is 
nearly 10 percentage points more likely to have more than 10 contacts relative to the 
control group. Among the Employment Insurance (EI) sample, a small positive 
impact is found on those with the smallest networks, where 2.1 percentage points 
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fewer program group members had fewer than three contacts relative to the control 
group. 

• Evidence suggests that these impacts, particularly for the IA sub-sample, may 
result from the development of linking social capital, as significant distributional 
effects are seen only on the contacts who can provide specialized advice. There are no 
significant impacts on bonding social capital, as measured by the number of contacts 
who can provide household or emotional support.  

• A positive impact on network density was found in the full sample, where 
5.5 percentage points fewer program group members reported that ALL of their 
contacts knew each other, reflecting a less dense network for some. Although this 
reduction was observed in both the EI and IA sub-samples (5.4 percentage points in 
each), it did not reach statistical significance given the reduced power in the smaller 
samples. 

• There are small changes in the heterogeneity of network contacts with respect to 
their gender, age, place of work, and area of residence. Impacts on the proportion 
of contacts who are male and who work in the same place (as the respondent) are 
suggestive of increasing heterogeneity. However, impacts on the proportion of 
contacts who are within 10 years of the respondent’s age are suggestive of increasing 
homogeneity.  

• A positive impact on the extent of formal volunteering was observed among EI 
program group members with 12 percentage points fewer reporting that they never 
volunteered in the last 12 months relative to the control group. This was accompanied 
by a positive impact on the frequency of formal volunteering with an increase in 
average hours volunteered per month of 2.4 hours relative to the control group. There 
was little impact on the extent or frequency of formal or informal volunteering among 
the IA sample. 

OVERVIEW: SOCIAL CAPITAL 

A Network-Based Measurement Approach 
Of the recent developments in the conceptualization of social capital, the most significant 

is likely the movement towards the use of well-defined network-based measures. Although 
networks of connected individuals have been acknowledged in many definitions of social 
capital, including Côté (2001), Putnam (2000), and Stone (2001), some have still tended to 
lack distinctions between what constitutes social capital and what is affected by or influences 
it. For example, the concepts of trust and reciprocity have been used as indicators of social 
capital, while for others, including Woolcock (2001), they are consequences of social capital. 
A measure of social networks characterized by norms of trust is different from the collective 
actions that may result from those networks. For example, community volunteering or 
participation in organized recreational activities may arise out of an individual’s social 
networks, but this may be only one such outcome. Therefore, examining the number of 
voluntary organizations or extent of volunteering and equating that to social capital confuses 
the concept with its outcomes. 
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To resolve this ambiguity, CEIP adopts a definition of social capital that draws on a 
micro-level explanation, which emphasizes the role of resources within social networks and 
social ties, and distinguishes this from other outcomes or consequences of social capital. 
More specifically, CEIP follow-up surveys with participants are designed to measure the 
total size of participants’ networks, the different resources that are accessible within those 
networks, and their structural characteristics.1 These are measured independently from the 
extent of volunteering or associational activities as well as from other outcomes of interest 
including employment and income, health and well-being, and life satisfaction. 

Resources in Networks and Their Structural Characteristics 
The type of resources that one can access from their network of contacts, the strength of 

the ties in that network, and their structural characteristics, define the orientation or type of 
social capital being measured. For CEIP, the types of resources that are measured are those 
potentially influenced by the intervention and are related to outcomes of interest including 
help finding a job, availability of specialized advice, emotional support, and help with 
household activities. The number of contacts an individual has who can provide emotional 
support or help with household chores are measures likely associated with bonding social 
capital: resources and supports that are largely obtained from family members and close 
friends. The number of contacts one has who can provide help finding a job or provide 
specialized advice (e.g. legal, medical) are measures more likely associated with bridging 
social capital, which is generally comprised of weaker ties,2 possibly to more distant friends 
and acquaintances. A related measure of tie strength in the network is the relative proportion 
of contacts who are family members, friends, or acquaintances.  

An important subset of bridging ties relate to what is known as linking social capital — 
contacts in a person’s network who have a higher socio-economic status. These vertical 
linkages tend to give individuals the capacity to lever resources, ideas, and information into 
economic gain. CEIP is intended to provide opportunities to increase the number of weaker 
ties associated with bridging social capital, and in particular, expand linking social capital. 
The number of network contacts giving access to specialized advice, for example, from 
lawyers and doctors, is one such indicator of these vertical linkages, as the CEIP research 
sample would generally be in a lower socio-economic bracket. 

In addition to quantifying the size of the network and the type of resources accessible, 
the structural characteristics of the networks themselves are measured in CEIP. In 
particular, the density and homogeneity of contacts within a network have been identified 
as important characteristics in the development of social capital. According to Woolcock 
and Narayan (2000), “less dense and less homogenous networks should help individuals 
confront poverty, vulnerability, resolve disputes, and/or take advantage of new 
opportunities.” Johnson (2003) formalized elements of this theory in a model of social 
capital formation. The model explores how the characteristics of networks — including the 

                                                           
1Van der Gaag, Snijders, and Flap (2004) discuss three generally accepted ways to measure “individual” or network-based 

social capital: (1) the position generator — which measures potential resource availability according to the status or 
“occupational prestige” of network members, (2) the name generator — which measures resource availability according to 
whom people talk with about various personal matters, and (3) the resource generator — which measures access to 
concrete social resources with networks. 

2The benefits of weak ties were first suggested by Mark Granovetter in “The Strength of Weak Ties” (American Journal of 
Sociology, Vol. 78, No. 6., May 1973).  
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size, homogeneity, and density — evolve and are influenced by the factors described in the 
model. Size, homogeneity, and density are clearly definable aspects of social networks that 
can be measured separately from related outcomes. In CEIP, homogeneity is measured with 
survey questions that assess the similarity of contacts in the network on a range of 
demographic characteristics with that of the respondent. The density of the network is 
assessed through questions that elicit the nature and interconnectedness of these 
relationships. The textbox below summarizes the specific questions that are used in CEIP 
follow-up surveys to measure size, density, and homogeneity. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Measuring Network Size, Density, and Homogeneity 

Measuring Network Size:  
        Number of Contacts Who Give Access to Specific Resources 

“Write down the names of your relatives, close friends, and acquaintances whom you  
        could easily get help from with . . .  

. . . Finding a job, such as telling you about job leads, writing a reference letter, or putting in  
        a word with a potential employer  

. . . Household activities such as child care, household maintenance, household chores, or  
        personal care? 

. . . Specialized advice such as financial, medical, or legal advice? 

. . . Emotional support such as encouragement, reassurance, or confidential advice?” 

 

Measuring Network Density: Interconnectedness of Contacts 

“Now, for the <number> different people that you listed, I would like to ask a few general  
        questions . . . 

. . . How many of these people would you say know each other? 

. . .  How many are members of your family, your relatives, or your in-laws? 

. . . How many are your close friends or people you consider to be close friends?” 

 

Measuring Network Homogeneity: Similarity in Characteristics of Contacts 

“. . . How many are male? 

. . . How many are within 10 years of your age? 

. . . How many live in the same community as you? 

. . . How many have about the same level of education as you do? 

. . . How many have you worked with?” 
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How Might CEIP Affect the Creation of Social Capital Among Participants? 
The primary mechanism through which CEIP participants may enhance their social 

capital is through the succession of work placements they are involved in over the course of 
their three years of eligibility. Many participants have worked on multiple projects and have 
been actively encouraged to consider new assignments. These varying placements provide 
significant opportunities to develop new contacts, with a broad range of community actors — 
those directly involved in CEIP (other participants, project sponsors, training organizations), 
but also members of the community at large — through the output of the projects themselves. 
This could involve individual members of the community who use the service and products 
of the projects or other organizations involved in the process.  

From a relational perspective, CEIP may be best at improving bridging social capital, and 
in particular, linking social capital. Although participants were randomly selected from 
communities throughout the Cape Breton Regional Municipality (CBRM), there were only 
five participating CEIP communities that developed projects and received CEIP workers. As 
a result, many participants were placed in communities throughout industrial Cape Breton, 
outside of their hometown, giving them the opportunity to increase more distant contacts and 
enhance bridging social capital. Furthermore, participants may have developed linking social 
capital by meeting individuals, potentially project sponsors, who possessed extensive social 
networks and may have been in higher socio-economic strata or in positions of power or 
influence. 

Before receiving CEIP participant workers, project sponsors were required to 
demonstrate to community boards that they have had adequate resources, both financial and 
otherwise, for a successful project. In many cases, it was prominent members of the 
communities and those with greater access to community resources and existing networks 
who came forward to sponsor projects. This gave participants the opportunity to expand their 
networks and gain access to resources previously unavailable, beyond what they would have 
been in a position to develop without CEIP. 

Participant Expectations of Network Enhancement Through CEIP 
Qualitative interviews were conducted with participants about six months after their 

enrolment in the program in order to explore, among other things, their expectations for what 
CEIP had to offer in terms of future employment and social network development. These 
interviews reveal that many participants appeared to grasp the importance of social capital 
and had an eagerness to develop it. They understood the value of particular types of social 
capital, including bridging social capital, articulating it in many cases as a bridge or link to 
employment. Many also appreciated the potential that CEIP held for them to develop it due 
to, for example, professional links through CEIP work placements, which in many cases are 
outside of their community. As one EI participant stated,  

A lot of people, they get jobs because of who they know. I’m from the Pier, and 
basically all my people I know or contacts professionally would be from the Pier, 
and I want to venture out . . . . If I have to drive to Glace Bay that’s fine . . . . I 
don’t care where I go as long as I make professional contacts. I don’t want to be 
limited. 
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Surprisingly, there were also little apparent differences between the IA and EI 
populations in this regard, as participants from both groups recognized the opportunity CEIP 
held to acquire bridging social capital. One IA participant put it plainly when he stated,  

The different jobs I have been at, you get around the neighbourhood and you are 
meeting new people. The more people you know, the better chance you have [of 
obtaining a job]. [CEIP] is good like that. 

IMPACTS OF CEIP ON SOCIAL CAPITAL AT 18 MONTHS 
This section presents the impacts of CEIP on social capital at 18 months following 

enrolment in the study. Given that the eligibility period for CEIP is three years, these are only 
“in-program” impacts. Although CEIP may have led to some enhanced social capital after 
only 18 months, there was not a strong expectation that impacts would be observed after only 
half of the eligibility period. Impacts can be expected to grow over time, as participants have 
more opportunities to expand their contacts through all of the mechanisms described above. 
As one IA participant stated in the six-month interview, “The contacts are a benefit . . . and I 
still have a long time to go in the program, so I am just getting started [on building 
contacts].”  

Network Size, Available Resources 
Table 5.1 presents the impacts of CEIP on the size of the program group members’ social 

networks. A breakdown of the type of resources that are available through these contacts is 
presented in the second panel, which allows for an initial distinction to be made between the 
development of bonding, bridging, or linking social capital. Impacts are provided on both the 
average number contacts and the distribution over a range of categories. Looking at the 
distribution of contacts can be important, as mean impacts can mask relevant program and 
control group differences when there is a lot of variation throughout the sample.  

EI Sample 

The first four columns of Table 5.1 present results for the EI sample. The first panel 
shows that there is no impact on the average size of social networks for the EI sample as both 
program and control group members have approximately 12 contacts on average (11.7 and 
12.1 contacts for EI program and control group respectively). Furthermore, there is only a 
small positive impact on the proportion of EI program group members with the smallest 
social networks, where 2.1 percentage points fewer program group members had less than 
three contacts relative to the control group. The second panel also reveals that there is no 
significant impact among EI sample members on the number of contacts for specific types of 
resources. Both EI program and control group members have about seven contacts who can 
provide emotional support and help with household chores, six contacts who can help find a 
job, and four contacts who can provide specialized advice. 
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Table 5.1: Distribution of Total Contacts and Resource Types 

EI Sample IA Sample 
Percentage With Given # of 
Contacts  

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Network Size                    

Less than 3 contacts   1.9 4.0 -2.1 * (1.1)  4.3 3.5 0.7   (1.8)   

3 to 5 contacts   15.9 19.3 -3.4   (2.6)  17.0 22.1 -5.1   (3.7)   

6 to 10 contacts   40.8 36.2 4.6   (3.3)  38.3 43.8 -5.5   (4.6)   

More than 10 contacts   41.4 40.5 0.9   (3.3)  40.4 30.5 9.9 ** (4.4)   

Mean      11.7 12.1 -0.4   (0.7)  12.0 11.3 0.7   (1.1)   

Resource types                       

Associated with bonding social capital         

Help with household chores                     

Less than 3 contacts   13.7 14.1 -0.4   (2.3)  19.9 20.3 -0.3   (3.7)   

3 to 5 contacts   34.1 38.3 -4.2   (3.2)  42.8 44.5 -1.7   (4.6)   

6 to 10 contacts   35.8 33.0 2.8   (3.2)  27.5 28.2 -0.7   (4.2)   

More than 10 contacts   16.3 14.6 1.7   (2.4)  9.7 7.0 2.7   (2.6)   

Mean   7.4 7.0 0.4   (0.4)  6.0 5.8 0.2   (0.5)   

Provide emotional support                       

Less than 3 contacts   14.6 17.5 -2.9   (2.5)  16.2 19.8 -3.7   (3.6)   

3 to 5 contacts   36.4 35.0 1.4   (3.2)  35.3 38.3 -3.0   (4.5)   

6 to 10 contacts   33.0 31.4 1.6   (3.2)  34.0 28.2 5.8   (4.3)   

More than 10 contacts   16.1 16.1 0.0   (2.5)  14.5 13.7 0.8   (3.2)   

Mean   7.3 7.3 0.0   (0.5)  7.6 7.0 0.6   (0.8)   
Associated with bridging and  
linking social capital                      

Provide specialized advice                         

Less than 3 contacts   37.3 38.1 -0.9   (3.3)  41.5 42.5 -1.0   (4.6)   

3 to 5 contacts   39.4 39.8 -0.4   (3.3)  33.5 41.2 -7.7 * (4.5)   

6 to 10 contacts   20.3 17.0 3.3   (2.6)  19.5 12.4 7.1 ** (3.4)   

More than 10 contacts   3.0 5.0 -2.0   (1.3)  5.5 4.0 1.5   (2.0)   

Mean   3.9 4.2 -0.3   (0.2)  4.0 3.9 0.2   (0.4)   

Help with finding a job                       

Less than 3 contacts   26.3 27.3 -0.9   (3.0)  28.0 33.2 -5.2   (4.3)   

3 to 5 contacts   36.2 37.6 -1.4   (3.3)  38.6 38.1 0.4   (4.6)   

6 to 10 contacts   25.1 23.9 1.1   (2.9)  25.4 19.7 5.7   (3.9)   

More than 10 contacts   12.4 11.2 1.2   (2.2)  8.1 9.0 -0.9   (2.6)   

Mean   5.9 5.9 0.0   (0.4)  5.5 5.5 0.0   (0.7)   

Sample size    470 428 898      237 228 465      

Source: Calculations from 18-month follow-up survey data. 
Notes: Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values.  
 Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups.  
 Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.  
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences.  
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IA Sample 

The last four columns of Table 5.1 present results for the IA sample. Similar to results for EI 
sample members, the first panel shows that there is no significant impact on the average size of 
social networks among the IA sample (12.0 and 11.3 total contacts for IA program and control 
group members respectively). However, there is a positive significant impact on the distribution 
of contacts, with IA program group members being 10 percentage points more likely to have 
10 or more contacts relative to the control group (40.4 per cent of IA program group members 
have 10 or more contacts, while only 30.5 per cent of the control group have 10 or more 
contacts).3 Results in the second panel suggest that this is the result of the development of 
linking social capital, as significant impacts are seen only on the number of contacts who can 
provide specialized advice. The proportion of the IA sample that has 6 to 10 contacts is about 
seven percentage points higher in the program group relative to the control group (while an 
equal but opposite impact is seen in the 3 to 5 contacts category, suggesting slight movement up 
the distribution). There were no analogous impacts on bonding social capital, as measured by 
the number of contacts giving access to household or emotional supports. 

Structural Characteristics of Networks 
Table 5.2 presents the impacts of CEIP on some of the structural characteristics of 

program group members’ social networks. The first panel presents impacts on network 
density as measured by the proportion of respondents’ contacts who know each other. The 
second panel presents impacts on the strength of ties in the network as measured by the 
proportion of respondents’ contacts who are relatives, friends, or acquaintances. The third 
panel presents impacts on several demographic characteristics of respondents’ contacts. 

EI Sample 

The first four columns of Table 5.2 present results for the EI sample. The first panel 
shows that although there is a 5.4 percentage point difference between EI program and 
control group members in the proportion who reported all their contacts as knowing each 
other, evidence of less dense networks, it does not reach the level of statistical significance.4 
Similarly, in the second panel, the small difference in the proportion of contacts who are 
acquaintances, evidence of weaker ties, is also not statistically significant. The third panel 
does show some evidence of changes in characteristics of network contacts in the EI sample, 
with respect to their age and place of work. EI program group members are six percentage 
points more likely to report working with their contacts and three percentage points more 
likely to report that their contacts are within 10 years of their age. These impacts are 
suggestive of possible effects on network heterogeneity and are explored further in Table 5.3. 

IA Sample 

The last four columns of Table 5.2 present results for the IA sample. The first panel 
reveals a 5.4 percentage point difference between IA program and control group members in 
those who reported all their contacts as knowing each other. This is accompanied by an 
                                                           
3When adjusted for baseline characteristics, the magnitude of this impact within the IA sample was smaller (7 percentage 

points) than observed with unadjusted impacts (10 percentage points) and no longer statistically significant. See 
Appendix D for further details on adjusted impacts.     

4Although, this difference is not statistically significant in either the EI or IA sub-sample, given the reduced power of the 
smaller samples, a 5.4 percentage point difference is also observed in the full sample and is statistically significant at the 
five percent level (not shown in the table). 
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increase in the percentage of program group members who reported that only some of their 
contacts know each other (20.3 versus 14.0 per cent of program and control group members 
respectively, significant at the 10 per cent level).5 This would indicate that networks are 
becoming less dense for some, with fewer program group members in the densest category. 
Similar to the EI sample, the second panel shows no impacts on tie strength that reach the 
level of statistical significance in the IA sample. The third panel reveals some evidence of 
changes in characteristics of network contacts in the IA sample, with respect to their place of 
work (with a 4.8 percentage point impact on the percentage of the IA program group who 
work with their contacts), which are explored in further detail below. 

Table 5.2: Structural Characteristics of Social Networks 

EI Sample IA Sample 

 
Program 
Group 

Control 
Group

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Network density                   

% of contacts who know each other                   

All    38.4 43.8 -5.4   (3.3)  43.3 48.6 -5.4   (4.7)  

Most   36.7 32.3 4.4   (3.2)  31.6 31.5 0.1   (4.4)  

Some  20.4 18.6 1.8  (2.7)  20.3 14.0 6.4 * (3.5)

Few   3.3 3.9 -0.7   (1.3)  4.3 4.1 0.3   (1.9)  

None   1.3 1.5 -0.2   (0.8)  0.4 1.8 -1.4   (1.0)  

Tie strength                       

% of contacts who are                       

Relatives   51.7 50.9 0.8   (1.7)  48.7 49.1 -0.4   (2.6)  

Friends   33.9 35.6 -1.7   (1.5)  36.5 38.0 -1.5   (2.3)  

Acquaintances   10.5 9.1 1.4   (1.1)  12.7 12.2 0.5   (1.8)  

Network heterogeneity                       

% of contacts who are                       

The same gender as you   59.8 62.4 -2.6   (1.6)  63.2 65.6 -2.4   (2.2)  

Within 10 years of your age   62.0 58.7 3.3 * (2.0)  56.9 55.1 1.8   (2.7)  

At the same level of education as you 45.7 44.8 1.0   (2.3)  42.7 40.2 2.5   (3.1)  

Working with you   27.1 21.1 6.0 *** (1.7)  26.5 21.7 4.8 * (2.5)  

Living within your community   65.9 63.7 2.2   (2.3)  70.1 72.8 -2.7   (3.1)  

Living somewhere else in Cape Breton 23.9 23.7 0.2   (2.1)  22.1 20.8 1.4   (2.8)  

Living outside Cape Breton   6.2 7.5 -1.3   (1.0)  5.1 4.5 0.6   (1.3)  

Sample size   470 428 898     237 228 465     
Source: Calculations from 18-month follow-up survey data. 
Notes: Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values.   
 Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups.  
 Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent;*** = 1 per cent.  
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

                                                           
5When adjusted for baseline characteristics, the magnitude of this impact within the IA sample was larger (11.3 percentage 

points) than observed with unadjusted impacts (6.4 percentage points) and significant at the five per cent level. See Appendix D 
for further details on adjusted impacts. 
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Network Heterogeneity: Distribution of Characteristics 
The previous table presented impacts on the average percentage of sample members’ 

contacts who had various demographic characteristics. Though these are indicative of changes 
in the characteristics of contacts of program group members as a result of CEIP, they do not 
imply increasing or decreasing heterogeneity in and of themselves.6 Table 5.3 presents impacts 
on the distribution of the sample over the range of proportions, which provides a better picture 
of effects on heterogeneity due to CEIP. Impacts reflective of movement away from the 
extremes of the distribution can be interpreted as increasing heterogeneity, for example, more 
sample members in the middle categories and fewer in the extreme categories.  

Table 5.3: Network Heterogeneity: Distribution of Contact Characteristics 

EI Sample IA Sample 

Characteristics of Contacts  
Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Proportion of contacts who are                 
Same gender as you                 

Less than a quarter 6.1 7.0 -0.9   (1.7)  5.6 4.9 0.6   (2.1) 
A quarter to less than half 19.3 14.7 4.7 * (2.5)  21.0 12.6 8.5 ** (3.5) 
Half to less than three quarters 47.2 43.0 4.1   (3.4)  35.2 39.9 -4.7   (4.5) 
More than three quarters 27.4 35.3 -7.9 ** (3.1)  38.2 42.6 -4.4   (4.6) 
Mean 59.8 62.4 -2.6   (1.6)  63.2 65.6 -2.4   (2.2) 

Within 10 years of your age                   
Less than a quarter  9.6 12.4 -2.8   (2.1)  13.4 11.5 1.8   (3.1) 
A quarter to less than half  22.9 22.3 0.5   (2.8)  25.9 25.3 0.5   (4.1) 
Half to less than three 
quarters  29.4 30.6 -1.2   (3.1)  29.7 35.5 -5.7   (4.4) 

More than three quarters  38.1 34.7 3.4   (3.3)  31.0 27.6 3.4   (4.3) 
Mean  62.0 58.7 3.3 * (2.0)  56.9 55.1 1.8   (2.7) 

Same level of education as you                   
Less than a quarter  29.2 30.6 -1.4   (3.2)  32.6 31.8 0.8   (4.5) 
A quarter to less than half  21.5 24.6 -3.1   (2.9)  25.2 29.5 -4.3   (4.3) 
Half to less than three 
quarters  25.8 21.5 4.3   (2.9)  21.6 22.1 -0.6   (4.0) 

More than three quarters  23.5 23.3 0.2   (2.9)  20.6 16.6 4.1   (3.7) 
Mean  45.7 44.8 1.0   (2.3)  42.7 40.2 2.5   (3.1) 

Working with you                   
Less than a quarter  52.9 64.7 -11.7 *** (3.3)  53.6 64.9 -11.2 ** (4.6) 
A quarter to less than half  28.7 21.9 6.9 ** (2.9)  27.5 19.4 8.1 ** (4.0) 
Half to less than three 
quarters  10.6 9.6 1.0   (2.0)  11.2 9.0 2.1   (2.8) 

More than three quarters  7.8 3.8 3.9 ** (1.6)  7.7 6.8 1.0   (2.4) 
Mean  27.1 21.1 6.0 *** (1.7)  26.5 21.7 4.8 * (2.5) 

Sample size  470 428 898    237 228 465    
Source: Calculations from 18-month follow-up survey data. 
Notes: Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values.  
 Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups.  
 Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.  
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

                                                           
6For example, if the mean proportion of the sample that has contacts who are male is 0.4, it can move towards 0.5, possibly reflecting 

more heterogeneity, if sample members with a low proportion increase towards 0.5 or when sample members with a high proportion 
decrease towards 0.5 at 18 months. However, the overall mean could rise from 0.4 to 0.5 if sample members with a high proportion 
get even higher, which would in fact be evidence of more homogeneity for some.   
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EI Sample 

Impacts in the first four columns of Table 5.3 confirm that there is evidence of increases 
in network heterogeneity of EI program group members’ contacts, with respect to their 
gender and their place of work. Approximately eight percentage points fewer EI program 
group members have more than three quarters of contacts of the same gender when compared 
with the control group. Similarly, with respect to the place of work of network contacts, 
12 percentage points fewer program group members are in the low end of the distribution 
(with less than a quarter of contacts working with the respondent). Both of these impacts are 
reflective of small increases in network heterogeneity for some, as there are no offsetting 
impacts in the opposite end of the distribution, which would be reflective of more 
homogeneity.  

IA Sample 

Impacts in the last four columns of Table 5.3 are similarly suggestive of increases in 
network heterogeneity of IA program group members’ contacts, with respect to their gender 
and place of work. Approximately nine percentage points fewer program group members 
have more than half of their contacts of the same gender when compared with the control 
group. Also, about 11 percentage points fewer IA program group members are in the most 
homogeneous category (with less than a quarter of contacts) when compared with the control 
group.  

Heterogeneity Indicator 
Rather than look at the overall mean or distribution of each contact characteristic, an 

indicator of increasing heterogeneity can be constructed for each sample member. It is 
derived by looking at the change in the proportion of contacts who share a given 
characteristic with the respondent on the baseline survey with the proportion at 18 months. If 
the proportion has decreased, this indicates the respondent is becoming more differentiated 
from his or her network. This can signal increasing heterogeneity, when sample members 
were very similar to their contacts to begin with (e.g. contacts were mostly from the same 
community as the respondent at baseline but are less so at 18 months). However, being 
overly differentiated from his or her network can be a sign of decreasing heterogeneity if 
those groups are under-represented (e.g. having too few contacts of the same gender or age). 
In this respect, the threshold for a balanced network would vary by characteristic and can be 
set at a level that reflects a common-sense notion of balance or a reasonable distribution for 
that characteristic.7 If the proportion is below a given threshold at baseline and increases 
towards the threshold at 18 months, or is above the threshold and decreases towards it at 
18 months, the indicator is assigned to one reflecting increasing heterogeneity. The indicator 
would be assigned to zero in either of the opposing cases, reflecting increasing homogeneity. 
These can then be represented in aggregate, with an indicator of an increase in heterogeneity 
on any individual characteristic (i.e. at least one characteristic is more heterogeneous). 
                                                           
7The threshold is set at 0.5 for gender, as the most heterogeneous point is when an individual has an equal number of males 

and females in their network. For other characteristics, more differentiation from the respondent (a lower proportion of 
contacts with the same characteristic) would generally imply more heterogeneity but only up to a point. The threshold is set 
at 0.25, though results do not vary substantially with thresholds between 0.2 and 0.33 (which are the median proportions 
among those working in the baseline research sample for each characteristic). For each respondent, changes in his or her 
proportions from baseline to 18 months moving towards 0.50 for gender and 0.25 for other characteristics, are indicators of 
increasing heterogeneity. Changes of less than 0.05 are not counted.   
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Impacts run on these indicators confirm that, for the EI sample, there are significant 
impacts reflecting increasing heterogeneity on the characteristic of gender. Program group 
members are eight percentage points more likely to experience an increase in network 
heterogeneity (39 per cent), with respect to gender, relative to the control group (31 per cent). 
However, program group members are four percentage points more likely to experience 
decreasing heterogeneity with respect to the education of their contacts (13 and 17 per cent 
for the program and control group respectively). There were no statistically significant 
impacts on this heterogeneity indicator for the IA sample. 

Subgroup Differences in Impacts on Social Capital 
In addition to the EI and IA sub-samples, impacts for a number of additional subgroups 

were assessed based a range of baseline demographic characteristics of the sample. A small 
number of significant differences in subgroup impacts were found on the size of social 
networks (as measured by the percentage with more than 10 contacts) and network density 
(as measured by the percentage reporting all their contacts knowing each other). No 
significant subgroup impacts on heterogeneity were found. Only the highlights are 
summarized below. Complete subgroup impact tables are included in Appendix E. 

Although little impact on network size was observed for the EI sample as a whole, a 
significant increase in the percentage with more than 10 contacts was observed among low 
income EI program group members (less than $20,000 per year at baseline). The lower 
income group had a nine percentage point impact (significantly different from the higher 
income group at the five per cent level). This was in fact the largest and only significant 
impact on network size for all EI subgroups. Among the IA sample, the largest percentage 
point increase in those with more than 10 contacts was observed for those with extremely 
dense networks at baseline (those reporting that all their contacts knew each other). IA 
program group members with more dense networks at baseline experienced an 18 percentage 
point increase in those having more than 10 contacts (significantly different at the 10 per cent 
level from the zero impact observed for the less dense subgroup). There were no other 
significant differences in impacts on network size, with most other subgroups experiencing 
the increase seen in the full IA sample. 

Differences in impacts on network density were found between men and women in both 
the EI and IA samples. Among the EI sample, male program group members experienced the 
reduction in network density, with a 14 percentage point decrease in those reporting that all 
their contacts know one another, relative to the control group (statistically different at the one 
per cent level from the insignificant impact observed for women in the EI sample). Among 
the IA sample, the opposite is true, with women largely experiencing the reduction in 
network density. A 12 percentage point impact is observed, statistically different from the 
insignificant impact on men in the IA sample. 

IMPACTS OF CEIP ON VOLUNTEERING AT 18 MONTHS 
Although a distinction was made between social capital and volunteering, the latter is 

important nonetheless, not just in its relationship with social capital, but more broadly to the 
CEIP study. Volunteering benefits both the individual and communities at large. For 
example, some individuals volunteer for altruistic reasons, gaining personal satisfaction from 
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making a contribution, while others aim for career advancement by increasing skills, work 
experience, and opportunities to develop work-related contacts. At the same time, 
communities benefit, as volunteers contribute substantial resources to the objectives of 
community organizations and groups. Increased volunteering may also reduce social 
exclusion, which in turn has been linked with benefits on health and well-being (Crawford, 
2003). 

Volunteering can be defined as freely performing a job or providing service without pay. 
However, this is not limited to formal volunteering activities, which are provided to 
organizations or groups. Informal volunteering refers to unpaid activities offered to 
individuals, on their own, as opposed to activities provided through an organization or 
group. This could include a range of support provided to close friends or acquaintances.  

CEIP may influence the extent of both formal and informal volunteering among program 
group members. It is possible that with increased employment due to CEIP, the reduction in 
the time available for volunteering, including informal supports provided to family or 
friends, may lessen the frequency of these activities among the program group. On the other 
hand, opportunities and interest in volunteering could increase given that CEIP employment 
is in the social economy, and largely, in voluntary sector organizations. Bringing program 
group members into contact with project sponsors in the voluntary sector may result in an 
increased awareness and even commitment to the same organizational objectives as those 
sponsors.  

Formal Volunteering  
Table 5.4 presents impacts of CEIP on the extent of formal volunteering with groups or 

organizations. The first panel presents impacts on the frequency of volunteering in terms of 
the proportion of the sample who volunteer on a daily, weekly, monthly, or less frequent 
basis. The second panel presents impacts on the types of formal volunteering activities that 
respondents are engaged in when they volunteer. The third panel shows impacts on the actual 
hours of volunteering. The final panel includes impacts on the number of organizations 
served by those volunteering. 

EI Sample 

The first panel of Table 5.4 shows that CEIP had a positive impact on the extent of 
formal volunteering among EI program group members, with a 12 percentage point decrease 
compared with the control group in those reporting that they had never volunteered in last 
12 months (48 per cent for the program group versus 60 per cent for the control group).8 This 
was accompanied by a positive impact on the frequency of formal volunteering among EI 
program group members with an average increase of 2.4 hours per month relative to the 
control group. Also, the percentage of the EI program group who reported volunteering about 
once a week rose by about five percentage points relative to the control group, as did the 
percentage who volunteered more than 15 hours per month. 

                                                           
8When adjusted for baseline characteristics, the magnitude of the impact on volunteering within the EI sample was larger 

than observed with unadjusted impacts. For example, the adjusted impact on the proportion reporting that they never 
volunteered was a 17 percentage point reduction in the EI program group relative to the control group (compared with a 
12 percentage point unadjusted impact). See Appendix D for further details on adjusted impacts.     
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Table 5.4: Impacts on Formal Volunteering With Groups or Organizations 

EI Sample IA Sample 

 
Program 
Group 

Control 
Group

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Frequency of formal volunteering                 
How often did you volunteer in last 12 months?               

Everyday  3.2 1.9 1.3   (1.1)  0.4 1.3 -0.9  (0.9)  
A few times a week 9.2 8.9 0.2   (1.9)  5.9 6.1 -0.2  (2.2)  
About once a week  11.1 6.6 4.5 ** (1.9)  12.7 8.8 3.9  (2.9)  
About once a month  14.9 11.8 3.2   (2.3)  9.3 8.3 0.9  (2.6)  
Less than once a month 13.4 10.6 2.8   (2.2)  8.9 7.9 1.0  (2.6)  
Never  48.2 60.2 -12.0 *** (3.3)  62.9 67.5 -4.7  (4.4)  

Types of unpaid formal volunteering                    
Assisted a group or organization                     

With canvassing, campaigning, 
fundraising 29.3 20.6 8.7 *** (2.9)  20.5 15.8 4.7  (3.6)  

As a member of board or committee  16.9 11.8 5.1 ** (2.4)  14.1 10.1 4.0  (3.0)  
With providing info or helping educate 
the public 16.5 9.5 7.0 *** (2.3)  10.7 11.4 -0.7   (2.9)  

With organizing or supervising 
activities  32.5 21.7 10.7 *** (3.0)  25.2 17.1 8.1 ** (3.8)  

With teaching or coaching for an 
organization  15.4 9.9 5.5 ** (2.2)  12.4 6.6 5.8 ** (2.7)  

With office or administrative work  15.2 11.6 3.6   (2.3)  6.8 9.2 -2.4  (2.5)  
With providing care, support, or 
counselling 14.5 10.4 4.1 * (2.2)  10.3 9.6 0.6  (2.8)  

With collecting, serving, or delivering 
food  19.4 12.5 6.9 *** (2.5)  15.0 12.3 2.7  (3.2)  

As a volunteer driver for an 
organization  16.0 12.1 4.0 * (2.3)  7.3 5.3 2.0  (2.3)  

Other  17.3 13.9 3.4   (2.4)  12.8 14.5 -1.7  (3.2)  
Hours of formal volunteering                     
Average hours per month  8.8 6.4 2.4 ** (1.1)  6.7 6.4 0.4  (1.4)  
% of sample who volunteered                     

>0 to 5 hours per month  15.5 11.7 3.8 * (2.3)  7.6 6.6 1.0  (2.4)  
>5 to 15 hours per month  17.0 13.3 3.7   (2.4)  11.8 11.4 0.4  (3.0)  
>15 hours per month  18.1 12.6 5.5 ** (2.4)  13.5 12.7 0.8  (3.1)  
Did not volunteer  48.5 61.4 -12.9 *** (3.3)  64.6 67.5 -3.0  (4.4)  

Change in hours volunteered in last 12 months                      
Increased  12.4 6.3 6.1 *** (1.9)  11.4 7.9 3.5  (2.7)  
Stayed the same  77.2 86.0 -8.8 *** (2.6)  82.2 82.5 -0.3  (3.5)  
Decreased  10.4 7.7 2.7   (1.9)  6.4 9.6 -3.3  (2.5)  

Number of organizations                     
Average # of organizations volunteered for 1.0 0.7 0.3 *** (0.1)  0.7 0.6 0.0  (0.1)  
% of sample who volunteered for                     

1 organization  23.4 20.3 3.1   (2.8)  19.8 15.8 4.0  (3.6)  
2 to 3 organizations  22.8 13.8 9.0 *** (2.6)  13.5 13.6 -0.1  (3.2)  
4 or more organizations  5.1 4.2 0.9   (1.4)  2.5 3.1 -0.5  (1.5)  
Did not volunteer  48.7 61.7 -13.0 *** (3.3)  64.1 67.5 -3.4  (4.4)  

Sample size  470 428 898    237 228 465    
Source:  Calculations from 18-month follow-up survey data. 
Notes:   Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values.  
 Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups.   
 Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.  
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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The second panel of Table 5.4 shows that there were impacts on various types of formal 
volunteering among EI program group members, including organizational or supervisory 
activities, canvassing or fundraising, teaching or coaching, providing care or support 
services, and serving as committee or board members for an organization. The final panel 
shows that more than one organization benefited from this increased volunteer activity, as an 
impact of nine percentage points was observed on those reporting that they volunteered for 
two to three organizations.  

IA Sample 

The last four columns of Table 5.4 show that there were no statistically significant 
impacts on the extent or frequency of formal volunteering among the IA sample. However, 
the second panel shows statistically significant positive impacts on particular types of formal 
volunteer activities, including an increase among the program group in those volunteering to 
do organizational or supervisory activities and coaching or teaching. 

Informal Volunteering  
Table 5.5 presents impacts of CEIP on the extent of informal volunteering provided on an 

individual’s own rather than through an organization or group.  

Table 5.5: Impacts on Informal Volunteering 

EI Sample IA Sample 

 
Program 
Group 

Control 
Group

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Frequency of informal volunteering                    
How often did you volunteer in last 12 months?                   

Everyday  6.8 5.2 1.7   (1.6)  7.2 7.0 0.1   (2.4)  

A few times a week  19.2 20.0 -0.8   (2.7)  22.4 24.2 -1.9   (3.9)  

About once a week  18.6 18.4 0.2   (2.6)  15.2 14.5 0.7   (3.3)  

About once a month  20.3 18.1 2.2   (2.6)  13.5 15.9 -2.4   (3.3)  

Less than once a month  11.5 9.6 1.9   (2.1)  4.2 5.3 -1.1   (2.0)  

Never 23.5 28.7 -5.2 * (2.9)  37.6 33.0 4.5   (4.4)  
Types of unpaid informal volunteering                    

Provided help to someone on your own with                    

Housework such as cooking or cleaning 38.0 35.6 2.4   (3.2)  39.7 44.3 -4.6   (4.6)  

Yardwork such as gardening or painting 57.3 50.4 6.9 ** (3.3)  46.0 50.9 -4.9   (4.6)  

Shopping or driving   54.1 48.7 5.3   (3.3)  40.5 43.4 -2.9   (4.6)  

Babysitting without being paid   33.1 34.0 -0.8   (3.2)  34.6 42.1 -7.5 * (4.5)  

Care or support to sick or elderly   30.1 27.2 3.0   (3.0)  30.4 28.5 1.9   (4.2)  

Writing letters or filing out forms   31.8 28.1 3.7   (3.1)  30.0 32.0 -2.1   (4.3)  

Unpaid teaching or coaching   18.6 15.2 3.4   (2.5)  13.1 12.7 0.4   (3.1)  

Other   8.9 10.0 -1.1   (2.0)  7.2 7.0 0.2   (2.4)  
Hours of informal volunteering                     
Average hours per month   11.2 11.7 -0.5   (1.1)  12.6 11.8 0.7   (1.7)  
% of sample who volunteered                      

>0 to 10 hours per month   41.3 35.1 6.2 * (3.3)  26.1 28.6 -2.5   (4.3)  

>10 to 20 hours per month   20.2 17.5 2.6   (2.7)  15.0 19.0 -4.0   (3.6)  

>20 hours per month   13.2 16.5 -3.3   (2.4)  19.5 16.7 2.8   (3.7)  

Did not volunteer   25.3 30.9 -5.5 * (3.1)  39.4 35.7 3.7   (4.7)  

(continued) 
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Table 5.5: Impacts on Informal Volunteering (Cont’d) 

EI Sample IA Sample 

 
Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Change in hours volunteered in last 12 months                     

Increased   13.9 14.1 -0.2  (2.3)  17.0 13.2 3.8  (3.3)  

Stayed the same   75.2 76.0 -0.8  (2.9)  74.0 74.0 0.0  (4.1)  

Decreased   10.9 9.9 1.0  (2.1)  8.9 12.8 -3.8  (2.9)  
Sample size   470 428 898     237 228 465    

Source: Calculations from 18-month follow-up survey data. 
Notes: Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values. 
 Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups.   
 Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent  
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

The first panel reveals only a small positive impact on the extent of informal volunteering 
among EI program group members, with a 5.2 percentage point decrease relative to the 
control group in those reporting that they never volunteered in last 12 months (23.5 per cent 
for the EI program group and 28.7 per cent for the EI control group). However, there was 
little difference in the frequency of volunteering in terms of the number of hours volunteered 
per month by EI program group members (11.2 per cent versus 11.7 per cent for EI control 
group members). There were increases in various types of informal volunteering among EI 
program group members, however only the 6.9 percentage point impact on yard work or 
maintenance reached the level of statistical significance.  

There were no statistically significant impacts on the extent or frequency of informal 
volunteering among the IA sample. However, when asked about the type of activities 
volunteers were engaged in, the second panel reveals a negative impact where 7.5 percentage 
points fewer IA program group members reported volunteering to babysit without being paid 
relative to the control group.  

SUMMARY 
Expectations were low regarding the extent of “in-program” impacts that would be 

observed on social capital after only 18 months. Results from future follow-up surveys will 
reveal whether these impacts grow in the second half of program group members’ eligibility 
period (months 19 to 36) and whether or not they deteriorated following the end of CEIP. 
Nonetheless, this chapter has illustrated that CEIP has led to small impacts on social capital 
after only half the eligibility period, including some improvements in network size, density, 
and heterogeneity. The extent of volunteering, particularly among EI program members, has 
also increased even though program group members were dedicating more of their time to 
employment.  

Although these impacts are small, might they be associated with improvements in other 
areas, including health and life satisfaction, as has been theorized (Putnam, 2001; Helliwell, 
2001)? The next chapter presents a range of additional CEIP impacts, including those on 
health and well-being, residential mobility, education, and attitudes to work and family.  
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Chapter 6: 
Other Impacts 

Although the central impacts that the Community Employment Innovation Project (CEIP) 
is expected to have produced for individuals are related to employment, income, and the 
amounts and duration of receipt of Employment Insurance (EI) and income assistance (IA) 
benefits, the CEIP evaluation is not limited to just economic circumstances. For example, the 
previous chapter illustrated that CEIP had small impacts on social networks and the extent of 
volunteering. CEIP could have analogous impacts on a range of other areas of program group 
members’ lives. This chapter examines the impact of CEIP on program group members’ 
health and well-being, residential mobility, education, working skills, and attitudes to work 
and transfer payments.  

Each section begins with a summary of the possible ways in which CEIP could influence 
these outcomes. However, there was no strong prior expectation that these areas of program 
group members’ lives would be affected after only 18 months in the program. Rather, the 
chapter is meant to provide a quick glance at a range of outcomes that may prove interesting 
in future reports, which will cover the full CEIP eligibility period.  

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

• CEIP had no effect on the self-assessed physical health of the program group, 
but had a small favourable impact on their subjective well-being. Among EI 
sample members, there was a decrease in the proportion of program group members 
who reported being dissatisfied with life and an increase in the average life 
satisfaction score. IA program group members also experienced an increase in their 
life satisfaction score compared with the control group. 

• CEIP did not have an effect on out-migration of CEIP participants, but caused 
changes in movements within the community and to other areas of Cape Breton. 
There was an increase in residential mobility among EI program group members in 
their community and a decrease in movement to other communities in Cape Breton. 
On the other hand, IA program group members were more likely to move to another 
community within Cape Breton compared with their control group counterparts. 

• Program group members were less likely to enrol in non-CEIP provided training 
during their first 18 months on CEIP. CEIP also had a negative impact on courses 
taken towards a trade or vocational certificate or a college diploma or certificate. 

• CEIP had mixed effects on the measures of working skills. Only a few of the nine 
measures on working skills yielded statistically significant differences between 
program and control group, and there is evidence of both negative and positive 
impacts on non-traditional skills as measured in the survey. 

• CEIP appears to have reinforced some of the existing positive beliefs of program 
group members on particular measures related to work and transfer payments. 
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Program group members tended to shift from “agree” to “strongly agree” on three of 
the questions that measure attitudes towards work and receipt of transfer payments.  

HEALTH AND SUBJECTIVE WELL-BEING 
Why might CEIP have affected the physical and psychological well-being of program 

group members? CEIP provides a stable three-year period of employment and income to 
individuals who, in an area of chronic high unemployment, have had a tenuous attachment to 
work. There is an extensive volume of research linking health outcomes to income levels (see 
Feinstein, 1993, for a review of the literature). Though there is some debate whether the 
association between income and health is causal, reverse-causal, or measuring something 
else, the relationship between employment and health, over and above the effects of income, 
is argued to be one of the most important determinants of health:  

Besides giving one the capacity to earn an income, employment serves 
important functions. Employment provides time structures, the opportunity 
to share experiences with other people and to link with goals and purposes 
that transcend one’s own, as well as giving one a sense of status and 
identity. When a household is without employment, dependence on social 
transfers is unavoidable. This dependence increases the stresses associated 
with a lower income, a loss of social respect and heightened anxiety about 
the future. (National Forum on Health, 2004) 

The positive relationship between health and employment may work through a number of 
critical outcomes including improvements in social capital (Putnam, 2001; Helliwell, 2001) 
and social inclusion (Crawford, 2003). The previous chapters have shown that CEIP has had 
large impacts on employment and income, as well as smaller effects on social networks and 
the extent of volunteering among the program group (both measures relevant to social capital 
and reductions in social isolation). Could these impacts, or other aspects of CEIP, contribute 
to effects for health and well-being? 

The CEIP evaluation is measuring “subjective” well-being with the extensively used 
Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS) (Pavot & Diener, 1993; Diener, 2000).1 Although it has 
been shown to be associated with income, its intent is to measure life as a whole, using the 
respondent’s own norms. As a result, individuals may implicitly include stable employment 
and income from CEIP, as well as any related positive impacts, as factors in weighing what 
makes them happy.  

As shown in Table 6.1, at 18 months from enrolment CEIP showed no impact on self-
assessed physical health and activity limitations of program group members. However, CEIP 

                                                           
1The Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS) consists of five statements, to which respondents can answer using the following 

five-point scale: strongly disagree, disagree, neither agree nor disagree, agree, or strongly agree. The statements are 
1) In most ways my life is close to ideal.  
2) The conditions of my life are excellent.  
3) I am satisfied with my life.  
4) So far I have gotten the important things in my life. 
5) If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing.  
A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted with the five questions that identified a single dimension. A SWLS score 
was then calculated by summing across the five items. A score of 15 is the neutral point — indicative of an individual that 
is equally satisfied and dissatisfied, while scores ranging from 5 to 9 indicate a person that is extremely dissatisfied, 10 to 
14 dissatisfied, 16 to 20 satisfied, and 21 to 25 extremely satisfied with life.  
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led to a decrease in dissatisfaction with life.2 Although there were no impacts on the physical 
health measures collected at the 18-month interview, it is noteworthy that, in general, a 
relatively high proportion of CEIP sample members reported to be in good health or better, 
suggesting there may have been little room for improvement. The following paragraphs 
present results on self-assessed health rating, functional limitations, and subjective well-
being for EI and IA sample members at the 18-month milestone.  

Table 6.1: CEIP Impacts on Health and Subjective Well-Being, at the 18-Month Follow-Up Interview 

EI Sample IA Sample 

Outcome  
Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error  

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Health                  
Any health limitation   31.9 30.4 1.5   (3.1)  33.8 33.8 0.0   (4.4) 
In general, health is                      

Excellent   28.4 30.8 -2.3   (3.1)  20.3 26.3 -6.0   (3.9) 
Very good   44.7 41.5 3.1   (3.3)  41.5 37.3 4.2   (4.5) 
Good   20.9 21.4 -0.4   (2.7)  26.7 23.7 3.0   (4.0) 
Fair   4.1 4.9 -0.9   (1.4)  8.1 11.4 -3.4   (2.7) 
Poor   1.9 1.4 0.5   (0.9)  3.4 1.3 2.1   (1.4) 

Difficulty with hearing, seeing, communicating  
walking, etc.                    

Yes, sometimes   16.5 14.8 1.7   (2.4)  13.9 14.0 -0.1   (3.2) 
Yes, often   9.4 9.2 0.2   (1.9)  8.9 9.6 -0.8   (2.7) 
No   74.1 76.1 -1.9   (2.9)  77.2 76.3 0.9   (3.9) 

A physical or mental condition or health problem 
reduces activity at home          

Yes, sometimes   9.4 10.3 -0.9   (2.0)  10.1 10.5 -0.4   (2.8) 
Yes, often   4.3 4.7 -0.4   (1.4)  5.5 7.0 -1.5   (2.2) 
No    86.3 85.0 1.3   (2.3)  84.4 82.5 1.9   (3.5) 

A physical or mental condition or health problem 
reduces activity at work or school          

Yes, sometimes   10.7 10.8 -0.1   (2.1)  11.0 10.5 0.5   (2.9) 
Yes, often   3.8 4.7 -0.8   (1.4)  8.5 7.0 1.5   (2.5) 
No   85.5 84.5 1.0   (2.4)  80.5 82.5 -1.9   (3.6) 

A physical or mental condition or health 
problem reduces other activity       

Yes, sometimes 7.7 8.7 -1.0   (1.8)  8.9 9.2 -0.3   (2.7) 
Yes, often 3.2 4.7 -1.5   (1.3)  6.8 5.3 1.5   (2.2) 
No 89.1 86.6 2.5   (2.2)  84.4 85.5 -1.1   (3.3) 

Satisfaction with life                  
Extremely satisfied 15.7 12.4 3.4   (2.3)  10.5 7.0 3.5   (2.6) 
Satisfied 57.2 52.3 4.9   (3.3)  45.1 39.9 5.2   (4.6) 
Equally satisfied/dissatisfied 5.7 6.1 -0.3   (1.6)  2.5 4.8 -2.3   (1.7) 
Dissatisfied 18.5 24.3 -5.8 ** (2.7)  36.7 42.1 -5.4   (4.5) 
Extremely dissatisfied 1.7 3.3 -1.6   (1.0)  5.1 5.7 -0.6   (2.1) 

Average score 17.5 16.9 0.6 ** (0.3)  15.8 14.9 0.8 ** (0.4) 
Sample size 470 428      237 228     
Source: Calculations from 18-month survey data. 
Notes:  Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values. This may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
  All analyses were only for those who responded to the 18-month survey. 
  Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences in outcomes between the program and control groups.  
 Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent. 
  Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

                                                           
2When the CEIP impacts on life satisfaction are adjusted for a series of sample members’ baseline characteristics, the 

impacts fail to reach the level of statistical significance (see Appendix D for adjusted impact estimates). 
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EI Sample 

Among the EI sample, the overwhelming majority of program and control group 
members rated their health condition as good or better. For both program and control group 
members, about one fifth said their health was good, while a little over 70 per cent indicated 
it was very good or excellent. 

Functional limitations of the EI sample were also relatively low. Seventy-four per cent of 
program group members and seventy-six per cent of control group members said they had no 
difficulty, hearing, seeing, communicating, or walking. Approximately 85 per cent of both 
program and control group members said they had no activity limitations at home, work, 
school, or other activities. Less than 5 per cent reported having to frequently reduce activities 
at home, work, school, or leisure due to physical or mental health problems.  

The majority of program and control group members said they were satisfied or 
extremely satisfied with their life (72.9 per cent of the program group; 64.7 per cent of the 
control group). Moreover, CEIP caused a 5.8 per cent decrease in the proportion of program 
group members who were dissatisfied with life. On average, program group members had a 
higher Satisfaction With Life score (17.5 per cent versus 16.9 per cent) than control group 
members, which was statistically significant at the five per cent level. 

IA Sample 

Looking at the last four columns of Table 6.1, the results for IA sample members show 
no statistically significant differences on the collected measures of physical health. Reports 
of general health were positive for both program and control group members. For example, 
only 11.5 per cent of program group members and 12.7 per cent of control group members 
rated their health as fair or poor. For all measures on activity limitations, individuals in both 
the program and control group seemed to be faring very well. Few reported this as being a 
problem they often had to deal with in environments such as at home or work.  

CEIP appears to have had a small, but favourable impact on program group members 
reported satisfaction with life at the 18-month milestone. For example, on average, program 
group members had a higher average Satisfaction With Life score (15.8 per cent for program 
group members versus 14.9 per cent for control group members), which was statistically 
significant at the 5 per cent level of significance. Further findings, although not statistically 
significant, show that compared with the control group, a higher proportion of program group 
members reported being satisfied or extremely satisfied, while fewer reported being 
dissatisfied or extremely dissatisfied.  

An additional subgroup analysis was also performed, within the EI and IA samples, to 
estimate differences in impacts on the extent of life satisfaction across a range of baseline 
characteristics at the time of enrolment. This analysis revealed only a few differences in 
subgroup impacts within the EI sample. CEIP had a larger impact on life satisfaction of EI 
program group members who earned less than $20,000 per year at baseline or who had very 
dense social networks (these groups were about 17 percentage points more likely to satisfied 
with life than the control group; while there was no significant impact among those who 
earned more $20,000 per year or who had less dense networks at enrolment). See 
Appendix E for complete subgroup impact results. 
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MOBILITY 
The population of the Cape Breton Regional Municipality (CBRM) is on a downward 

trend with a decrease in the total population of 7.6 per cent from 1996 to 2001 (Statistics 
Canada, 2006). One of the main reasons for this decline is the high rate of out-migration by 
people in their twenties and thirties, possibly due to the lack of economic opportunities. To 
what extent does CEIP increase or decrease the migration rate of CEIP participants?  

On the one hand, program group members who, prior to CEIP, may have considered 
moving out of Cape Breton in search of a job, might have been less likely to do so during the 
three years in which they were guaranteed stable employment with CEIP. Also, on average, 
CEIP program group members are not among the age group that typically engages in out-
migration at a high rate. On the other hand, CEIP is temporary, and in order to continue 
working after their eligibility, the only alternative for participants may be to look beyond 
Cape Breton. Moreover, with newly acquired skills and social networks from CEIP, there 
may be a stronger impetus to seek employment elsewhere.  

Although program group members may not have as great an incentive to leave Cape 
Breton while active in CEIP, they may consider moving residences within their community 
or to another Cape Breton community (and maintain their eligibility). With a steady job and 
income from CEIP, program group members may move for reasons such as better 
accommodations and/or closer proximity to CEIP community placements. 

The results in Table 6.2 present early findings on the mobility of CEIP participants 
during the first 18 months on CEIP.  

EI Sample 

Looking at the EI sample results, CEIP had no effect on out-migration, but had small 
impacts on movement within and between Cape Breton communities. Compared with the 
control group, a higher proportion of program group members took up residence at new 
locations within their community (9.4 per cent of program group members; 6.1 per cent of 
control group members). The result for movement between communities was the opposite — 
a smaller proportion of program group members moved to another community within Cape 
Breton than control group members. 

Program and control group members mentioned various reasons for moving. This 
included to look for a job or to start a new job, to be closer to work, because of a partner’s 
new job, because of separation or divorce, for cheaper or better housing, to purchase a home, 
and to go to school. The reasons most often mentioned by EI program group members were 
related to housing. This measure yielded a 3.3 percentage point difference between program 
and control group members and was statistically significant at the 5 per cent level of 
significance. 

IA Sample 

CEIP also appears to have influenced changes in residence of IA sample members. 
Program group members were nearly 10 percentage points more likely to move relative to the 
control group (32.9 per cent of program group members; 24.1 per cent of control group 
members). Although the majority of movers in both the program and control groups stayed in 
the community in which they resided at enrolment, CEIP did encourage more movement 
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among the program group to other communities within Cape Breton (11.9 per cent of 
program group members; 5.8 per cent of control group members) for a difference of 
6.2 percentage points significant at the 5 per cent level of significance. CEIP does not appear 
to have had an effect on out-migration among IA sample members.  

IA sample members stated several reasons for changing residence after enrolling in CEIP. 
For example, some moved because they wanted to be closer to work, were seeking cheaper 
housing or better housing, or had purchased a home. Noteworthy was the small positive 
impact that CEIP had on IA program group members who were three percentage points more 
likely to report having purchased a home compared with the control group (not shown).3 

Table 6.2: CEIP Impacts on Mobility, at the 18-Month Follow-Up Interview 

EI Sample IA Sample 

Outcome 
Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Percentage of respondents who moved 15.7 15.7 0.1  (2.4) 32.9 24.1 8.8 ** (4.2) 
Within community 9.4 6.1 3.3 * (1.8) 19.0 16.2 2.8  (3.5) 

To another community in Cape 
Breton 4.5 7.3 -2.8 * (1.6) 11.9 5.8 6.2 ** (2.6) 

Outside of Cape Breton 1.9 2.3 -0.4  (1.0) 2.1 2.2 -0.1  (1.4) 
Reasons for moving            

Work-related (own or partner's) 2.4 3.5 -1.2  (1.1) 2.6 1.8 0.8  (1.4) 
Family reason 3.8 5.2 -1.3  (1.4) 5.2 4.0 1.2  (2.0) 
Housing 7.1 3.8 3.3 ** (1.5) 18.1 13.8 4.3 (3.4) 
Other 2.6 2.8 -0.3  (1.1) 6.5 4.4 2.0 (2.1) 

Sample size  470 428     237 228     

Source: Calculations from 18-month survey data. 
Notes:   Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values. This may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
                All analyses were only for those who responded to the 18-month survey. 
                Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences in outcomes between the program and control groups.  
 Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent. 
                Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

EDUCATION 
According to CEIP rules, program group members were free to take a leave of absence 

from CEIP (without pay) for educational pursuits without losing their CEIP eligibility. Like 
many working adults, CEIP program group members may also choose to combine full-time 
work with education and training. The findings in Table 6.3 indicate that during the first year 
and a half of CEIP, several participants were enrolled in education and training. However, 
control group members were more likely to have taken a course (33.6 per cent of the EI 
sample; 31.6 per cent of the IA sample) than program group members (27.7 per cent of the EI 
sample; 21.5 per cent of the IA sample). 

                                                           
3Because of small sample sizes for some of the stated reasons, they were grouped by the themes of work-related, family, 

housing, and other. The analysis on the separate categories, prior to grouping, showed a small positive impact on “to 
purchase a home” among the IA sample (3.9 per cent of program group members; 0.9 per cent of control group members). 
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These results may arise because of time constraints placed on program group members 
who are required to work 35 hours per week on CEIP community placements. While control 
group members may have been able to negotiate more flexible schedules and hours, 
including part-time hours, with their employers in order to meet their educational pursuits 
while working, this option was not open to CEIP participants. In addition to the strict 
requirement of being available 35 hours per week, program group members may have no 
longer qualified for education and training programs provided to EI beneficiaries and or IA 
recipients. Impacts on the types of courses taken are presented below for EI and IA sample 
members.  

Table 6.3: CEIP Impacts on Non-CEIP Training, at the 18-Month Follow-Up Interview 

EI Sample IA Sample 

Outcome 
Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Program
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Non-CEIP-provided training since 
enrolment 27.7 33.6 -5.9 * (3.1) 21.5 31.6 -10.1 ** (4.1)

Courses taken towards          

Improving job skills 20.0 20.4 -0.4  (2.7) 13.5 15.4 -1.8  (3.3)

High school diploma 2.6 2.3 0.2  (1.0) 5.9 7.5 -1.5  (2.3)
Apprenticeship 
diploma/certificate 1.3 1.4 -0.1  (0.8) 1.3 0.9 0.4  (1.0)

Trade/vocational diploma or 
certificate 3.4 8.9 -5.5 *** (1.6) 3.0 5.3 -2.3  (1.8)

College diploma or certificate 2.1 4.9 -2.8 ** (1.2) 1.7 6.6 -4.9 *** (1.8)

University degree 1.9 1.6 0.3 (0.9) 0.8 1.8 -0.9 (1.0)

Personal interest or life skills 14.0 11.3 2.8 (2.2) 10.1 14.0 -3.9 (3.0)

Job requirement 3.2 3.5 -0.3 (1.2) 1.3 1.3 -0.1 (1.0)

Other 1.9 2.6 -0.7 (1.0) 0.4 0.9 -0.5 (0.7)

Sample size  470 428      237 228        

Source: Calculations from 18-month survey data. 
Notes: Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values. This may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
 All analyses were only for those who responded to the 18-month survey. 
 Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences in outcomes between the program and control groups.  
 Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent. 
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

EI Sample 

Among EI sample members, CEIP led to a decrease in classes taken by program group 
members towards a vocational certificate or college diploma. Only 3.4 per cent of program 
group members reported that they had taken any courses towards a trade or vocational 
certificate, while 8.9 per cent of control group members were enrolled in such classes. About 
2 per cent of program group members and 4.9 per cent of control group members took 
classes towards a college diploma or certificate, for a negative impact of about 3 percentage 
points. 

Most classes taken by sample members were taken towards improving job skills or 
personal interest and life skills, and at similar rates for both program and control group 
members. For example, approximately 20 per cent of program and control group members 
said they took courses to improve their job skills, a little more than half that amount 
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(14.0 per cent of program group; 11.3 per cent of the control group) took classes of 
personal interest, while much smaller proportions took classes towards a certificate, 
diploma, or degree. 

IA Sample 

Results for the IA sample indicate that CEIP led to a decrease among program group 
members in enrolment of courses towards a college diploma or certificate by about five 
percentage points relative to the control group. Similar to the EI sample, IA sample 
members were more likely to enrol in classes to improve their job skills or classes of 
personal interest. 

WORKING SKILLS 
CEIP placed participants in a wide range of community job assignments from which they 

were expected to acquire a broad range of skills. This included the skill components required 
for a specific job; traditional skills such as literacy, numeracy, and communications; and 
more all-purpose skills such as being able to work in a team, problem solving, and adapting 
to change. In order to measure some of these general skills, the CEIP evaluation used a 
subset of nine questions from Working: Assessing, Skills, Habits, and Style,4 which taps into 
dimensions such as responsibility, teamwork, persistence, sense of quality, lifelong learning, 
adapting to change, problem solving, information processing, and system thinking. Each 
dimension was scored on a scale of 1 (almost always like me) to 5 (almost never like me).  

Table 6.4 presents the results for each of these skill dimensions for the EI and IA sample, 
revealing both positive and negative impacts. Since the expectation was that CEIP would 
increase participants’ range of soft skills due to the diversity of projects, the reasons for 
negative impacts on any of these measures is somewhat surprising and unclear.  

EI Sample 

Looking at the results for the EI sample in Table 6.4 (first four columns), CEIP had an 
impact on three of the general skills being measured — responsibility, lifelong learning, and 
adapting to change. CEIP appears to have caused a decrease in the level of discontentment 
regarding problems that no one is trying to solve. This is revealed in the 6.1 percentage point 
decrease among program group members, relative to the control group, who said the 
statement “It really bugs me to see a problem that nobody is trying to solve” is almost always 
or quite a bit like them.  

                                                           
4Working: Assessing Skills, Habits, and Style (Miles & Grummon, 1996) is a 50-item questionnaire that measures the 

presence of nine dimensions of working — responsibility, teamwork, persistence, sense of quality, lifelong learning, 
adapting to change, problem solving, information processing, and systems thinking. The authors report that it is a 
statistically valid and tested instrument. CEIP program group members completed the 50 questions during assessment 
week. The Social Research and Demonstration Corporation (SRDC) performed exploratory factor analysis on a sub-sample 
of the data collected during assessment week to confirm the nine dimensions and identify one item that best captures each 
of them. These nine questions were used in subsequent CEIP telephone surveys. This shortened version of the 
questionnaire was necessary to reduce time constraints on survey respondents and yet capture the nine dimensions in the 
long version of the questionnaire. 
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CEIP yielded more favourable results on measures for lifelong learning and adapting to 
change. For example, program group members were more likely to exhibit traits of a lifelong 
learner. Compared with control group members, fewer program group members 
(11.1 percentage point difference) said they had to know what was in it for them before 
learning something new. At the same time, more program group members said this was only 
occasionally or almost never like them (38.0 per cent of program group; 30.3 per cent of 
control group). When read the statement “I usually do something I enjoy rather than try 
something different,” 5.3 percentage points fewer members in the program than in the control 
group said that this was almost always or quite a bit like them, possibly indicating more 
openness to change among these program group members. 

IA Sample 

As shown in the last four columns of Table 6.4, among IA sample members CEIP 
appears to have had a positive impact on lifelong learning and adapting to change, but a 
negative impact on problem solving and system thinking.5 

With respect to lifelong learning, 10.1 percentage points fewer program than control 
group members said they “prefer to know what’s in it for them” before learning something 
new. When queried about adapting to change, a higher proportion of program group 
members said the statement “I usually do something I enjoy rather than try something 
different” was occasionally or almost never like them. There was a difference of 8 percentage 
points between the two groups, which was statistically significant at the 10 per cent 
significance level.  

The answers to questions that are expected to capture the traits of problem solvers and 
system thinkers show a decline in the proportion of program group members from the IA 
sample who see themselves as adept in these areas. While about half of program group 
members (49.8 per cent) said they almost always made a detailed plan before tackling a 
complex problem, a little over three fifths of control group members (61.5 per cent) would do 
the same — over a 10 percentage point negative impact. This was coupled with an 
8 percentage point increase in the proportion of program group members who said this was 
occasionally or almost never like them compared with the control group. 

The vast majority of IA program and control group members said they knew how to get 
things done in a system or organization. However, a comparison of the responses shows a 
decline of 7.9 percentage points in the proportion of program group members who said they 
had the know-how. Whereas 79.3 per cent of program group members said it was almost 
always or quite a bit like them to know how to get things done in a system or organization, 
87.2 per cent of control group members tended to describe themselves in this way.  

                                                           
5When the impacts on working skills are adjusted for a series of sample members’ baseline characteristics, the negative 

impacts on the dimensions of responsibility, problem solving, and systems thinking fail to reach the level of statistical 
significance. However, the impacts on the dimensions of adapting to change and lifelong learning remain positive and 
statistically significant. (See Appendix D for adjusted impact estimates.) 
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Table 6.4: CEIP Impacts on Working Skills, at the 18-Month Follow-Up Interview 

EI Sample IA Sample 

Outcome  
Program 
Group 

Control 
Group

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

It really bugs me to see a problem that 
nobody is trying to solve                       

Almost always / quite a bit like me 78.1 84.2 -6.1 ** (2.6)  75.9 78.8 -2.8   (3.9)  
Moderately like me 14.7 8.7 6.0 *** (2.2)  13.1 12.4 0.7   (3.1)  
Occasionally/almost never like me 7.2 7.1 0.2   (1.7)  11.0 8.8 2.1   (2.8)  

I prefer to learn with other people                       
Almost always / quite a bit like me 74.6 74.6 0.0   (2.9)  74.6 73.9 0.7   (4.1)  
Moderately like me 17.1 15.1 2.0   (2.5)  12.7 15.0 -2.3   (3.2)  
Occasionally / almost never like me 8.3 10.4 -2.0   (1.9)  12.7 11.1 1.6   (3.0)  

I follow through on things no matter 
what it takes             

Almost always / quite a bit like me 88.5 88.2 0.3   (2.1)  83.1 87.7 -4.5   (3.3)  
Moderately like me 9.4 8.7 0.6   (1.9)  10.1 7.9 2.2   (2.7)  
Occasionally / almost never like me 2.1 3.1 -0.9   (1.1)  6.8 4.4 2.3   (2.1)  

I can't quit thinking about something until 
I am sure that I have done it very well                     

Almost always / quite a bit like me 91.1 92.7 -1.7   (1.8)  90.7 89.0 1.7   (2.8)  
Moderately like me   7.7 5.6 2.0   (1.7)  4.7 8.4 -3.7   (2.3)  
Occasionally / almost never like me 1.3 1.6 -0.4   (0.8)  4.7 2.6 2.0   (1.7)  

I prefer to know what's in it for me before I 
spend a lot of effort learning something                     

Almost always / quite a bit like me 37.8 48.9 -11.1 *** (3.3)  39.2 49.3 -10.1 ** (4.6)  
Moderately like me 24.1 20.8 3.3   (2.8)  17.7 18.5 -0.8   (3.6)  
Occasionally / almost never like me 38.0 30.3 7.8 ** (3.2)  43.0 32.2 10.9 ** (4.5)  

I usually do something I enjoy rather 
than try something different            

Almost always / quite a bit like me 31.0 36.3 -5.3 * (3.2)  33.9 38.8 -4.9   (4.5)  
Moderately like me 25.4 26.2 -0.8   (2.9)  23.3 26.4 -3.1   (4.0)  
Occasionally / almost never like me 43.6 37.5 6.1 * (3.3)  42.8 34.8 8.0 * (4.5)  

I make a detailed plan before I tackle a 
complex problem                         

Almost always / quite a bit like me 62.3 62.1 0.1   (3.3)  49.8 61.5 -11.7 ** (4.6)  
Moderately like me  17.7 18.4 -0.7   (2.6)  24.1 20.4 3.7   (3.9)  
Occasionally / almost never like me 20.0 19.5 0.5   (2.7)  26.2 18.1 8.0 ** (3.9)  

I understand new things by seeing how 
they fit with what I already know                       

Almost always / quite a bit like me 85.3 85.6 -0.3   (2.4)  79.3 83.9 -4.5   (3.6)  
Moderately like me  11.1 9.2 1.8   (2.0)  15.2 13.0 2.2   (3.3)  
Occasionally / almost never like me 3.6 5.2 -1.6   (1.4)  5.5 3.1 2.3   (1.9)  

I know how to get things done in a 
system or an organization            

Almost always / quite a bit like me 86.2 84.7 1.5   (2.4)  79.3 87.2 -7.9 ** (3.5)  
Moderately like me 11.7 11.6 0.1   (2.1)  14.3 9.7 4.7   (3.0)  
Occasionally / almost never like me 2.1 3.8 -1.6   (1.1)  6.3 3.1 3.2   (2.0)  

Sample size 470 428     237 228   
Source:  Calculations from 18-month survey data. 
Notes:  Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values. This may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

All analyses were only for those who responded to the 18-month survey. 
Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences in outcomes between the program and control groups.  
Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent. 
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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BELIEFS ABOUT WORK AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS 
Because many IA sample members had a very tenuous attachment to the labour force, 

their attitude to work might have been influenced by having stable full-time employment for 
up to three years. EI sample members had also been away from work for between 10 to 
13 weeks when selected for CEIP, and thus they too may have changed their feelings about 
work by re-entering the workforce. However, although individuals were randomly selected to 
participate in CEIP, CEIP is a voluntary program, and those who volunteered may have done 
so because they already had strong positive feelings about work.  

The 18-month survey included five questions that might reveal whether CEIP caused 
changes in attitudes related to work and welfare. Table 6.5 presents findings on these 
questions. The results show that there were impacts on some personal beliefs that can be 
attributed to CEIP. The discussion below highlights these changes for EI and IA sample 
members. 

EI Sample 

CEIP appears to have influenced the strength of the belief of program group members on 
three attitudinal measures related to work. The first is the response to whether they “like 
going to work,” the second is how they feel about having a job, and the third is about family 
support for taking a job. The overwhelming majority of both program and control group 
members either agreed or agreed strongly with each of the three questions.  

Examinations of the results show a decline in the proportion of program group members 
who said they “agreed” with these statements, while the proportion who “strongly agreed” 
increased. This suggests that the strength of the conviction had increased. Looking at each 
statement and those who responded “strongly agree,” there was a difference of 
11.1 percentage points between the two groups in response to “I like going to work,” 
10.6 percentage point difference to “When I have a job, I am a happier person,” and an 
8.1 percentage point difference to “My family supports me taking a job.” There were 
corresponding decreases in the proportions that indicated they agreed and or disagreed with 
these statements. 

IA Sample 

The beliefs expressed by IA sample members were quite similar to that of EI sample 
members. The vast majority voiced agreement with the statements read to them. CEIP also 
appears to have positively influenced the strength of their beliefs about work and feelings 
about welfare. In addition to the increase in individuals who said they strongly agreed with 
the statements “I like going to work,” “When I have a job, I am a happier person,” and 
“My family supports me taking a job,” CEIP led to a decrease in the proportion of 
program group members who said they disagreed with the statement “It is wrong to stay 
on welfare if you are offered a job, even one you don’t like.” While 15.1 per cent of 
control group members said they disagreed with this statement, only 9.9 per cent of 
program group members said likewise, a difference of 5.2 percentage points that is 
significant at the 10 per cent level. 
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Table 6.5: CEIP Impacts on Attitudes to Work and Transfer Payments, at the 18-Month  
Follow-Up Interview 

EI Sample IA Sample 

Outcome  
Program 
Group 

Control
Group

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Program
Group 

Control
Group

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

I like going to work                        

Agree strongly  44.4 33.3 11.1 *** (3.3)  36.7 21.9 14.8 *** (4.2)  

Agree 54.1 62.6 -8.6 *** (3.3)  59.1 76.3 -17.2 *** (4.3)  

Disagree 1.1 3.8 -2.7 *** (1.0)  3.4 1.8 1.6   (1.5)  

Disagree strongly  0.4 0.2 0.2   (0.4)  0.8 0.0 0.8   (0.6)  

When I have a job, I am a 
happier person                     

Agree strongly  51.1 40.4 10.6 *** (3.3)  42.1 32.4 9.7 ** (4.5)  

Agree  47.9 56.7 -8.9 *** (3.3)  56.2 64.9 -8.7 * (4.6)  

Disagree  1.1 2.8 -1.8 * (0.9)  1.3 2.7 -1.4   (1.3)  

Disagree strongly  0.0 0.0 0.0     0.4 0.0 0.4   (0.4)  

My family supports me 
taking a job                     

Agree strongly  50.3 42.2 8.1 ** (3.3)  44.7 34.5 10.2 ** (4.5)  

Agree  48.2 56.8 -8.7 *** (3.3)  53.2 63.7 -10.5 ** (4.6)  

Disagree  1.5 0.9 0.6   (0.7)  2.1 1.8 0.4   (1.3)  

Disagree strongly  0.0 0.0 0.0     0.0 0.0 0.0   

It's wrong to stay on 
welfare if you are offered a 
job, even one you don't 
like         

Agree strongly  43.4 44.6 -1.1   (3.4)  34.8 32.4 2.3   (4.4)  

Agree  48.0 47.9 0.1   (3.4)  52.4 51.1 1.2   (4.7)  

Disagree  7.0 7.0 0.0   (1.7)  9.9 15.1 -5.2 * (3.1)  

Disagree strongly  1.5 0.5 1.0   (0.7)  3.0 1.3 1.7   (1.4)  

It's wrong to take 
Employment Insurance if 
you are offered a job, even 
one you don't like            

Agree strongly  31.3 34.9 -3.5   (3.2)   26.0 26.2 -0.2   (4.1)   

Agree  50.2 51.1 -0.9   (3.4)   55.8 56.0 -0.2   (4.7)   

Disagree  16.9 13.6 3.3   (2.5)   16.0 16.4 -0.4   (3.5)   

Disagree strongly  1.6 0.5 1.1   (0.7)   2.2 1.3 0.8   (1.2)   

Sample size  470 428      237 228        

Source: Calculations from 18-month survey data. 
Notes: Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values. This may cause slight discrepancies in sums and 

differences. 
 All analyses were only for those who responded to the 18-month survey. 
  Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences in outcomes between the program and control groups.  
  Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent. 
  Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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SUMMARY 
A clearer picture of the outcomes presented in this chapter should emerge when the 

longer-term effects of CEIP are examined. For example, somewhat different impacts may be 
revealed on out-migration once the CEIP eligibility had expired and individuals wanted to 
continue working. Three years of steady employment on various community placements may 
also have led to a growing network and portfolio of traditional and non-traditional skills. This 
may have affected their decisions about work and receipt of transfer payments. Analysis of 
the 40-month survey, which was administered shortly after CEIP eligibility ended, will 
provide further evidence of longer-term effects of CEIP on these outcomes. 
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Chapter 7: 
Conclusions 

This chapter provides a brief summary of the key impacts of the Community 
Employment Innovation Project (CEIP) on program group members that have been observed 
through the first 18 months of the project. Though these are only preliminary findings 
through the first half of the CEIP eligibility period, it is informative to contextualize them 
relative to the original hypotheses for the study. Therefore, the next section revisits the 
central hypotheses that are being tested through the individual impact study and summarizes 
the key findings that relate to these hypotheses. The chapter then concludes by raising some 
key questions about these early findings, in terms of what we might expect to see in the 
longer run, once participants have been through their full period of CEIP eligibility and 
beyond. 

RESEARCH HYPOTHESES AND KEY FINDINGS 
The CEIP study has one overarching research question:  

Is there a cost-effective way of providing transfer payments to unemployed workers 
that is linked to both employment and to desirable community outcomes? 

This broad question has several others embedded within it, which have been restated as 
research hypotheses for the study and divided into those concerned with individual outcomes, 
with community outcomes, and with the cost-effectiveness of the program.1 This report is 
concerned with the hypotheses associated with the outcomes of individuals in the study: 

• An offer of a significant period of stable employment on a series of community-based 
projects will be accepted by a significant number of unemployed workers. 

• Taking part will provide a stable period of work experience that allows individuals to 
develop skills and enhance social networks, which will lead to improved post-
program labour market outcomes and quality of life. 

The results presented in this report confirm the first of these hypotheses and can begin to 
address the second. 

Hypothesis 1 
The CEIP offer will be accepted by a significant number of unemployed 
workers. 

This hypothesis is tested by observing the reaction of the eligible individuals to the offer 
of CEIP both at the point the offer is made and during the first 18 months of their eligibility. 
Any of the following observations provide support for the hypothesis:  

• A significant number of the eligible individuals leave Employment Insurance (EI) or 
income assistance (IA) in order to accept the offer of CEIP. 

                                                           
1See The Community Employment Innovation Project: Design and Implementation (2003). 
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• Those who join CEIP remain active in the project for a large proportion of their initial 
18-months of eligibility; and among those who left CEIP, most left for other 
employment. 

• A high level of job satisfaction is observed among participants. 

Recruitment was successful, response to the offer was positive. 

With respect to the take-up of the offer, results in Chapter 2 confirm that there was 
sufficient interest in the offer among those who received it to allow the project to proceed: 
CEIP was successful in recruiting and enrolling individuals from EI and IA to participate in 
the project. Although the show-up rate to information sessions was low (27 per cent among 
EI beneficiaries and 69 per cent among invitees from the IA caseload), the vast majority of 
those who came to an information session signed an enrolment form. Of the 1,620 EI 
beneficiaries who attended an information session, 1,006 signed the enrolment form and 
516 of the 557 attendees from the IA sample did so. By the end of the enrolment period, 
998 eligible EI beneficiaries and 516 IA recipients were enrolled in the project.  

Participation rates in CEIP were high. 

Beyond the initial acceptance of the offer, an important indicator of whether the 
intervention was in fact being utilized is the extent to which participants were active in the 
project. Results from Chapter 3 confirm that the large majority of both EI and IA participants 
remained active throughout the first 18 months of their eligibility. At its peak, over 80 per 
cent of participants were active in the project (77 per cent of EI sample members; 89 per cent 
of IA sample members). Nearly three quarters were active continuously, without a break 
from CEIP. Among those who were not active, many left CEIP for other employment, and 
only a very small proportion returned to regular EI or basic IA benefits.  

Program satisfaction was high. 

Another direct indicator of how participants felt about the CEIP offer is in their reported 
satisfaction with the program. The 18-month survey included a module that asked program 
group member respondents about their satisfaction with various elements of the project. 
Results show that the overwhelming majority of respondents were satisfied with CEIP 
(93 per cent of EI respondents; 92 per cent of IA respondents). When asked, “what do you 
like about CEIP,” the most common responses were “having a paid job” — 47 per cent of EI 
respondents and 53 per cent of IA respondents. Sizable proportions of individuals mentioned 
“meeting people at work” (38 per cent of EI respondents; 31 per cent of IA respondents), 
“gaining new skills” (41 per cent of EI respondents; 37 per cent of IA respondents), and 
“gaining work experience” (34 per cent of EI respondents; 35 per cent of IA respondents) as 
things they liked about CEIP. Appendix C provides complete results on program satisfaction. 

Results on program take-up, participation rates throughout the 18 months, and program 
satisfaction all tend to confirm the hypothesis that the CEIP offer was in fact of interest to 
many in the eligible group of unemployed workers. Nonetheless, there were some who did 
not find CEIP of interest. Among EI eligible individuals, the decision to decline the CEIP 
offer was mainly because they thought the CEIP wage was too low or because they had 
found a job or were expecting to return to a previous job. The most often mentioned reason 
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by IA non-volunteers for rejecting the CEIP offer was related to personal, family, or health 
problems. 

Hypothesis 2  
Taking part will provide a stable period of work experience that will allow 
individuals to develop skills and enhance social networks, which in turn will 
lead to improved post-program labour market outcomes and quality of life. 

The second research hypothesis is tested through the impact results. Though post-
program outcomes can not be assessed until additional follow-up surveys are complete (at 
40 and 54 months) impacts at 18 months are important in their own right and can give an 
indication of the possible long-term impacts. This section summarizes six central findings 
that were presented earlier in this report as they relate to this hypothesis. 

There were substantial positive impacts on employment and earnings for both the EI 
and IA program groups. 

Employment impacts peaked at nearly 45 percentage points for the EI sub-sample and 
75 percentage points for the IA sub-sample. Though impacts began to decline from their 
peak, they were sustained at a high level throughout 18 months, suggesting that a more 
significant and stable period of employment was in fact achieved through CEIP. Most of this 
employment was full time, with a peak impact on the rate of full-time employment in 
Month 5 at 57 percentage points for the EI sample and 80 percentage points for the IA 
sample. CEIP also had a dramatic impact on the monthly earnings of IA program group 
members, who achieved average monthly earnings of over $1,100 in the second quarter of 
the follow-up period, compared with $150 for the control group. At its peak impact, CEIP 
doubled the earnings of program group members in the EI sample. 

CEIP significantly reduced reliance on EI and IA benefits. 

CEIP’s largest impact on EI receipt occurred early in the follow-up period, suggesting 
that the program encouraged participants to leave EI sooner than they otherwise would have. 
By Month 4, program group members were 61 percentage points less likely to be receiving 
EI than the control group. However, the impact diminished quickly as control group 
members also began to leave EI, and by Month 18 CEIP reduced EI receipt by only 
15 percentage points. CEIP also had a large impact on IA receipt, approximately halving the 
proportion of the program group receiving IA benefits. However, unlike EI, the impact on IA 
receipt was sustained throughout the 18-month follow-up. By Month 18, there was still a 
32 percentage point reduction in the rate of IA receipt among the program group. 

CEIP had a positive impact on wages for many EI and IA program group members.  

CEIP increased the proportion of EI and IA sample members receiving wages between $2 
and $3 above the minimum wage by 51 and 63 percentage points respectively. Most of this 
increase is attributable to a decrease in the proportion who otherwise would not have worked 
(24 per cent of the EI sample; 48 per cent of the IA sample) but, more notably, also for some 
who would have received lower wages (8 per cent of the EI sample; 11 per cent of the IA 
sample).  
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However, CEIP did reduce the proportion of participants in the EI sample who received 
more than $3.00 per hour above the minimum wage by 16 percentage points, effectively 
narrowing their range of hourly wages received during the follow-up period. No negative 
impact on the receipt of high wages was observed in the IA sample. 

CEIP had a significant impact on raising the family income of IA sample members 
above Statistics Canada’s low income cut-offs (LICOs). 

CEIP had a large and significant impact on IA program group members’ household 
income, increasing it by over $5,500, nearly 40 per cent higher than the household income of 
control group members. This translated into a significant impact on the incidence of low 
incomes among IA households, that were 18 percentage points less likely to have incomes 
below the LICOs compared with the control group. The biggest impact occurred at the lowest 
income range, where program group members were 23 percentage points less likely than the 
control group to have a household income below 50 per cent of the LICOs. Among EI 
participants, although CEIP had a positive effect on personal income, it appeared to reduce 
the amount of income received by other household members, such that CEIP’s impact on 
total family income, while positive, is insignificant at the 10 per cent significance level. 

There were some small but statistically significant impacts on the size, density, and 
heterogeneity of program group members’ social networks. 

Among the IA sample, the program group is nearly 10 percentage points more likely than 
the control group to have more than 10 contacts. Evidence suggests that these impacts may 
result from the development of linking social capital, as significant effects are seen only on 
the contacts who can provide specialized advice. A positive impact on network density was 
found in the full sample, where 5.5 percentage points fewer program group members 
reported that all of their contacts knew each other, reflecting a less dense network for some. 
There are small increases in the heterogeneity of networks, particularly among the EI sample, 
with respect to gender and place of work. 

A number of other small positive impacts were observed, for example, on the extent of 
formal volunteering, life satisfaction, attitudes to work, and residential mobility. 

A positive impact on the extent of formal volunteering was observed among EI program 
group members; 12 percentage points fewer reported that they never volunteered in the last 
12 months compared with the control group. There was also an increase of 2.4 hours per 
month in the amount of time volunteered by EI program group members. CEIP also had a 
small but favourable impact on subjective well-being and satisfaction with life. Among EI 
sample members there was a decrease in the proportion of the program group who reported 
being dissatisfied with life and an increase in their average life satisfaction score compared 
with the control group. On average, IA program group members also experienced an increase 
in their satisfaction score. CEIP also appears to have reinforced some of the existing positive 
beliefs of sample members on particular measures related to work and transfer payments. 
With respect to mobility, CEIP did not have an impact on out-migration at the 18-month 
point, but it did lead to small changes in residential movement of program group members 
within communities and to other areas of Cape Breton.  
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POST-PROGRAM FOLLOW-UP 
The 18-month impact results demonstrate that, as hypothesized, CEIP has provided a 

significant stable period of full-time employment to both EI and IA program group members, 
over and above what they would have achieved without the program. Impacts on earnings 
were substantial, as were reductions in reliance on EI and IA benefits. This translated into 
increased income, particularly for the IA sample, where large reductions in the incidence of 
low income were observed. Associated with this improved income and employment stability 
are some small but positive impacts on social networks, life satisfaction, and attitudes to 
work. 

But will CEIP’s impacts at 18 months translate into improvements in longer term 
employability and quality of life? Questions regarding the post-program labour market 
experience of program group members can be addressed only in the longer run. The 
following textbox outlines several critical outcomes that will be closely watched in follow-up 
reports at 40 and 54 months after random assignment. 

 

 
Selected Outcomes of Interest at the 40- and 54-Month Follow-Up 

Job-Search Activities 

During the final three months of eligibility, participants were provided job-search and 
portfolio-development assistance. They were also encouraged to actively engage in a search 
for market employment during this period. How do program group members’ job-search 
behaviours change in light of these supports and the approaching end of CEIP? How intensely 
do they look for work? Are they successful? 

Employment, Earnings, and Wages 

Will many in the program group move into market employment quickly following the end of 
their CEIP eligibility at 36 months? If not, employment impacts may appear negative shortly 
after the end of their eligibility (40 months), given that control group employment rates continue 
to improve. How long will it take program group members to transition into market 
employment? Will their employment rates be higher than the control group, in the longer run, at 
the final follow-up (54 months)? Will the added work experience they received through CEIP 
translate into higher long-run earnings or wages? 

Income, Poverty, and Hardship 

Many program group members, particularly in the IA sample, had come to rely heavily on 
CEIP as their primary source of income. With the end of CEIP eligibility at 36 months, what will 
this have meant in terms of the experience of hardship among program group members and 
their families? To answer this question, more extensive modules on hardship have been added 
to the subsequent follow-up survey instruments. 

Social Capital and Well-Being 

Impacts on social capital were present but quite small at 18 months. Will another year and 
a half of program eligibility have brought additional opportunities for network enhancement? 
Will this have translated into more pronounced impacts on social capital in future follow-ups? 
Will this in turn have lead to improvements in both long-run employability as well as well-being 
and life satisfaction as has been theorized? 
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These and other questions related to the post-program labour market experience of 
program group members will be addressed in future reports. The next planned report will 
draw on data from the 40-month follow-up survey, which is four months after the end of 
CEIP eligibility. Data from the final 54-month follow-up survey, administered over a year 
and a half after the end of the program, will be used to assess the longer-run impacts of CEIP. 
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Appendix A:  
The EI Program 

The Employment Insurance (EI) program provides income support to those who are 
attached to the workforce and is governed by the Employment Insurance Act, which came 
into force on July 1, 1996, replacing the Unemployment Insurance Act.  

People who have paid EI premiums, most often through payroll deductions, and who have 
had an interruption of earnings can apply to receive EI benefits. The type of EI benefits for 
which a person may apply is determined by the cause of the applicant’s loss of, or inability to 
participate in, employment. Regular benefits are available to those who lost their job through 
no fault of their own — for example due to shortage of work or seasonal or mass layoffs. 
People who are pregnant, caring for a newborn or adopted child, or sick can access maternity, 
parental, and/or sickness benefits. Additionally, fishing benefits are available to those who 
worked as fishers. 

Eligibility criteria vary by type of benefit. Since CEIP participants are drawn from the 
population of regular EI beneficiaries, this description focuses on the eligibility requirements, 
application process, and the entitlement and benefit rates associated with regular EI. Statistics 
regarding the use of EI and the unemployment rates in industrial Cape Breton and Nova 
Scotia are included in the final section of this appendix.  

ELIGIBILITY 
Regular benefits can be paid to individuals who lose their jobs through no fault of their 

own (for example due to shortage of work, seasonal or mass layoffs, or voluntary leave with 
just cause) and who are available for, able, and searching for work.  

To qualify for regular benefits, an applicant must show that 

• he or she has been without work and without pay for at least seven consecutive days, 
and 

• he or she has worked for the required number of insurable hours during the qualifying 
period. 

The qualifying period is the shorter of either the 52-week period immediately before the 
start date of a claim or the period since the start of a previous EI claim if benefits have been 
received within the last 52 weeks. Under certain circumstances, the qualifying period may be 
extended for up to 104 weeks. Only the insurable hours that fall within the qualifying period 
are used to determine eligibility for benefits. 

Most people need between 420 and 700 insurable hours of work in their qualifying period 
to qualify for regular EI benefits. The required number of hours is based on the 
unemployment rate in the economic region where the claimant resides at the time the benefit  
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period begins (see Table A.1). However, 910 hours of insurable employment in the 
qualifying period is needed to qualify when the claimant is 

• a new entrant to the labour force or 

• a re-entrant to the labour force (after an absence of two years or more).1 

Penalties associated with a previous EI claim may also increase the number of hours 
required to qualify for EI benefits. 

Table A.1: Insurable Hours Required 

Regional Rate of Unemployment 
Required Number of Hours of Insurable 

Employment in the Last 52 Weeks 
0% to 6% 700 
6.1% to 7% 665 
7.1% to 8% 630 
8.1% to 9% 595 
9.1% to 10% 560 
10.1% to 11% 525 
11.1% to 12% 490 
12.1% to 13% 455 
13.1% and over 420 

APPLICATION PROCESS  
To receive regular benefits, a claimant must submit an EI application on-line or in person 

at their local office of the Human Resources Centres of Canada (HRCC). Along with the 
application, the claimant is required to submit a Record of Employment (ROE) provided by 
the employer. If the claimant has not received the ROE in a timely fashion, the HRCC will 
assist in obtaining it from the employer. In the absence of an ROE, claimants must submit 
other proof of employment such as pay stubs, cancelled pay cheques, or a T4 slip. 

The information required to complete an application for EI benefits includes the 
following: 

• Social Insurance Number (SIN) 

• ROE from each job held over the last 52 weeks2  

• Personal identification, such as a driver’s license, birth certificate, or passport, if 
applying in person 

• Complete bank information, as shown on a cheque, bank statement, or a voided 
personalized blank cheque from a current account (to have the payment of benefits 
made by direct deposit to a bank account) 

                                                 
1Specifically, a claimant is considered a new entrant or re-entrant (NERE) to the labour force when he or she does not have 

at least 490 hours of labour force attachment (LFA) in the 52-week period that precedes his or her qualifying period. A 
number of employment-related activities are considered LFA, the more common being hours of insurable work and weeks 
of paid EI benefits (the latter counting as 35 LFA hours per week). A two-year period without labour force attachment will 
generally (but not always) mean that the claimant will be a NERE and will require 910 hours to qualify for EI benefits. 

2Claimants are asked to submit ROEs for each job held over the last 104 weeks if they need to demonstrate they have 
adequate labour force attachment to avoid being identified as a new entrant or re-entrant. 
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• A detailed account of the circumstances surrounding each resignation or dismissal if 
the claimant resigned or was dismissed from any job in the last 52 weeks 

• Details regarding the most recent employment, including gross earnings (total 
earnings before deductions, including tips and commissions) during the last 26 weeks, 
gross earnings for the last week of work, and any amounts received or to be received 
as a result of termination (for example, vacation pay, severance pay, pension 
payments, and pay in lieu of notice) 

If the HRCC receives all the required information and the person qualifies for benefits, 
the first payment will be issued within 28 days of the start date of the claim. Claimants must 
serve a two-week unpaid waiting period before EI benefits begin to be paid. Generally, this 
period is the first two weeks of a claim. If a client reopens a previous claim for benefits for 
which a waiting period has already been served, another waiting period is not necessary.  

CALCULATION OF BENEFITS 
Regular benefits are paid for a period that can vary from 14 to 45 weeks. The number of 

weeks to be paid is determined at the start date of a benefit period, and it is based on the 
unemployment rate in the claimant’s economic region and the number of insurable hours the 
claimant accumulated during the qualifying period. 

The basic benefit rate is 55 per cent of average insured earnings up to a maximum 
amount of $413 per week. EI benefits are taxable income; consequently, provincial (if 
applicable) and federal taxes are deducted. Claimants are eligible to receive a higher benefit 
rate if they are in a low-income family (currently an income of less than $25,921 a year) with 
children, and if the claimant or the claimant’s spouse qualifies to receive the Canada Child 
Tax Benefit. 

The amount of the weekly benefit payment depends on the client’s total earnings in the 
previous 26 weeks, the number of weeks worked during that time period, the unemployment 
rate in the economic region, and the minimum divisor that applies at that unemployment rate. 
Average weekly insured earnings is determined by dividing total earnings in the last 
26 weeks by the greater of the number of weeks worked in the last 26 weeks or the minimum 
divisor number (see Table A.2). The result is multiplied by 55 per cent to determine the 
weekly benefit.  

Table A.2: Minimum Divisor by Unemployment Rate 

Unemployment Rate in Region Minimum Divisor 
0% to 6% 22 
6.1% to 7% 21 
7.1% to 8% 20 
8.1% to 9% 19 
9.1% to 10% 18 
10.1% to 11% 17 
11.1% to 12% 16 
12.1% to 13% 15 
13.1% and over 14 
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Appendix B: 
The Income Assistance Program in Nova Scotia 

EMPLOYMENT SUPPORT AND INCOME ASSISTANCE  
Nova Scotia’s Employment Support and Income Assistance Program provides assistance 

to adults who are in financial need, depending on their personal circumstances and family 
size. Since August 2001 income assistance (IA) in Nova Scotia has been governed under the 
Employment Support and Income Assistance (ESIA) Act with the stated objectives of 
assisting people in need while promoting independence and self-sufficiency.1   

Nova Scotia Child Benefit. The ESIA no longer included benefits for children in the 
income assistance program. Assistance to children is instead provided through the Nova 
Scotia Child Benefit (NSCB), a non-taxable amount that is fully integrated with the National 
Child Benefit to establish a single, non-taxable, monthly payment for all low-income 
families. 

Employment supports. These supports include extended prescription drug coverage for 
up to 12 months after entering the workforce. There is also a contribution towards child-care 
expenses — up to $400 per month based on actual expenses incurred. The costs of 
transportation related to employment are also covered up to $150 per month (again based on 
actual incurred expenses). IA recipients have access to training courses, including literacy 
and educational upgrading programs. The Training Allowance Incentive allows clients to 
keep up to $150 of any training allowances they receive, after consideration of allowable 
expenses such as transportation and child care.  

Earnings incentive. IA recipients can keep 30 per cent of any net earnings received 
while on income assistance. Recipients working in supported employment are allowed to 
exempt the first $150 per month from their net wages. The IA benefit amount, including 
amounts paid for child care, transportation, and other employment-related special needs is 
reduced by 70 per cent of the net amount of earnings received. 

Payments for work-related items. An IA recipient may receive payments for work-
related items subject to approval by the caseworker or casework supervisor. These items may 
include the following (the amounts shown in brackets can be approved by the caseworker 
over a 12-month period; higher amounts can be approved in exceptional circumstances by a 
casework supervisor): 

• Work-related clothing, for example uniforms, workboots, rain gear, coveralls, and 
office appropriate attire (up to $200) 

• Safety equipment and gear, for example hard hats, ear protectors, eye protectors, 
safety harnesses, safety gloves, masks, helmets, and face shields (up to $300) 

• Tools, including chain saws, mechanics tools, carpentry tools, electronic tools, 
ladders, and tool belts (up to $500) 

                                                           
1The rates of income assistance and employment supports cited in this appendix reflect the policies and 
regulations of the Nova Scotia IA program when the ESIA Act came into effect in August 2001. 
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• Payments of fees directly related to a return to employment, for example driver’s 
license fees, the cost of obtaining a criminal records check or child abuse registry 
check, and medical examinations (up to $200) 

• Association/professional/licensing dues, including union dues, professional 
membership dues, and professional license application and renewal fees (up to $500) 

• Work-related training courses, including first aid, Workplace Hazardous Materials 
Information System (WHMIS), cardiopulmonary resuscitation (CPR), traffic control, 
and non-violent crisis intervention training (up to $200) 

• Specific short-term skills training may be eligible for support, for example 
consideration may be given to computer literacy, General Education Diploma 
courses, academic upgrading, professional refresher programs, continuing education 
programs, and seat confirmation fees (up to $500) 

• The purchase of personal hygiene and grooming supplies (up to $50) 

• Books and supplies required for an approved educational program (up to $700) 

• Approved personal development supports, including assertiveness training, self-
esteem programs, anger management, career development, and individual counselling 
not available through provincial health services (up to $300 per activity to a 
maximum of $600) 

• Any equipment and supports related to a disability, if the client is not eligible to 
receive the supports through other programs and if the supports are required to return 
to employment, including job coaching, tutoring, ergonomic supports, special chairs, 
and medical aids (up to $500) 

• Psycho-educational assessments (up to $1,000) 

• Other employment-related costs associated with participation in employability-
enhancing activities that are not covered elsewhere on this list or by other policies and 
programs (up to $500) 

Employment readiness assessment. All clients are required to have their employment-
readiness assessed. For some clients, this means that they will not be considered able to 
participate in the regular labour market. In such cases, the program will provide ongoing 
support to those individuals, with a focus on providing supports to enhance their quality of 
life. 

Rates of assistance. The rate structure includes the following: 

• a personal allowance paid at a rate of $180 per month for each adult in the household 

• a shelter allowance paid at a rate of  

• $235 for one person 

• $550 for a two-person household 

• $600 for households of three or more people 
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• for single people, an additional amount not exceeding $300 may be paid in addition to 
the shelter allowance if the single person 

• has a disability 

• is fleeing an abusive situation 

• has a chronic physical or mental condition that limits participation in 
employability activities 

• is over 55 years of age 

• is between 16 and 19 years of age  

Eligibility for special needs benefits. Special needs benefits are available to all 
program recipients who meet the eligibility criteria. 

In addition to administering IA payments to clients and assessment for appropriate 
services, the ESIA division through the Employment Support Services (ESS) section is 
responsible for the development of employment-related initiatives for individuals in receipt 
of income assistance. The objective of ESS programming is to support IA recipients in 
moving from welfare to work by promoting self-sufficiency and enabling access to 
upgrading, training programs, and job opportunities. ESS provides services to the extent 
necessary to enable recipients to gain entry-level employment in the shortest possible time 
through the least expensive means (Nova Scotia Department of Community Services, 
Income and Employment Support Services, 2002). 

The guiding principle of the ESIA program is self-reliance achieved by providing 
support, information, and opportunities. The services offered by ESS include career 
counselling, vocational assessment, a variety of short-term courses (including job clubs, 
resumé writing, and labour market information), promotion of life-long learning, Prior 
Learning Assessment and Recognition, a portfolio-development program, specialized 
programs for youth and potential entrepreneurs, job-development services, services offered 
by the job-search centres, employment services for disabled people, and information and 
assistance in locating information on training and academic upgrading programs. Those 
services are available to all IA recipients who are job-ready or who may require some help 
in becoming job-ready. 

The ESS staff include employment counsellors (sometimes referred to as “career 
counsellors” or “vocational rehabilitation counsellors”). Their major function is to provide 
information and advice to participants in the ESS program as well as to offer referrals to 
vocational assessment, a variety of workshops, and job-development services. The role of the 
employment counsellor is to empower people to market themselves and to assist in 
addressing barriers to employment. It is the participant’s responsibility to define a goal and 
pursue it on his or her own or with the assistance of a job developer. There are also 
assessment technicians on staff who provide a variety of vocational assessments to 
participants (including measures of aptitude, academic interests, values, vocabulary, and 
employment-readiness) and job developers who work with both employers and job-ready 
participants to try to arrange placements into employment (Nova Scotia Department of 
Community Services, 2001). 



 
-106- 

After completing the Nova Scotia Employability Assessment (NSEA), clients are 
categorized according to an Employability Participation (EP) scale: 

EP Code 1 — Clients awaiting assessment. The total waiting time from issuance of the 
first IA cheque to completion of an employability assessment should not exceed eight 
weeks. 

EP Code 2 — Individuals who are required to participate in ESS. They have completed 
an employability assessment and an employment plan is being created. 

EP Code 3 — Clients who are temporarily excused from participating in ESS. An 
employability assessment was completed and, based on the results, it has been 
determined that there will not be a requirement for the client to participate at this time. 
The situation will be reviewed after six months.  

EP Code 4 — Clients who are excused and not required to take part in ESS. The 
employability assessment has been completed and, based on the results, there is no 
requirement now, nor is there likely to be a requirement in the future, for the client to 
participate in employment-related activities. 

EP Code 5 — Individuals who did not report for their employability assessment 
appointment. 

EP Code 6 — A temporary code used to identify individuals who were approved as long-
term Family Benefit clients prior to the introduction of the ESIA Act in August 2001 and 
who have never been assessed for employability. 

For the Community Employment Innovation Project (CEIP), IA recipients who were 
identified as EP Code 2 were given the opportunity to be selected for participation in 
the project. 
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Appendix C:  
Program Satisfaction 

This appendix presents results from the program satisfaction module of the 18-month 
follow-up survey. This module asked eligible program group members1 about their level of 
satisfaction with the Community Employment Innovation Project (CEIP), including what 
particular aspects of the program they liked and disliked and how they felt the program could 
be improved. Results are presented separately for Employment Insurance (EI) and income 
assistance (IA) recipients. 

Table C.1 illustrates that the overwhelming majority of respondents were satisfied, very 
satisfied, or completely satisfied with CEIP (93.3 per cent of EI respondents; 91.5 per cent of 
IA respondents). When asked “What do you like about CEIP,” the most common response 
was having a paid job — 47.0 per cent of EI respondents and 53.1 per cent of IA 
respondents. Sizable proportions of individuals also mentioned meeting people at work 
(37.6 per cent of EI respondents; 30.8 per cent of IA respondents), gaining new skills 
(41.1 per cent of EI respondents; 37.4 per cent of IA respondents), and gaining work 
experience (34.1 per cent of EI respondents; 35.1 per cent of IA respondents) as things they 
liked about CEIP.  

Responses to the question “What do you dislike the MOST about CEIP” showed that 
there was no single facet of CEIP that stood out as being universally disliked by a large 
proportion of participants. Among EI respondents, the features that most often got mentioned 
were the low CEIP wage (19.1 per cent) and not learning new skills (12.1 per cent). IA 
respondents most frequently mentioned not learning new skills in response to this question 
(11.9 per cent). 

When asked “What would you like to see in CEIP that is not there now,” the most 
frequent response among EI respondents was more training (28.0 per cent). IA respondents 
would have preferred more permanent work (23.6 per cent). Approximately 19 per cent of EI 
respondents would have also liked CEIP to provide more permanent work. Not surprisingly, 
given that CEIP projects were almost all with voluntary sector organizations that serve local 
communities, only about 3 percent of respondents (3.0 per cent of EI respondents; 3.9 per 
cent of IA respondents) would have liked CEIP to have more work that helps the community. 

                                                 
1The program satisfaction module on the 18-month survey was administered only to program group members who had 

signed a Project Participation Agreement (PPA), since only they could participate in community-based projects and/or 
CEIP ancillary activities. 
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Table C.1: Program Satisfaction at 18 Months After Enrolment, Among Program Group 
Members Who Signed a Participation Agreement 

 EI IA 
Level of satisfaction with participation in CEIP (%)           

Completely satisfied  25.9   33.0   
Very satisfied       39.6   27.8   
Satisfied        27.8   30.7   
Not very satisfied       3.2   4.3   
Unsatisfied       3.5   4.3   

What respondents liked about CEIP (%)           
Having a paid job     47.0   53.1   
Contributing to the community     13.4   7.1   
Meeting people at work     37.6   30.8   
Doing interesting work     17.7   15.6   
Making new friends     22.3   13.7   
Gaining new skills     41.1   37.4   
Gaining work experience     34.1   35.1   
Other     32.3   26.1   
Do not like any part of CEIP     2.7   5.2   

What respondents liked MOST about CEIP (%)           
Having a paid job       27.4   40.5   
Contributing to the community     4.2   +++   
Meeting people at work     13.0   11.0   
Doing interesting work     5.0   3.5   
Making new friends       4.4   +++   
Gaining new skills       10.5   11.0   
Gaining work experience     8.0   8.5   
Other         27.4   21.5   

What respondents disliked about CEIP (%)           
Low wage job       13.7   5.7   
Not contributing to the community   1.6   0.0   
Not gaining work experience     4.0   6.2   
Not learning new skills     8.1   8.5   
Not doing interesting work     4.3   6.6   
New and not permanent     7.5   9.0   
Rules and procedures     10.8   10.9   
Like everything       39.3   38.4   
Other       26.9   27.0   

What respondents disliked MOST about CEIP (%)           
Low wage job       19.1   6.4   
Not gaining work experience     2.8   4.0   
Not learning new skills     12.1   11.9   
Not doing interesting work     3.3   7.9   
Other       62.8   69.8   

What respondents would like to see in CEIP (%)           
Increased supervision     4.1   2.4   
More training     28.0   21.2   
More work experience     8.2   7.7   
More work to do     3.3   8.2   
More challenging work     8.2   9.6   
More permanent work     18.5   23.6   
More work that helps the community   3.0   3.9   
Better benefits       4.9   5.3   
More pay       8.2   6.3   
Other       23.9   21.2   
Nothing        22.0   25.5   

Sample sizea       373   212   
Source: Calculations from 18-month follow-up survey data. 
Notes:  Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values.  
 +++ indicates that the statistic was based on a sample size of less than five. To protect the confidentiality of individuals in the study, 

statistics based on sample sizes of less than five are not published by the Social Research and Demonstration Corporation (SRDC). 
aThese questions were to be asked only of program group members who had completed a project participation agreement (PPA). 
Due to administrative error by Statistics Canada, 41 of the 626 persons who signed a PPA and completed the 18-month survey 
were not asked these questions.  
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Appendix D:  
Regression-Adjusted Impact Estimates 

This appendix presents regression-adjusted impact estimates for a range of outcomes 
discussed in this report. The first section reviews the basic approach and rationale for using 
regression-adjusted impacts and compares their value with unadjusted impacts. The second 
section summarizes some of the key differences between the two estimates for outcomes in 
this report and presents a range of regression-adjusted impact tables that correspond to the 
unadjusted estimates presented in earlier chapters. 

Unadjusted Versus Adjusted Impact Estimates 
This report presents “unadjusted” impacts of the Community Employment Innovation 

Project (CEIP) that were estimated by calculating the difference between the mean 
outcome levels of the program and control group. However, an alternative method is to 
estimate a regression in which the outcome is modeled as a linear function of the 
respondents’ research group and a range of socio-economic and demographic 
characteristics measured before random assignment. Though random assignment ensures 
that there are no systematic differences between program and control groups, small 
differences can arise by chance, particularly in smaller samples. The regression “adjusts” 
the impact estimate to account for these baseline differences between program and control 
group members. 

In a random assignment study, both approaches yield valid estimates of the impacts. 
Nonetheless, there are advantages to using regression-adjusted estimates: 

• Given that any observed baseline differences between program and control group 
members can be accounted for, the regression-adjusted impact estimates are 
potentially more accurate than the unadjusted mean differences in outcomes. 

• Even in the absence of statistically significant program–control group differences at 
baseline, regression-adjustment can improve the statistical precision of impact 
estimates. Standard errors of the regression-adjusted impact estimates of the treatment 
may be lower (when correlation between the characteristics and the outcome is 
accounted for in the regression), which results in improved statistical power. 

However, there are also some disadvantages to using regression adjustment, which make 
the unadjusted impact estimates more preferable: 

• Unadjusted impact estimates are more widely understood. 

• Adjusted impact estimates may be dependent on the functional form and regression 
method that is chosen. Generally, the outcome is modeled as a linear function of the 
treatment group status and baseline characteristics using Ordinary Least Squares 
(OLS). However, for “dummy” dependent variables, a logit or probit specification 
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may be preferred, particularly when the outcome variable is highly skewed.1 This 
makes the interpretation of adjusted impacts more difficult compared with the 
straightforward unadjusted estimates, which are differences in mean outcomes 
between the program and control group. 

• For many outcomes, the improvement in statistical precision that is achieved through 
regression adjustment is typically quite small (Meyer, 1995). 

Adjusted Impact Estimates of CEIP 
As discussed in Chapter 1, random assignment was implemented successfully for CEIP 

without giving rise to any systematic differences between program and control groups. 
However, some small differences did arise, by chance, which justify the consideration of 
regression-adjusted impacts. Tables 1.1 and 1.2 of Chapter 1 presented baseline 
characteristics of Employment Insurance (EI) and income assistance (IA) sample members, 
respectively, who responded to the 18-month follow-up survey. This analysis revealed that EI 
program group members are more likely to be women than men, are more likely to live in 
households without children, and are less likely to have a household income of $30,000 or 
more compared with the control group. EI program group members also appear to have 
smaller social networks and volunteer somewhat less than their control group counterparts. 
Among IA sample members, there were fewer significant differences, though program group 
members appear somewhat more open to moving in order to get a job and are also more 
likely to live in households without children compared with control group members. 

To account for these differences, adjusted impacts were estimated by regressing each 
outcome of interest on a treatment group variable and a range of socio-economic and 
demographic characteristics that were measured before random assignment. In addition to 
those characteristics where differences were observed, a range of other baseline variables 
were included in the regressions. In total, 18 characteristics (the independent variables) were 
regressed on each outcome observed at 18 months (the dependent variable), with both 
continuous and binary variables included, all of which were measured through the baseline 
survey administered before random assignment: 

• treatment group  

• gender  

• age 

• marital status   

• no children in household  

                                                           
1For example, if a very large (or very small) proportion of the sample has a dependent variable equal to one, the predicted 

probabilities from OLS can be greater than one (or negative) resulting in biased estimates, which is not the case with the 
probit or logit models. However, for the purpose of calculating regression-adjusted impacts in the context of a large scale 
random assignment design, OLS is a reasonable approximation for most adjusted impacts. Given the large sample and fact 
that the covariates in the adjusted-regression have very limited explanatory power over and above the treatment group 
variable (due to random assignment), there is little bias with a linear specification for most outcomes. Nonetheless, the 
adjusted impacts of CEIP were also estimated with logit and probit models for selected outcomes having dummy 
dependent variables in order to confirm that the linear estimates were reasonable. In most cases, there is little difference 
between adjusted impact estimates using OLS, probit, or logit models. Furthermore, when they do differ, the probit and 
logit models result in impacts that are often closer to the unadjusted impact estimates. Only the linear regression-adjusted 
impact estimates are presented in this appendix. 
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• youngest child in the household is under 5 years of age 

• total size of the household 

• respondent has less than a high school diploma  

• activity limitations or fair/poor health were reported  

• in paid work at baseline  

• number of years worked at a paid job since 16 years of age 

• has 10 or more contacts (social networks)  

• engaged in some formal volunteering  

• engaged in some informal volunteering  

• lived in Cape Breton all of life   

• lived at current residence for more than five years  

• will move for work 

• will accept lower wage or work in different occupation or industry  

• household income less than $30,000 (EI), or less than $10,000 (IA) 

Tables D.1 through D.12 present the resulting adjusted impact estimates for selected 
outcomes, with each corresponding to an earlier table of unadjusted impacts presented in 
chapters 3 through 6. 

For the most part, there are few differences between the adjusted and unadjusted impact 
estimates. The signs of the adjusted impacts always correspond to the unadjusted estimates. 
Their magnitude occasionally differs as do the standard errors. In most cases, the difference 
is small and the level of statistical significance is the same. However, for a few outcomes, 
which have been footnoted throughout the text, the magnitude of the difference in impact 
between the adjusted and unadjusted estimates is nontrivial. Similarly, there are some 
differences in the level of significance of the impact estimate, with some impacts gaining 
significance and others losing it following regression adjustment.    

With respect to employment-related outcomes reported in Chapter 3, there are few 
differences between adjusted and unadjusted impact estimates. Impacts on employment rates 
and earnings are similar, though the adjusted impacts on wages are somewhat smaller in 
magnitude among the IA sample than the unadjusted estimates. Also, the negative impacts on 
hours of work above 35 per week among the EI sample are no longer statistically significant 
following regression adjustment. With respect to the impacts on transfers and income 
reported in Chapter 4, there are also few differences. Adjusted impacts on both EI and IA 
transfer receipt among both samples are similar to the unadjusted estimates. However, the 
adjusted impacts on the incidence of low income among the IA sample are smaller in 
magnitude than the unadjusted estimates (the adjusted impact of CEIP on household income 
below Statistics Canada’s low income cut-offs is 10.4 percentage points, while the 
unadjusted impact is 18.2 percentage points, significant at the five per cent level and one per 
cent level respectively).   
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Not surprisingly, some of the outcomes with program–control group differences at 
baseline are the ones most affected by regression adjustment including impacts on social 
capital and volunteering discussed in Chapter 5. With respect to social networks, the small 
positive impact observed among the IA sample on the proportion with more than 10 contacts 
was smaller at 6.1 percentage points and no longer statistically significant following 
regression adjustment (compared with a 9.9 percentage point unadjusted impact estimate 
significant at the five percent level). However, the small decreases observed among the EI 
sample on the proportion of program group members with fewer than three contacts and three 
to five contacts were larger following regression adjustment, at 3.4 and 6.1 percentage points 
respectively (compared with only a 2.1 and a 3.4 percentage point unadjusted impact 
respectively). With respect to volunteering, the impacts observed among the EI sample were 
also larger following regression adjustment where 17.4 percentage points fewer program 
group members reported never volunteering for a group or organization (compared with a 
12 percentage point unadjusted impact). 

Regarding the other outcomes discussed in Chapter 6, there are also a couple of 
differences in the magnitude of adjusted and unadjusted impacts and their level of statistical 
significance. Although the adjusted impacts on life satisfaction and the average score on the 
satisfaction scale are similar in magnitude to the unadjusted estimates, they fail to reach the 
level of statistical significance. Also, with respect to the measures of working skills, the 
negative impacts on the dimensions of responsibility, problem solving, and systems thinking 
fail to reach the level of statistical significance following regression adjustment. However, 
the impacts on the dimensions of adapting to change and life-long learning remain positive 
and statistically significant. 

Tables D.1 through D.12 present adjusted impact estimates for a selection of the 
outcomes discussed in earlier chapters. 



 
-113- 

Table D.1: CEIP Impacts on Part-Time and Full-Time Employment — EI Sample (Table 3.2a, 
Adjusted Impacts) 

Outcome 
Program 

Group 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Employment rate (%)                

Quarter 1 52.5   38.7   13.8 *** (4.2)   

Quarter 2 89.1   53.8   35.3 *** (4.1)   

Quarter 3 89.1   62.3   26.8 *** (4.1)   

Quarter 4 89.8   62.2   27.7 *** (4.0)   

Quarter 5 90.3   66.0   24.3 *** (4.0)   

Quarter 6 89.7   65.1   24.6 *** (4.0)   

Full-time employment rate (%)a                 

Quarter 1 46.3   22.5   23.9 *** (3.7)   

Quarter 2 87.9   37.0   50.8 *** (4.1)   

Quarter 3 88.0   44.5   43.5 *** (4.3)   

Quarter 4 87.9   45.8   42.1 *** (4.3)   

Quarter 5 87.6   50.8   36.7 *** (4.3)   

Quarter 6 87.0   52.0   35.0 *** (4.3)   

Part-time employment rate (%)b                 

Quarter 1 5.3   13.2   -7.9 *** (2.8)   

Quarter 2 1.4   13.8   -12.4 *** (2.7)   

Quarter 3 1.3   15.2   -13.9 *** (2.8)   

Quarter 4 1.9   14.1   -12.2 *** (2.8)   

Quarter 5 2.7   12.5   -9.9 *** (2.7)   

Quarter 6 2.6   10.5   -7.9 *** (2.5)   

Sample size (total = 898) 470   428           

Sources: Calculations from 18-month follow-up survey and CEIP project management information system (PMIS) data. 
Notes: The estimates for each quarter are calculated by averaging the three months within a quarter.  
 Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups.  
 Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.  
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

a“Full-time employment” is defined as working in a job that is normally 30 or more hours per week or working in multiple 
jobs that average 30 or more hours per week during a calendar month. 

b“Part-time employment” is defined as working in a job that is normally fewer than 30 hours per week and, if working in 
multiple jobs, jobs that average fewer than 30 hours per week during a calendar month. 
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Table D.2: CEIP Impacts on Part-Time and Full-Time Employment — IA Sample (Table 3.2b, 
Adjusted Impacts)  

Outcome  
Program 

Group 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Employment rate (%)                 

Quarter 1 29.7   15.4   14.3 *** (3.6)   

Quarter 2 90.4   24.0   66.4 *** (4.3)   

Quarter 3 90.9   35.2   55.6 *** (4.8)   

Quarter 4 87.4   40.9   46.6 *** (5.1)   

Quarter 5 83.6   42.1   41.5 *** (5.6)   

Quarter 6 80.7   44.6   36.1 *** (5.8)   

Full-time employment rate (%)a                 

Quarter 1 27.7   8.7   19.0 *** (3.2)   

Quarter 2 90.6   15.4   75.2 *** (3.8)   

Quarter 3 90.6   24.1   66.5 *** (4.5)   

Quarter 4 87.9   27.8   60.1 *** (4.8)   

Quarter 5 83.7   28.7   55.0 *** (5.2)   

Quarter 6 80.7   31.4   49.3 *** (5.5)   

Part-time employment rate (%)b                 

Quarter 1 1.5   5.8   -4.3 * (2.4)   

Quarter 2 -0.1   7.2   -7.3 *** (2.5)   

Quarter 3 0.5   9.1   -8.6 *** (2.8)   

Quarter 4 -0.3   11.6   -11.9 *** (3.0)   

Quarter 5 0.0   11.7   -11.7 *** (3.2)   

Quarter 6 0.1   10.8   -10.7 *** (3.0)   

Sample size (total = 465) 237   228           

Sources: Calculations from 18-month follow-up survey and CEIP project management information system (PMIS) data.  
Notes: The estimates for each quarter are calculated by averaging the three months within a quarter.  

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups.  
Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.  
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
a“Full-time employment” is defined as working in a job that is normally 30 or more hours per week or working in multiple 
jobs that average 30 or more hours per week during a calendar month. 

b“Part-time employment” is defined as working in a job that is normally fewer than 30 hours per week and, if working in 
multiple jobs, jobs that average fewer than 30 hours per week during a calendar month. 
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Table D.3: CEIP Impacts on Distribution of Wages and Hours (Month 16) (Table 3.4, Adjusted 
Impacts) 

EI Sample IA Sample 

Cumulative Outcome  
Program
Group 

Control
Group

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Program
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Hourly wage rate (% in each category)           

Not working 9.6 34.2 -24.6 *** (4.3) 19.1 56.4 -37.3 *** (6.0)  
Wage unreported 0.0 4.7 -4.7 *** (1.6) -0.1 4.0 -4.1 ** (2.0)  
Less than minimum wage 0.0 0.0 0.0   2.3 1.2 1.1  (1.7)  
Minimum to $0.99 above minimum 2.0 7.1 -5.1 ** (2.3) -0.5 7.6 -8.1 *** (2.6)  
$1.00 to <$2.00 above minimum 4.5 5.3 -0.8  (2.3) 3.2 7.5 -4.3  (3.1)  
$2.00 to <$3.00 above minimum 58.2 11.7 46.5 *** (4.4) 63.7 7.9 55.9 *** (5.2)  
$3.00 to <$6.00 above minimum 15.3 21.2 -5.9  (4.2) 12.6 13.6 -1.1  (4.6)  
$6.00 or more above minimum  10.3 15.8 -5.5   (3.6)  -0.3 1.8 -2.1 * (1.2)   

Hours worked per week (% in each category)          
Not working 9.6 34.2 -24.6 *** (4.3) 19.1 56.4 -37.3 *** (6.0)  
Hours per week unreported 0.0 2.6 -2.6 ** (1.2) -0.1 1.7 -1.8  (1.3)  
Fewer than 30 5.2 14.6 -9.4 *** (3.2) 5.5 12.7 -7.2 * (4.0)  
30 0.8 1.9 -1.1  (1.3) -0.1 4.0 -4.1 ** (1.9)  

31 to 34 5.5 4.5 1.1  (2.4) 3.4 3.4 -0.1  (2.5)  
35 40.1 4.9 35.2 *** (4.0) 43.7 2.3 41.4 *** (4.9)  
36 to 39 1.9 5.1 -3.3  (2.0) -0.4 2.7 -3.1 ** (1.5)  
40 to 44 10.2 23.2 -13.0 *** (4.1) 2.8 13.4 -10.6 *** (3.7)  
45 or more 14.8 8.7 6.1 * (3.4) 6.2 3.4 2.8  (2.9)  
Sample size  470 428        237 228         

Sources: Calculations from 18-month survey and administrative data. 
Notes: Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values. This may cause slight discrepancies in sums and 

differences. 
All analyses were only for those who responded to the 18-month survey. 
Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences in outcomes between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels 
are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent. 
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table D.4: CEIP Impacts on EI and IA Monthly Benefits — EI Sample (Table 4.1, Adjusted 
Impacts) 

Outcome  
Program 

Group 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Average monthly EI benefits ($)                 
Quarter 1 600   728   -128 *** (40)   
Quarter 2 90   417   -327 *** (36)   
Quarter 3 30   179   -149 *** (25)   
Quarter 4 31   238   -208 *** (36)   
Quarter 5 42   237   -195 *** (35)   
Quarter 6 61   159   -98 *** (31)   
Average monthly IA benefits ($)                    
Quarter 1 7   6   1   (4)   
Quarter 2 1   20   -18 ** (7)   
Quarter 3 4   39   -36 *** (11)   
Quarter 4 13   38   -26 ** (13)   
Quarter 5 3   39   -35 *** (11)   
Quarter 6 3   35   -31 *** (11)   
Sample size 428   470           

Sources: Calculations from Employment Insurance and income assistance administrative data. 
Notes: The estimates for each quarter are calculated by averaging the three months within a quarter.  

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups.   
Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.  
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

Table D.5: CEIP Impacts on EI and IA Monthly Benefits — IA Sample (Table 4.2, Adjusted 
Impacts) 

Outcome  
Program 

Group 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Average monthly IA benefits ($)                 
Quarter 1 526   560   -34   (35)   
Quarter 2 170   526   -356 *** (34)   
Quarter 3 128   461   -333 *** (35)   
Quarter 4 107   424   -317 *** (35)   
Quarter 5 122   411   -289 *** (36)   
Quarter 6  116   377   -261 *** (36)   
Average monthly EI benefits ($)                
Quarter 1 4   19   -15   (11)   
Quarter 2 2   32   -30 ** (15)   
Quarter 3 2   27   -25 * (13)   
Quarter 4 7   31   -25 * (13)   
Quarter 5 3   46   -43 ** (17)   
Quarter 6 9   65   -56 ** (23)   
Sample size 237   228           

Source: Calculations from 18-month administrative data. 
Notes: The estimates for each quarter are calculated by averaging the three months within a quarter.    

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups.   
Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.  
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table D.6: CEIP Impacts on Personal and Household Income (Table 4.3, Adjusted Impacts) 

EI Sample IA Sample 

Outcome 
Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error  

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Personal and family income ($)           

Individual income 18,170 17,052 1,118  (972) 15,183 12,253 2,930 *** (696) 

Other household income 16,744 18,448 -1,704  (1,664) 4,708 3,038 1,671  (1,134) 

Total household incomea 34,659 35,510 -851  (1,832) 20,002 15,305 4,697 *** (1,297) 

Employment of spouse in past 
12 months          

Had a spouse who worked (%) 58.1 54.0 4.1  (4.5) 20.1 9.4 10.7 ** (4.5) 
Number of months spouse 
worked 5.6 5.6 0.0  (0.5) 1.8 0.8 1.0 ** (0.4) 

Had spouse who worked  
full time (%) 53.6 48.1 5.6  (4.6) 17.8 9.0 8.8 ** (4.2) 

Had spouse who worked  
part time (%) 3.9 5.9 -2.0  (2.3) 2.3 0.4 1.9  (1.5) 

Sources of household income (%)           

CPP / Old Age Pension / GIS 10.4 12.6 -2.2  (3.5) 7.1 5.8 1.3  (3.4) 
Workers’ compensation or 
disability insurance 8.4 12.8 -4.4  (3.4) 5.7 3.0 2.7  (2.8) 

Investment income (interest, 
RRSPs, etc.) 7.4 11.6 -4.2  (3.2) 3.6 0.9 2.7  (1.9) 

IA income 4.5 12.0 -7.5 ** (2.9) 46.2 79.3 -33.1 *** (6.1) 

EI income 29.9 66.4 -36.6 *** (5.2) 26.9 26.0 0.9  (6.1) 

Tax credits (HST, child tax, etc.) 74.3 78.8 -4.5  (4.5) 91.8 94.5 -2.7  (3.4) 

Other sources 11.4 14.4 -3.0  (3.6) 24.1 30.8 -6.7  (6.0) 

No income from above sources 15.4 3.3 12.1 *** (3.1) 4.1 0.4 3.6 * (2.0) 

Sample size  470 428      237 228        

Source: Calculations from 18-month survey data. 
Notes: Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values. This may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

All analyses were only for those who responded to the 18-month survey. 
Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences in outcomes between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent. 
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aHousehold income is measured as the sum of the sample member’s income and the income of all other members in that person’s household.    
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Table D.7: CEIP Impacts on Household Low-Income (LICO) Status Prior to the 18-Month Follow-Up 
Interview (Table 4.4, Adjusted Impacts) 

EI Sample IA Sample  

Outcome  
Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error  

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Household income below  
LICO (%)a 33.7 37.8 -4.1  (5.3) 80.6 91.0 -10.4 ** (4.7) 

Below 50% of LICO 7.8 7.9 -0.1  (3.2) 18.4 33.2 -14.8 ** (5.9) 
50% to less than 75% of LICO 8.9 13.8 -4.8  (3.6) 38.7 40.7 -2.0 (6.9) 
75% to less than 100% of LICO 17.0 16.2 0.8  (4.4) 23.5 17.1 6.4 (5.5) 

Household income above LICO (%) 66.3 62.2 4.1  (5.3) 19.4 9.0 10.4 ** (4.7) 
100% to less than 150 % of LICO 33.9 22.4 11.6 ** (5.4) 14.8 6.3 8.5 ** (4.2) 
150% to less than 175% of LICO 11.8 11.0 0.8  (3.7) 1.5 1.2 0.2  (1.6) 
175% to less than 200% of LICO 4.9 8.7 -3.9  (2.9) 2.0 1.6 0.4  (1.9) 
200% of LICO or more 15.7 20.1 -4.4  (4.3) 1.1 -0.1 1.3  (0.9) 

Sample size  470 428       237 228        
Source: Calculations from 18-month survey data. 
Notes: All analyses were only for those who responded to the 18-month survey. 

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences in outcomes between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent. 
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
aCalculated by comparing annualized family income with the low income cut-off (LICO) defined by Statistics Canada for the sample 
member’s location and family size. 
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Table D.8: Distribution of Total Contacts and Resource Types (Table 5.1, Adjusted Impacts) 

EI Sample IA Sample 
Percentage With Given # of 
Contacts  

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Network size                 
Less than 3 contacts    0.5 3.9 -3.4 ** (1.6)   5.1 2.7 2.4   (2.6)  
3 to 5 contacts   9.5 15.6 -6.1 * (3.6)   16.9 17.2 -0.3   (5.2)  
6 to 10 contacts    46.0 40.1 5.9   (5.4)   40.1 48.3 -8.2   (6.8)  
More than 10 contacts    44.0 40.4 3.6   (5.3)   37.9 31.8 6.1   (6.4)  
Mean   12.4 12.1 0.3   (1.0)   11.6 10.6 1.0   (1.4)  

Resource types                       
Associated with bonding social capital                         

Help with household chores                          
Less than 3 contacts    11.7 12.6 -0.9   (3.5)   21.2 17.3 3.9   (5.3)  
3 to 5 contacts    28.6 35.7 -7.1   (5.1)   46.1 45.8 0.3   (6.7)  
6 to 10 contacts    41.3 36.5 4.8   (5.4)   25.3 30.6 -5.3   (5.9)  
More than 10 contacts   18.4 15.2 3.2   (3.9)   7.4 6.3 1.1   (3.4)  
Mean   7.9 7.3 0.6   (0.7)   5.7 5.8 -0.1   (0.7)  

Provide emotional support                           
Less than 3 contacts   11.0 13.3 -2.4   (3.5)   15.0 16.5 -1.5   (5.0)  
3 to 5 contacts   38.1 37.3 0.7   (5.3)   40.8 38.8 2.0   (6.7)  
6 to 10 contacts   34.1 36.1 -2.1   (5.2)   31.5 30.9 0.5   (6.3)  
More than 10 contacts    16.9 13.3 3.7   (3.9)   12.7 13.8 -1.1   (4.5)  
Mean   7.6 7.2 0.4   (0.7)   7.2 6.7 0.6   (1.1)  

Associated with bridging and linking 
social capital                          

Provide specialized advice                          
Less than 3 contacts   33.3 35.9 -2.7   (5.3)   48.1 42.0 6.0   (6.5)  
3 to 5 contacts   42.3 43.5 -1.2   (5.5)   30.3 40.8 -10.5 * (6.3)  
6 to 10 contacts   21.1 16.0 5.1   (4.2)   16.2 13.9 2.3   (4.7)  
More than 10 contacts   3.3 4.6 -1.3   (2.1)   5.4 3.2 2.2   (2.8)  
Mean   4.0 4.0 0.0   (0.3)   3.7 3.8 -0.1   (0.5)  

Help with finding a job                          
Less than 3 contacts   22.3 27.2 -4.9   (4.6)   33.7 28.6 5.1   (6.1)  
3 to 5 contacts   34.9 36.2 -1.3   (5.2)   36.5 38.4 -2.0   (6.7)  
6 to 10 contacts   30.9 24.8 6.1   (4.9)   23.8 24.4 -0.6   (5.7)  
More than 10 contacts   11.9 11.8 0.1   (3.6)   6.0 8.5 -2.5   (3.5)  
Mean   6.0 5.9 0.1   (0.6)   5.1 5.1 -0.1   (0.6)  

Sample size    470 428 898       237 228 465      
Source: Calculations from 18-month follow-up survey data. 
Notes:  Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values.  

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups.   
Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.  
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table D.9: Structural Characteristics of Social Networks (Table 5.2, Adjusted Impacts) 

EI Sample IA Sample 

 
Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Network density                  
% of contacts who know each other                 

All   37.5 41.6 -4.1   (5.4)   40.8 51.4 -10.6   (6.9)   
Most   36.6 31.4 5.2   (5.2)   32.0 35.5 -3.5   (6.5)   
Some  19.7 21.6 -1.8  (4.5)  19.6 8.3 11.3 ** (4.7)  
Few   4.3 3.8 0.5   (2.2)   7.5 2.5 5.0 * (3.0)   
None   1.8 1.6 0.2   (1.5)   0.1 2.3 -2.2   (1.6)   

Tie strength                     
% of contacts who are                           

Relatives   52.8 50.6 2.2   (2.8)   45.7 49.4 -3.7   (3.6)   
Friends   31.0 35.4 -4.4 * (2.4)   38.9 38.1 0.7   (3.3)   
Acquaintances   11.3 9.4 1.9   (1.8)   14.4 12.2 2.2   (2.7)   

Network heterogeneity                      
% of contacts who are                           

The same gender as you 62.8 61.3 1.5   (2.2)   63.8 67.2 -3.4   (2.6)   
Within 10 years of your age 60.5 61.0 -0.5   (2.9)   58.5 54.8 3.7   (3.7)   
At the same level of education as you 44.8 43.5 1.3   (3.4)   44.1 39.6 4.5   (4.4)   
Working with you   25.0 20.4 4.6 * (2.6)   24.9 22.9 2.0   (3.6)   
Living within your community 65.2 65.1 0.1   (3.7)   71.5 73.2 -1.8   (4.4)   
Living somewhere else in Cape Breton 25.8 24.8 1.0   (3.5)   22.0 20.4 1.5   (4.0)   
Living outside Cape Breton 5.0 5.8 -0.7   (1.2)   5.3 4.0 1.3   (1.9)   

Sample size   470 428         237 228         
Source: Calculations from 18-month follow-up survey data. 
Notes: Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values.  
 Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups.   
 Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.  
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table D.10: Impacts on Formal Volunteering With Groups or Organizations (Table 5.4, Adjusted 
Impacts) 

EI Sample IA Sample 

 
Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Frequency of formal volunteering               
How often did you volunteer in last 12 months?              

Everyday 3.0 0.5 2.5 * (1.4)   1.1 1.4 -0.3   (1.5)  
A few times a week 10.9 10.3 0.7   (3.3)   6.7 6.8 -0.1   (3.5)  
About once a week  15.1 7.6 7.5 ** (3.4)   13.2 9.1 4.0   (4.3)  
About once a month 16.1 14.1 2.0   (3.8)   12.4 9.0 3.5   (4.3)  
Less than once a month 14.4 9.8 4.7   (3.5)   10.6 9.0 1.7   (4.1)  
Never  40.4 57.8 -17.4 *** (4.9)   55.9 64.7 -8.8   (6.6)  

Types of unpaid formal volunteering                 
Assisted a group or organization                 

With canvassing, 
campaigning, fund-raising  34.4 22.9 11.5 ** (4.7)   29.2 18.4 10.7 * (5.7)  

As a member of board or 
committee  19.2 12.8 6.4 * (3.8)   21.9 10.4 11.5 ** (4.8)  

With providing info or helping 
educate public  18.3 8.9 9.4 *** (3.6)   16.7 13.3 3.4   (4.9)  

With organizing or 
supervising activities  40.0 25.7 14.3 *** (4.7)   32.7 17.7 15.0 ** (5.8)  

With teaching or coaching for 
an organization  19.8 9.7 10.1 *** (3.7)   16.4 7.3 9.1 ** (4.3)  

With office or administrative 
work  20.0 12.6 7.5 * (3.9)   13.9 10.2 3.6   (4.5)   

With providing care, support, 
or counselling  15.8 10.1 5.8   (3.5)   14.7 10.3 4.4   (4.4)   

With collecting, serving, or 
delivering food 19.7 12.4 7.3 * (3.9)   19.2 13.6 5.6   (4.8)   

As a volunteer driver for an 
organization 19.7 15.0 4.6   (4.0)   12.0 4.7 7.2 * (3.8)   

Other 21.6 18.1 3.5   (4.3)   17.6 14.1 3.5   (5.0)   
Hours of formal volunteering                    
Average hours per month 9.7 6.2 3.5 ** (1.5)   8.8 6.1 2.8   (2.4)   
% of sample who volunteered                         

>0 to 5 hours per month 16.1 13.0 3.1   (3.8)   13.3 9.6 3.7   (4.4)   
>5 to 15 hours per month 20.8 16.2 4.6   (4.1)   10.9 14.1 -3.1   (4.6)   
>15 hours per month 21.6 11.3 10.3 *** (3.8)   16.1 10.3 5.8   (4.5)   
Did not volunteer 41.4 59.5 -18.0 *** (4.9)   59.6 66.0 -6.4   (6.7)   

Change hours volunteered in last 
12 months                          

Increased  16.0 6.6 9.5 *** (3.3)   14.2 9.1 5.1   (4.4)   
Stayed the same 72.7 83.1 -10.4 ** (4.2)   74.8 80.5 -5.7   (5.7)   
Decreased 11.2 10.3 0.9   (3.3)   11.0 10.4 0.6   (4.3)   

Number of organizations                    
Average # of organizations 
volunteered for  1.3 0.8 0.4 *** (0.1)   0.9 0.8 0.1   (0.2)   

% of sample who volunteered for                         
1 organization 20.7 20.1 0.6   (4.4)   21.1 14.1 7.0   (5.2)   
2 to 3 organizations 30.7 14.8 15.9 *** (4.3)   17.8 17.8 0.1   (5.3)   
4 or more organizations 6.6 6.1 0.4   (2.6)   4.2 3.5 0.6   (2.6)   
Did not volunteer 42.0 59.0 -17.0 *** (4.9)   56.9 64.6 -7.7   (6.6)   

Sample size 470 428         237 228         
Source: Calculations from 18-month follow-up survey data. 
Notes:   Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values.  
 Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups.   
 Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.  
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table D.11: CEIP Impacts on Health and Subjective Well-Being, at the 18-Month Follow-Up 
Interview (Table 6.1, Adjusted Impacts)  

EI Sample IA Sample 

Outcome 
Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Health            
Any health limitation 32.2 25.5 6.7  (4.5) 32.4 28.9 3.5  (6.1)  
In general, health is            

Excellent 31.2 30.7 0.5  (5.0) 22.6 27.3 -4.6  (5.7)  
Very good 49.7 44.7 5.0  (5.5) 40.1 42.3 -2.2  (6.8)  
Good 14.7 19.1 -4.4  (4.1) 29.2 20.8 8.4  (5.9)  
Fair 3.3 5.0 -1.7  (2.2) 5.7 8.5 -2.8  (3.5)  
Poor 1.2 0.5 0.7  (1.0) 2.4 1.1 1.3  (1.7)  

Difficulty with hearing, seeing, 
communicating, walking, etc.             

Yes, sometimes 16.1 13.5 2.6  (3.7) 13.5 12.0 1.4  (4.5)  
Yes, often 8.2 9.5 -1.3  (3.1) 7.8 5.9 2.0  (3.5)  
No 75.7 76.9 -1.3  (4.4) 78.7 82.1 -3.4  (5.3)  

A physical or mental condition or health 
problem reduces activity at home             

Yes, sometimes 7.7 10.5 -2.8  (3.1) 11.6 8.1 3.5  (3.9)  
Yes, often 5.0 3.4 1.6  (2.1) 3.6 5.6 -2.0  (2.8)  
No  87.3 86.0 1.3  (3.6) 84.8 86.3 -1.5  (4.5)  

A physical or mental condition or 
health problem reduces activity 
at work or school              

Yes, sometimes 7.1 8.4 -1.3  (2.9) 10.5 10.7 -0.1  (4.2)

Yes, often 5.4 4.1 1.3  (2.3) 6.3 5.6 0.6  (3.2)

No 87.5 87.5 0.0  (3.5) 83.2 83.7 -0.5  (4.9)

A physical or mental condition or 
health problem reduces other 
activity            

Yes, sometimes 5.8 8.5 -2.7  (2.8) 10.6 9.8 0.8  (4.0)  
Yes, often 4.4 3.4 1.0  (2.1) 6.6 3.0 3.7  (2.8)

No 89.8 88.1 1.7  (3.3) 82.8 87.3 -4.5  (4.6)

Satisfaction with life             

Extremely satisfied 18.7 12.5 6.2  (3.9) 10.5 6.7 3.8  (3.8)

Satisfied 51.4 50.0 1.4  (5.4) 47.7 44.8 2.9  (6.9)

Equally satisfied/dissatisfied 5.7 6.9 -1.2  (2.6) 3.8 4.6 -0.8  (2.7)

Dissatisfied 20.7 24.8 -4.1  (4.5) 36.2 38.3 -2.1  (6.7)

Extremely dissatisfied 1.9 4.6 -2.7  (1.9) 1.9 4.7 -2.8  (2.5)

Average score 17.5 16.8 0.7  (0.4) 15.9 15.3 0.6  (0.5)

Sample size 470 428      237 228        
Source: Calculations from 18-month survey data. 
Notes: Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values. This may cause slight discrepancies in sums and 

differences. 
 All analyses were only for those who responded to the 18-month survey. 
 Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences in outcomes between the program and control groups.  
 Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent. 
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table D.12: CEIP Impacts on Working Skills, at the 18-Month Follow-Up Interview (Table 6.4, 
Adjusted Impacts) 

EI Sample IA Sample 

Outcome 
Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Program 
Group 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

It really bugs me to see a problem that 
nobody is trying to solve    

Almost always / quite a bit like me 80.5 85.6 -5.1  (4.1) 84.1 82.1 2.0 (5.2)
Moderately like me 11.5 7.5 4.0  (3.2) 6.9 11.5 -4.6 (4.0)
Occasionally / almost never like me  8.0 7.0 1.1  (2.9) 9.0 6.4 2.6 (3.6)

I prefer to learn with other people          
Almost always / quite a bit like me 76.1 72.5 3.6  (4.7) 72.3 74.0 -1.7  (6.1)
Moderately like me 17.3 17.7 -0.4  (4.1) 14.6 12.8 1.8  (4.8)
Occasionally / almost never like me  6.7 9.8 -3.2  (3.0) 13.2 13.2 0.0  (4.6)

I follow through on things no matter what 
it takes        

Almost always / quite a bit like me 92.2 88.2 4.0  (3.2) 85.4 91.3 -6.0  (4.3)
Moderately like me 7.3 9.7 -2.3  (3.0) 10.4 6.0 4.3  (3.6)
Occasionally / almost never like me 0.5 2.2 -1.7  (1.3) 4.3 2.6 1.7  (2.4)

I can't quit thinking about something until 
I am sure I have done it very well        

Almost always / quite a bit like me 92.3 93.8 -1.6  (2.8) 94.7 90.3 4.4  (3.5)
Moderately like me 7.0 3.7 3.4  (2.4) 4.1 8.3 -4.2  (3.3)
Occasionally / almost never like me 0.7 2.5 -1.8  (1.4) 1.2 1.3 -0.2  (1.6)

I prefer to know what's in it for me before 
I spend a lot of effort learning something        

Almost always / quite a bit like me 37.8 40.2 -2.3  (5.3) 28.2 42.1 -13.9 ** (6.5)
Moderately like me 21.8 24.6 -2.9  (4.6) 25.6 19.0 6.6  (5.7)
Occasionally / almost never like me  40.4 35.2 5.2  (5.2) 46.3 39.0 7.3  (6.9)

I usually do something I enjoy rather than 
try something different        

Almost always / quite a bit like me 22.0 34.4 -12.3 ** (4.9) 27.8 37.6 -9.7  (6.3)
Moderately like me 33.9 26.3 7.6  (5.0) 22.4 28.1 -5.7  (6.0)
Occasionally / almost never like me  44.1 39.3 4.8  (5.3) 49.8 34.3 15.4 ** (6.6)

I make a detailed plan before I tackle a 
complex problem        

Almost always / quite a bit like me 68.6 59.6 9.0 * (5.1) 46.5 55.1 -8.6  (6.9)
Moderately like me 17.3 19.6 -2.3  (4.1) 27.3 24.7 2.6  (6.0)
Occasionally / almost never like me  14.2 20.8 -6.7  (4.1) 26.2 20.2 6.0  (5.7)

I understand new things by seeing how 
they fit with what I already know 85.9 84.4 1.5  (3.9) 82.3 84.4 -2.2  (5.2)

Almost always / quite a bit like me 8.8 10.9 -2.1  (3.3) 12.0 13.4 -1.4  (4.6)
Moderately like me 5.3 4.7 0.6  (2.4) 5.7 2.1 3.6  (2.6)
Occasionally / almost never like me          

I know how to get things done in a 
system or an organization        

Almost always / quite a bit like me 87.0 88.6 -1.6  (3.5) 82.6 89.8 -7.2  (4.6)
Moderately like me 11.2 7.8 3.4  (3.1) 12.6 8.0 4.6  (4.1)
Occasionally / almost never like me  1.8 3.6 -1.8  (1.8) 4.8 2.2 2.5  (2.5)

Sample size  470 428      237 228      
Source: Calculations from 18-month survey data. 
Notes: Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of missing values. This may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

All analyses were only for those who responded to the 18-month survey. 
Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences in outcomes between the program and control groups.  
Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent. 
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Appendix E: 
Subgroup Impacts 

The 18-month impact results presented in this report have illustrated that the Community 
Employment Innovation Project (CEIP) provided a significant stable period of full-time 
employment to both Employment Insurance (EI) and income assistance (IA) program group 
members over and above what they would have achieved without participating in the 
program. Associated with this increased employment were large impacts on earnings and 
significant reductions in the receipt of EI and IA benefits. Program group members also 
reported higher household income, particularly for the IA sample where large reductions in 
the incidence of low income were observed compared with the control group. Positive 
impacts were also observed on a number of other outcomes, including social networks, 
volunteering, life satisfaction, and attitudes to work. 

These impacts demonstrate the average effects of CEIP on EI and IA sample members. 
The question naturally arises whether these impacts were distributed evenly across each 
research sample or whether they tended to be concentrated among certain subgroups. 
A related question is whether any lack of significant impacts on other outcomes is 
characteristic of all individuals within each sample or whether certain subgroups were 
affected even when, on average, most program group members were not. In order to answer 
these questions, differences in impacts across a series of subgroups have been evaluated. 

SUBGROUP ANALYSIS 
In order to maintain the experimental nature of the analysis, subgroups must be defined 

based on characteristics that were measured before random assignment. Several categories of 
subgroups have been defined based on measures from the baseline survey including 
demographic characteristics (gender and age), family structure (marital status, children in the 
household), education (high school diploma or equivalent), employment and income (work 
experience since the age of 16, annual income at baseline), barriers to employment (physical 
or emotional problems restricting activity), and social networks (size and density of baseline 
networks). Two subgroups were created within each of the above categories (with the 
exception of the age of respondents, which has three subgroups). The choice and number of 
subgroups within each category was constrained by the size of the 18-month research sample 
particularly among IA respondents.1 

Tables E.1 through E.8 present differences in the impacts of CEIP on selected outcomes 
across the subgroups described above. The impact on each subgroup is calculated as the 
difference in mean outcome between program and control group members who have that 
characteristic at the time of enrolment. For brevity, the program group member mean 
outcomes are not presented in the tables. The control group mean is presented in the second 
                                                           
1With the smaller IA sample size, the analysis was limited in its ability to define subgroups in order to ensure that no one 

group would have too few sample members, which would lead to higher standard errors and very little statistical power. 
Among the IA research sample, the smallest subgroup results from the category based on marital status, where just under a 
hundred respondents to the 18-month survey were married or in a common-law union at the time of enrolment in the study.  
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column along with the impact (program–control group difference) in the third column. 
Similar to the full sample results, two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between the 
outcomes for the program and control groups.  

However, in order to determine whether these impacts were larger for certain subgroups 
than for others, an additional statistical test is required as random differences could occur. 
Q-tests were applied to differences among subgroups in the estimated impacts. For each 
outcome, the results of the test are shown in the columns next to the standard errors. The 
abbreviation “n.s.” (not significant) indicates that the variation in estimated impacts across 
the subgroups is not statistically significant (i.e. the observed subgroup differences could 
easily be due to chance and should not be regarded as evidence that impacts actually differed 
between the subgroups). Daggers indicate that the variation is statistically significant, 
meaning that the conclusion that there was a real difference between subgroups in the impact 
of CEIP can be made with reasonable confidence. Statistical significance levels are indicated 
as † = 10 per cent; †† = 5 per cent; ††† = 1 per cent.  

DIFFERENCES IN THE IMPACTS OF CEIP ACROSS SUBGROUPS 
Tables E.1 through E.8 present only a preliminary look at differences across various 

subgroups in the impacts of CEIP at 18 months after random assignment. Future reports will 
consider differences in subgroup impacts in more detail over the full three years of CEIP 
eligibility. 

Employment and Earnings 
With respect to the impacts of CEIP on employment-related outcomes, there appears to 

be little differentiation in the effectiveness of the program at increasing employment and 
earnings through the first 18 months of the study across subgroups based on a variety of 
baseline characteristics. The only significant differences in impacts between subgroups were 
on full-time employment observed within the EI sample, where CEIP had a slightly larger 
impact on the number of months of full-time work among program group members who were 
40 years of age or older, single, and who earned less than $20,000 per year.  

Transfer Receipt 
With respect to the receipt of transfers, there were small differences in the impacts among 

the EI sample, such that CEIP appears to have been most effective in reducing EI amounts 
for program group members who were older, male, and had 10 or more years of labour 
market experience. Reductions in total EI payments were more than double among EI 
program group members who were 40 years of age and older compared with their younger 
counterparts who were under 30 years of age (reductions in total EI payments of $4,622 
versus $1,810 respectively). They were also nearly twice as large for men than women 
($4,722 versus $2,517) and for those with more than 10 years work experience ($3,979 
versus $2,032 for those with fewer than 10 years of experience).  

Income  
Impacts on the incidence of low income, as measured by Statistics Canada’s low income 

cut-offs (LICOs), were observed in the full IA sample but not in the full EI sample. Among 
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the IA sample, these impacts appear fairly evenly distributed with no differences in subgroup 
impacts. However, although there were no significant impacts among the EI sample as a 
whole, there are significant differences between subgroups where particular groups in the EI 
sample experienced reductions in the incidence of low income similar to their IA 
counterparts. In particular, those EI program group members who were single (single, 
separated, or divorced) or who had limited work experience at the time of enrolment (fewer 
than 10 years of work experience) had statistically significant reductions in the proportion 
with incomes below the LICOs (11.6 and 15.6 percentage points, compared with their 
respective control groups).  

Social Capital 
With respect to social networks, although little impact on network size was observed for 

the EI sample as whole, a significant increase in the percentage with more than 10 contacts 
was observed among low-income EI program group members (less than $20,000 per year at 
baseline). The lower income group had a nine percentage point impact (significantly different 
from the higher income group at the five per cent level). This was in fact the largest and only 
significant impact on network size for all EI subgroups. Among the IA sample, the largest 
percentage point increase (18 percentage points) in the proportion who had more than 
10 contacts was observed for those with extremely dense networks at baseline (those 
reporting that all their contacts knew each other), which is significantly different at the 10 per 
cent level from the zero impact observed for the less dense subgroup. There were no other 
significant differences in impacts on network size, with most other subgroups experiencing 
increases similar to the full IA sample. 

Differences in impacts on network density were found between men and women in both 
the EI and IA samples. Among the EI sample, male program group members experienced the 
largest reduction in network density, with a 14 percentage point decrease in those reporting 
that all their contacts know one another, relative to the control group (statistically different at 
the 1 per cent level from the insignificant impact observed for women in the EI sample). 
Among the IA sample, the opposite is true, with women experiencing the largest reduction in 
network density at 12 percentage points, statistically different from the insignificant impact 
among men in the IA sample. 

Well-Being, Attitudes 
Differences in subgroup impacts on life satisfaction were found within the EI sample. 

CEIP had a larger impact on life satisfaction among EI program group members who earned 
less than $20,000 per year at baseline or who had very dense social networks (these groups 
were about 17 percentage points more likely to satisfied with life than the control group; 
while there were no significant impacts among those who earned more $20,000 per year or 
who had less dense networks at enrolment). There were also significant differences in 
subgroup impacts on some of the measures of attitudes towards working. Among the EI 
sample, the positive impact on the proportion who reported that they strongly agree with the 
statement “I like going to work” was largely driven by women, those who were over 40 years 
of age, those who had one or more children, and those who reported at least one health 
limitation that restricted activity at the time of enrolment.  
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Table E.1: CEIP Impacts on Full-Time Employment, by Subgroup 

Total # of Months From 1–18 Employed Full Time 
EI Sample IA Sample 

Subgroup 
Sample 

Size 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Sample 
Size 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Gender and age                         
Gender of respondent         n.s.            n.s.

Male 504  7.4  7.4 *** (0.5)    170  3.4   11.0 *** (0.7)   
Female 394  7.9  6.5 *** (0.6)    295  3.3   10.3 *** (0.6)   

Age of respondent at baseline         †             n.s.
Less than 30 167  8.1  6.1 *** (0.8)    142  2.9   10.6 *** (0.8)   
30 to 39 215  8.3  6.0 *** (0.8)    149  4.0   10.4 *** (0.8)   
40 and older 516  7.2  7.7 *** (0.5)    174  3.1   10.8 *** (0.8)   

Family structure                         
Marital status at baseline         †             n.s.

Married or common law 545  7.9  6.5 *** (0.5)    88  3.5   10.9 *** (1.0)   
Single, separated, or divorced 352  7.2  7.8 *** (0.6)    373  3.3   10.5 *** (0.5)   

Children in the household at baseline          n.s.            n.s.
1 or more children   406  7.7  7.0 *** (0.5)    293  3.5   10.4 *** (0.6)   
No children   492  7.6  7.0 *** (0.5)    171  2.9   10.9 *** (0.7)   

Education                         
Had high school diploma or equivalent         n.s.            n.s.

Yes 617  7.2  7.3 *** (0.4)    280  3.5   10.1 *** (0.6)   
No 273  8.6  6.3 *** (0.7)    180  3.0   11.3 *** (0.7)   

Employment and income                         
Work experience since the age of 16          n.s.            n.s.

Employed 0 to 9 years (0 to  
5 years for IA) 179  6.8  7.9 *** (0.8)    158  2.7   10.7 *** (0.8)   

Employed 10 or more years (6 or 
more for IA) 687  7.9  6.7 *** (0.4)    292  3.7   10.5 *** (0.5)   

Annual income at baseline         †             n.s.
Less than $20,000 (less than 
$10,000 for IA) 369  7.5  7.7 *** (0.5)    272  3.0   10.5 *** (0.6)   

$20,000 or more ($10,000 or more 
for IA) 525  7.8  6.4 *** (0.5)    192  3.8   10.5 *** (0.7)   

Barriers to employment                         
Reported at least one health limitation 
that restricts activity         n.s.            n.s.

Yes 258  7.8  6.4 *** (0.7)    164  3.4   10.8 *** (0.7)   
No 640  7.6  7.2 *** (0.4)    301  3.3   10.5 *** (0.6)   

Social networks                         
Number of contacts         n.s.            n.s.

Less than 10 contacts at baseline 532  7.3  7.3 *** (0.5)    311  2.7   10.9 *** (0.5)   

10 or more contacts at baseline 364  8.1  6.5 *** (0.6)    152  4.6   9.9 *** (0.8)   
Network density         †             n.s.
All contacts know each other 325  7.1  7.8 *** (0.6)    230  3.3   10.6 *** (0.7)   
Some contacts do not know each 
other 567  8.0  6.5 *** (0.5)    229  3.4   10.7 *** (0.6)   

Sources:  Calculations from baseline survey data and 18-month follow-up survey data. 
Notes:  The subgroups are defined according to characteristics at the time of enrolment in the study. Individuals answering “don’t know” to a 

particular question that contributed to defining a subgroup are excluded from the analysis of that subgroup. 
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.   
q-tests were applied to differences among subgroups in estimated impacts. Statistical significance levels are indicated as † = 10 per cent;  
†† = 5 per cent; ††† = 1 per cent. 
The abbreviation “n.s.” indicates that the variation in impacts among the subgroups is not statistically significant.  
Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table E.2: CEIP Impacts on Total EI Payments, by Subgroup 

Total EI Payments From Months 1–18 ($) 
EI Sample IA Sample 

Subgroup 
Sample 

Size 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Sample 
Size 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Gender and age                          
Gender of respondent         †††              n.s.

Male 504  7,817.5  -4,777.2 *** (373.1)    170   788.0   -706.0 *** (223.0)   
Female 394  4,551.7  -2,516.9 *** (284.0)    295   632.5   -558.1 *** (158.2)   

Age of respondent at baseline         †††              n.s.
Less than 30 167  4,188.2  -1,809.9 *** (433.7)    142   394.7   -371.0 * (188.4)   
30 to 39 215  5,500.2  -2,627.0 *** (539.2)    149   489.7   -415.3 ** (176.3)   
40 and older 516  7,236.3  -4,622.2 *** (343.4)    174   1,076.2   -949.0 *** (265.7)   

Family structure                           
Marital status at baseline         n.s.              n.s.

Married or common law 545  6,410.7  -3,493.7 *** (338.0)    88   851.5   -827.0 *** (302.5)   
Single, separated, or divorced 352  5,992.8  -3,765.2 *** (385.4)    373   655.8   -567.4 *** (144.5)   

Children in the household at baseline         n.s.              n.s.
1 or more children 406  5,961.8  -3,365.7 *** (372.3)    293   667.0   -626.6 *** (163.0)   
No children 492  6,541.1  -3,879.5 *** (350.9)    171   726.7   -595.8 *** (215.7)   

Education                           
Had high school diploma or 
equivalent         n.s.              n.s.

Yes 617  5,925.8  -3,406.6 *** (290.8)    280   790.3   -680.5 *** (193.6)   
No 273  6,976.5  -4,118.3 *** (511.6)    180   507.5   -478.9 *** (142.9)   

Employment and income                           
Work experience since the age of 16         †††              n.s.

Employed 0 to 9 years (0 to 
5 years for IA) 179  4,092.6  -2,031.5 *** (382.6)    158   336.4   -322.0 ** (143.0)   

Employed 10 or more years 
(6 or more for IA) 687  6,772.9  -3,978.6 *** (307.5)    292   790.0   -670.7 *** (176.1)   

Annual income at baseline         n.s.              † 
Less than $20,000 (less than 
$10,000 for IA) 369  5,398.9  -3,429.3 *** (313.7)    272   481.4   -430.6 *** (133.7)   

$20,000 or more ($10,000 or 
more for IA) 525  6,866.1  -3,763.6 *** (368.8)    192   1,011.9   -900.2 *** (246.6)   

Barriers to employment                           
Reported at least one health 
limitation that restricts activity         n.s.              n.s.

Yes 258  6,625.3  -4,005.6 *** (517.7)    164   832.7   -806.0 *** (234.1)   
No 640  6,130.2  -3,490.1 *** (291.7)    301   611.8   -505.1 *** (153.5)   

Social networks                           
Number of contacts         n.s.              n.s.

Less than 10 contacts at 
baseline 532  6,466.0  -3,741.2 *** (336.1)    311   798.8   -704.0 *** (176.9)   

10 or more contacts at baseline 364  6,004.0  -3,499.7 *** (395.8)    152   458.6   -415.1 *** (155.5)   
Network density         †               n.s.
All contacts know each other 325  6,864.1  -4,249.3 *** (427.7)    230   560.3   -439.4 ** (182.2)   
Some contacts do not know 
each other 567  5,923.7  -3,279.9 *** (318.9)    229   829.4   -804.9 *** (186.9)   

Sources: Calculations from baseline survey data and 18-month follow-up survey data. 
Notes: The subgroups are defined according to characteristics at the time of enrolment in the study. Individuals answering “don’t know” to a particular 

question that contributed to defining a subgroup are excluded from the analysis of that subgroup. 
 A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are 

indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.   
 q-tests were applied to differences among subgroups in estimated impacts. Statistical significance levels are indicated as † = 10 per cent;  

†† = 5 per cent; ††† = 1 per cent.  
 The abbreviation “n.s.” indicates that the variation in impacts among the subgroups is not statistically significant.  
  Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table E.3: CEIP Impacts on Total IA Payments, by Subgroup 

Total IA Payments From Months 1–18 ($) 
EI Sample IA Sample 

Subgroup 
Sample 

Size 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Sample 
Size 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Gender and age                          
Gender of respondent          n.s.            n.s.

Male 504  286.5  -243.6 *** (75.1)    170  6,694.6   -4,518.9 *** (565.2)   
Female 394  475.3  -438.5 *** (122.1)    295  8,195.4   -4,809.7 *** (442.8)   

Age of respondent at baseline          ††             n.s.
Less than 30 167  726.5  -656.5 *** (232.8)    142  8,303.8   -5,362.0 *** (621.7)   
30 to 39 215  614.8  -524.9 *** (168.1)    149  8,154.3   -5,007.0 *** (626.7)   
40 and older 516  167.4  -157.9 *** (56.3)    174  6,787.6   -4,074.5 *** (581.3)   

Family structure                          

Marital status at baseline          †††            n.s.
Married or common law 545  93.9  -55.2   (51.9)    88  8,675.3   -5,133.1 *** (990.0)   
Single, separated, or divorced 352  855.0  -812.2 *** (148.7)    373  7,454.1   -4,704.5 *** (372.0)   

Children in the household at baseline           ††             n.s.
1 or more children  406  578.0  -516.0 *** (131.5)    293  8,491.3   -4,889.6 *** (466.1)   
No children  492  187.7  -163.1 *** (58.8)    171  5,977.5   -4,033.0 *** (476.8)   

Education                          
Had high school diploma or equivalent          n.s.            n.s.

Yes 617  309.2  -291.1 *** (74.4)    280  7,344.3   -4,398.3 *** (451.6)   
No 273  547.4  -457.5 *** (147.6)    180  8,214.4   -5,327.7 *** (580.9)   

Employment and income                          

Work experience since the age of 16           n.s.            † 
Employed 0 to 9 years (0 to  
5 years for IA) 179  385.4  -316.0 * (162.2)    158  9,382.0   -5,763.4 *** (617.0)   

Employed 10 or more years (6 or 
more for IA) 687  370.2  -343.3 *** (76.8)    292  6,874.4   -4,364.8 *** (425.2)   

Annual income at baseline          †††            n.s.
Less than $20,000 (less than 
$10,000 for IA) 369  643.5  -592.4 *** (128.7)    272  7,555.5   -4,725.9 *** (430.6)   

$20,000 or more ($10,000 or 
more for IA) 525  200.3  -167.5 ** (71.8)    192  7,801.3   -4,761.1 *** (600.0)   

Barriers to employment                          
Reported at least one health limitation 
that restricts activity          n.s.            n.s.

Yes 258  332.9  -288.7 ** (128.8)    164  7,343.0   -4,663.2 *** (564.0)   
No 640  392.1  -353.4 *** (80.5)    301  7,844.9   -4,783.8 *** (451.1)   

Social networks                          
Number of contacts          †             n.s.

Less than 10 contacts at baseline 532  503.8  -443.7 *** (103.7)    311  7,741.2   -4,712.0 *** (429.8)   
10 or more contacts at baseline 364  216.9  -209.3 *** (72.6)    152  7,542.3   -4,958.3 *** (616.2)   

Network density          n.s.            †† 
All contacts know each other 325  575.7  -497.1 *** (143.8)    230  8,226.5   -5,460.0 *** (503.6)   
Some contacts do not know each 
other 567  257.5  -240.7 *** (66.6)    229  7,054.8   -4,058.0 *** (493.9)   

Sources: Calculations from baseline survey data and 18-month follow-up survey data. 
Notes: The subgroups are defined according to characteristics at the time of enrolment in the study. Individuals answering “don’t know” to a 

particular question that contributed to defining a subgroup are excluded from the analysis of that subgroup. 
 A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are 

indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.   
 q-tests were applied to differences among subgroups in estimated impacts. Statistical significance levels are indicated as † = 10 per cent;  

†† = 5 per cent; ††† = 1 per cent.  
 The abbreviation “n.s.” indicates that the variation in impacts among the subgroups is not statistically significant.  
  Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table E.4: CEIP Impacts on Low-Income Status, by Subgroup 

Percentage With Household Income Below the Low Income Cut-Off (%) 
EI Sample IA Sample 

Subgroup 
Sample 

Size 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Sample 
Size 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Gender and age                          
Gender of respondent         n.s.             n.s.

Male 427  25.1  0.3   (4.2)    147   81.7   -22.5 *** (7.4)   
Female 334  36.8  -7.0   (5.2)    276   93.5   -15.4 *** (4.1)   

Age of respondent at baseline         n.s.             n.s.
Less than 30 138  44.8  -11.0   (8.3)    122   87.5   -13.3 * (7.2)   
30 to 39 191  36.0  -3.6   (6.9)    143   93.2   -15.0 *** (5.7)   
40 and older 432  23.4  -0.4   (4.1)    158   87.5   -24.7 *** (6.6)   

Family structure                          
Marital status at baseline         ††              n.s.

Married or common law 469  20.6  2.3   (3.8)    78   91.7   -22.6 ** (8.9)   
Single, separated, or divorced 291  46.0  -11.6 ** (5.7)    341   89.0   -17.6 *** (4.2)   

Children in the household at baseline         n.s.             †† 
1 or more children 344  38.0  -4.5   (5.2)    276   91.8   -10.4 ** (4.0)   
No children  417  23.7  -1.2   (4.2)    146   84.1   -28.7 *** (7.5)   

Education                          
Had high school diploma or 
equivalent         n.s.             n.s.

Yes 515  28.9  -1.7   (4.0)    254   90.2   -17.2 *** (4.7)   
No 239  35.5  -8.2   (6.0)    165   88.3   -20.1 *** (6.4)   

Employment and income                          
Work experience since the age of 16        †              n.s.

Employed 0 to 9 years (0 to 
5 years for IA) 148  48.5  -15.6 * (8.1)    146   90.8   -13.0 ** (6.1)   

Employed 10 or more years 
(6 or more for IA) 586  25.5  0.5   (3.6)    262   88.2   -22.4 *** (5.0)   

Annual income at baseline         n.s.             n.s.
Less than $20,000 (less than 
$10,000 for IA) 316  52.7  -7.5   (5.6)    245   90.6   -19.4 *** (4.9)   

$20,000 or more ($10,000 or 
more for IA) 445  15.2  -1.1   (3.4)    177   87.8   -16.2 *** (6.0)   

Barriers to employment                          
Reported at least one health 
limitation that restricts activity         n.s.             n.s.

Yes 222  28.1  -0.4   (6.1)    140   86.4   -14.7 ** (6.9)   
No 539  31.4  -4.4   (3.9)    283   91.0   -19.8 *** (4.5)   

Social networks                          
Number of contacts         n.s.             n.s.

Less than 10 contacts at 
baseline 456  36.8  -7.8 * (4.4)    284   91.5   -18.8 *** (4.4)   

10 or more contacts at baseline 304  22.4  1.2   (4.9)    139   85.5   -16.9 ** (7.1)   
Network density         n.s.             n.s.

All contacts know each other 277  33.9  -3.1   (5.7)    208   89.4   -18.3 *** (5.4)   
Some contacts do not know 
each other 478  28.5  -3.7   (4.1)    212   89.5   -18.5 *** (5.4)   

Sources: Calculations from baseline survey data and 18-month follow-up survey data. 
Notes: The subgroups are defined according to characteristics at the time of enrolment in the study. Individuals answering “don’t know” to a 

particular question that contributed to defining a subgroup are excluded from the analysis of that subgroup. 
 A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels 

are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.   
 q-tests were applied to differences among subgroups in estimated impacts. Statistical significance levels are indicated as † = 10 per 

cent; †† = 5 per cent; ††† = 1 per cent.  
 The abbreviation “n.s.” indicates that the variation in impacts among the subgroups is not statistically significant.  
  Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table E.5: CEIP Impacts on Social Networks, by Subgroup 

Percentage With More Than 10 Contacts 
EI Sample IA Sample 

Subgroup 
Sample 

Size 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Sample 
Size 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Gender and age                         
Gender of respondent          n.s.            n.s.

Male 494  39.0  2.0   (4.5)    166  36.4   3.0   (7.6)   
Female 392  42.1  0.0   (5.0)    295  27.5   13.6 ** (5.5)   

Age of respondent at baseline          n.s.            n.s.
Less than 30 164  46.2  0.4   (7.8)    141  32.3   13.7 * (8.2)   
30 to 39 211  44.9  -1.5   (6.9)    149  30.3   2.6   (7.7)   
40 and older 511  36.9  2.1   (4.3)    171  29.4   12.5 * (7.3)   

Family structure                          
Marital status at baseline          n.s.            n.s.

Married or common law 535  42.5  -1.7   (4.3)    85  36.8   7.8   (10.8)   
Single, separated, or divorced 350  37.3  4.9   (5.3)    372  29.4   9.5 * (4.9)   

Children in the household at baseline          n.s.            n.s.
1 or more children 396  40.0  4.9   (5.0)    290  29.4   8.5   (5.5)   
No children 490  40.9  -2.0   (4.5)    170  32.9   11.5   (7.6)   

Education                          
Had high school diploma or equivalent          n.s.            n.s.

Yes 608  40.9  2.6   (4.0)    277  30.6   8.5   (5.7)   
No 270  39.2  -2.0   (6.0)    179  30.9   13.0 * (7.3)   

Employment and income                          
Work experience since the age of 16          n.s.            n.s.

Employed 0 to 9 years (0 to  
5 years for IA) 177  46.3  -4.0   (7.5)    158  31.4   3.8   (7.6)   

Employed 10 or more years (6 or 
more for IA) 678  39.1  3.4   (3.8)    288  31.3   12.7 ** (5.7)   

Annual income at baseline          ††             n.s.
Less than $20,000 (less than 
$10,000 for IA) 366  31.8  9.1 * (5.0)    269  32.4   9.8 * (5.9)   

$20,000 or more ($10,000 or 
more for IA) 516  46.0  -4.6   (4.4)    191  28.1   10.2   (6.8)   

Barriers to employment                          
Reported at least one health limitation 
that restricts activity          n.s.            n.s.

Yes 254  44.0  2.2   (6.3)    162  29.0   8.3   (7.4)   
No 632  39.2  0.0   (3.9)    299  31.3   11.0 ** (5.6)   

Social networks                          
Number of contacts          n.s.            n.s.

Less than 10 contacts at baseline 525  27.8  5.2   (4.1)    311  22.7   8.5 * (5.0)   
10 or more contacts at baseline 359  56.5  -0.4   (5.3)    150  47.2   11.8   (8.2)   

Network density          n.s.            † 
All contacts know each other 318  40.7  -4.8   (5.5)    229  27.2   18.0 *** (6.3)   
Some contacts do not know each 
other 562  40.9  3.8   (4.2)    228  34.2   1.7   (6.4)   

Sources: Calculations from baseline survey data and 18-month follow-up survey data. 
Notes: The subgroups are defined according to characteristics at the time of enrolment in the study. Individuals answering “don’t know” to a 

particular question that contributed to defining a subgroup are excluded from the analysis of that subgroup. 
 A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are 

indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.   
 q-tests were applied to differences among subgroups in estimated impacts. Statistical significance levels are indicated as † = 10 per cent;  

†† = 5 per cent; ††† = 1 per cent.  
 The abbreviation “n.s.” indicates that the variation in impacts among the subgroups is not statistically significant.  
  Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table E.6: CEIP Impacts on Social Network Density, by Subgroup 

Percentage Who Reported That All Their Contacts Know Each Other 
EI Sample IA Sample 

Subgroup 
Sample 

Size 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Sample 
Size 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Gender and age                         
Gender of respondent         †††             † 

Male 488  51.4  -14.2 *** (4.5)    163   42.7   6.2   (7.9)   
Female 383  35.2  4.9   (5.0)    290   51.7   -11.8 ** (5.8)   

Age of respondent at baseline         n.s.             † 
Less than 30 165  43.0  -4.7   (7.7)    140   43.1   8.9   (8.5)   
30 to 39 205  36.6  2.7   (6.8)    146   55.4   -16.5 ** (8.2)   
40 and older 501  46.6  -8.6 * (4.4)    167   47.0   -7.7   (7.7)   

Family structure                          
Marital status at baseline         n.s.             n.s.

Married or common law 526  44.1  -1.5   (4.3)    84   51.4   -2.4   (11.1)   
Single, separated, or divorced 344  43.2  -11.0 ** (5.2)    365   47.8   -5.3   (5.2)   

Children in the household at baseline         n.s.             n.s.
1 or more children 390  42.1  -4.8   (5.0)    286   51.3   -8.0   (5.9)   
No children 481  45.1  -5.9   (4.5)    166   42.9   -0.2   (7.8)   

Education                          
Had high school diploma or equivalent         n.s.             n.s.

Yes 603  41.0  -6.4   (4.0)    274   46.5   -2.5   (6.0)   
No 260  51.7  -4.5   (6.3)    174   53.2   -9.0   (7.6)   

Employment and income                          
Work experience since the age of 16        n.s.             n.s.

Employed 0 to 9 years (0 to  
5 years for IA) 175  39.7  -3.7   (7.4)    155   53.6   -8.3   (8.1)   

Employed 10 or more years (6 or 
more for IA) 669  43.8  -3.8   (3.8)    283   45.8   -4.1   (5.9)   

Annual income at baseline         n.s.             n.s.
Less than $20,000 (less than 
$10,000 for IA) 357  47.0  -10.2 * (5.2)    261   49.2   -6.6   (6.2)   

$20,000 or more ($10,000 or more 
for IA) 510  41.4  -1.5   (4.4)    191   47.2   -3.1   (7.3)   

Barriers to employment                          
Reported at least one health limitation 
that restricts activity         n.s.             n.s.

Yes 252  43.9  -5.3   (6.3)    160   46.7   -5.5   (7.9)   
No 619  43.6  -5.3   (4.0)    293   49.7   -5.1   (5.8)   

Social networks                          
Number of contacts         n.s.             n.s.

Less than 10 contacts at baseline 513  45.8  -4.8   (4.4)    304   51.0   -5.2   (5.7)   
10 or more contacts at baseline 356  41.1  -7.2   (5.1)    149   43.7   -5.2   (8.1)   

Network density         n.s.             n.s.
All contacts know each other 315  56.1  0.1   (5.7)    226   55.8   0.9   (6.6)   
Some contacts do not know each 
other 551  36.9  -10.1 ** (4.0)    223   41.7   -10.4   (6.4)   

Sources: Calculations from baseline survey data and 18-month follow-up survey data. 
Notes: The subgroups are defined according to characteristics at the time of enrolment in the study. Individuals answering “don’t know” to a 

particular question that contributed to defining a subgroup are excluded from the analysis of that subgroup. 
 A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups. Statistical significance 

levels are indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.   
 q-tests were applied to differences among subgroups in estimated impacts. Statistical significance levels are indicated as † = 10 per cent;  

†† = 5 per cent; ††† = 1 per cent.  
 The abbreviation “n.s.” indicates that the variation in impacts among the subgroups is not statistically significant.  
  Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table E.7: CEIP Impacts on Life Satisfaction, by Subgroup 

Percentage Satisfied or Extremely Satisfied Based on Life Satisfaction Scale (%) 
EI Sample IA Sample 

Subgroup 
Sample 

Size 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Sample 
Size 

Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error 

Gender and age                         
Gender of respondent          n.s.           n.s.

Male 495  61.6  12.3 *** (4.2)    170  46.8   0.4   (7.7)   
Female 391  70.3  3.3   (4.6)    294  47.3   13.7 ** (5.8)   

Age of respondent at baseline          n.s.             
Less than 30 166  76.0  1.1   (6.6)    142  60.0   -2.9   (8.4)   
30 to 39 211  69.4  5.8   (6.2)    148  45.3   16.3 ** (8.2)   
40 and older 509  61.1  11.0 *** (4.2)    174  39.1   10.3   (7.5)   

Family structure                         
Marital status at baseline          n.s.           n.s.

Married or common law 537  71.6  7.5 ** (3.7)    88  59.0   -3.9   (10.7)   
Single, separated, or divorced 348  56.4  9.7 * (5.2)    372  44.9   10.2 ** (5.2)   

Children in the household at baseline          n.s.           n.s.
1 or more children 401  65.4  7.1   (4.6)    292  52.9   6.8   (5.8)   
No children 485  66.2  8.5 ** (4.1)    171  35.1   15.4 ** (7.6)   

Education                         
Had high school diploma or equivalent          n.s.           n.s.

Yes 608  67.0  7.2 * (3.7)    280  47.3   12.4 ** (5.9)   
No 270  62.6  9.5 * (5.7)    179  47.5   4.0   (7.6)   

Employment and income                         
Work experience since the age of 16           n.s.           n.s.

Employed 0 to 9 years (0 to 
5 years for IA) 178  68.8  1.7   (7.0)    158  52.9   7.4   (8.0)   

Employed 10 or more years (6 or 
more for IA) 677  64.7  10.8 *** (3.5)    291  43.9   9.2   (5.9)   

Annual income at baseline          ††            n.s.
Less than $20,000 (less than 
$10,000 for IA) 366  52.7  17.4 *** (5.0)    272  47.1   11.1 * (6.0)   

$20,000 or more ($10,000 or more 
for IA) 516  74.4  1.9   (3.8)    191  47.7   4.7   (7.3)   

Barriers to employment                         
Reported at least one health limitation 
that restricts activity          n.s.           n.s.

Yes 257  66.1  2.2   (5.9)    163  38.2   13.6 * (7.8)   
No 629  65.7  10.6 *** (3.6)    301  51.7   6.3   (5.7)   

Social networks                         
Number of contacts          n.s.           n.s.

Less than 10 contacts at baseline 524  60.1  10.7 ** (4.2)    310  48.4   3.9   (5.7)   
10 or more contacts at baseline 360  72.9  5.6   (4.5)    152  45.2   18.1 ** (8.0)   

Network density          ††            n.s.
All contacts know each other 320  58.2  17.3 *** (5.2)    229  52.6   6.5   (6.6)   
Some contacts do not know each 
other 560  69.9  3.0   (3.8)    229  42.3   11.1 * (6.6)   

Sources: Calculations from baseline survey data and 18-month follow-up survey data. 
Notes: The subgroups are defined according to characteristics at the time of enrolment in the study. Individuals answering “don’t know” to a 

particular question that contributed to defining a subgroup are excluded from the analysis of that subgroup. 
 A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are 

indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.   
 q-tests were applied to differences among subgroups in estimated impacts. Statistical significance levels are indicated as † = 10 per cent;  

†† = 5 per cent; ††† = 1 per cent.  
 The abbreviation “n.s.” indicates that the variation in impacts among the subgroups is not statistically significant.  
  Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
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Table E.8: CEIP Impacts on Attitudes to Work, by Subgroup 

Percentage Who Strongly Agree With the Statement That They Like Going to Work (%) 
EI Sample  IA Sample 

Subgroup 
Sample 

Size 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) 

Standard 
Error   

Sample 
Size  

Control 
Group  

Difference 
(Impact)  

Standard 
Error  

Gender and age                          
Gender of respondent         †             n.s.

Male 499  32.6  6.6   (4.3)    170   19.0   8.5   (6.5)   
Female 392  34.2  18.0 *** (4.9)    295   23.5   19.0 *** (5.4)   

Age of respondent at baseline         n.s.               
Less than 30 166  30.4  5.3   (7.4)    142   21.5   4.4   (7.2)   
30 to 39 213  36.0  9.1   (6.8)    149   21.1   26.9 *** (7.5)   
40 and older 512  33.2  13.8 *** (4.3)    174   23.0   13.8 ** (6.9)   

Family structure                          
Marital status at baseline         †††             n.s.

Married or common law 539  29.2  21.0 *** (4.1)    88   28.2   2.4   (9.9)   
Single, separated, or divorced 351  39.9  -3.6   (5.2)   373   20.7   17.1 *** (4.6)   

Children in the household at baseline         ††              n.s.
1 or more children 401  31.4  19.4 *** (4.8)    293   22.1   20.4 *** (5.3)   
No children 490  35.2  4.7   (4.4)    171   21.6   7.2   (6.8)   

Education                          
Had high school diploma or equivalent         n.s.             n.s.

Yes 612  34.2  13.4 *** (4.0)    280   24.0   17.8 *** (5.5)   
No 271  32.3  5.2   (5.8)    180   18.5   11.8 * (6.5)   

Employment and income                          
Work experience since the age of 16         n.s.             † 

Employed 0 to 9 years (0 to 
5 years for IA) 177  32.9  10.0   (7.4)    158   17.1   26.0 *** (7.2)   

Employed 10 or more years (6 or 
more for IA) 682  33.5  10.4 *** (3.7)    292   24.2   8.7 * (5.3)   

Annual income at baseline         †††             n.s.
Less than $20,000 (less than 
$10,000 for IA) 368  41.5  0.6   (5.2)    272   20.3   12.6 ** (5.3)   

$20,000 or more ($10,000 or more 
for IA) 519  27.2  18.5 *** (4.2)    192   23.6   18.2 *** (6.7)   

Barriers to employment                          
Reported at least one health limitation 
that restricts activity         ††              n.s.

Yes 257  26.8  22.2 *** (6.0)    164   19.5   19.6 *** (7.0)   
No 634  35.7  6.7 * (3.9)    301   23.2   12.2 ** (5.2)   

Social networks                          
Number of contacts         n.s.             n.s.

Less than 10 contacts at baseline 527  32.5  9.2 ** (4.2)    311   17.5   16.2 *** (4.9)   
10 or more contacts at baseline 362  34.4  14.7 *** (5.1)    152   31.5   10.3   (7.8)   

Network density         n.s.             n.s.
All contacts know each other 321  32.4  7.3   (5.4)    230   21.7   11.3 * (5.9)   
Some contacts do not know each 
other 564  33.9  13.1 *** (4.1)    229   22.5   16.5 *** (6.0)   

Sources: Calculations from baseline survey data and 18-month follow-up survey data. 
Notes: The subgroups are defined according to characteristics at the time of enrolment in the study. Individuals answering “don’t know” to a particular 

question that contributed to defining a subgroup are excluded from the analysis of that subgroup. 
 A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the outcomes for the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are 

indicated as * = 10 per cent; ** = 5 per cent; *** = 1 per cent.   
 q-tests were applied to differences among subgroups in estimated impacts. Statistical significance levels are indicated as † = 10 per cent;  

†† = 5 per cent; ††† = 1 per cent.  
 The abbreviation “n.s.” indicates that the variation in impacts among the subgroups is not statistically significant.  
 Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences.



 

 



 
-137- 

References 

Berry, J., Portney, K., & Thomson, K. (1993). The rebirth of urban democracy. Washington, DC: The 
Brookings Institute. 

Borzaga, C. (1999). Social enterprises: A local tool for welfare-to-work policies. In The local 
dimension of welfare-to-work: An international survey. Paris: Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development. 

Bourdieu, P. (1986). The forms of capital. In J. G. Richardson (Ed.) Handbook of theory and research 
for the sociology of education. New York: Greenwood Press. 

Conference of Religious of Ireland. (1998). Part-time job opportunities: Final report 1994–1997. 
Dublin: Justice Commission, Conference of Religious of Ireland. 

Côté, S. (2001). The contribution of human and social capital. Isuma, 2(1), 29–36.  

Crawford, C. (2003). Towards a common approach to thinking about and measuring social inclusion. 
Toronto: Roeher Institute. 

Diener, E. (2000). Subjective well-being: The science of happiness and a proposal for a national 
index. American Psychologist, 55(1), 34–43.  

Eisen, A. (1994). Survey of neighbourhood-based, comprehensive community empowerment 
initiatives. Health Education Quarterly, 21, 235–52. 

Feinstein, J. S., (1993). The relationship between socioeconomic status and health: A review of the 
literature. The Milbank Quarterly, 71(2), 279–322. 

Fisher, R. (1995). Neighbourhood organizing: The importance of historical context. In D. Keating, 
N. Krumholz, & P. Star (Eds.) Revitalizing urban neighbourhoods. Lawrence, KS: University 
Press of Kansas. 

Granovetter, M. (1973). The strength of weak ties. American Journal of Sociology, 78(6), 1360–1380. 

Greenwood, J., Nicholson, C., Gyarmati, D., Kyte, D., MacInnis, M., & Ford, R. (2003). The 
Community Employment Innovation Project: Design and implementation. Ottawa: Social 
Research and Demonstration Corporation. 

Helliwell, J. F. (2001). Social capital, the economy and well-being [Electronic version]. The Review 
of Economic Performance and Social Progress, 1, 43–60.  

Human Resources and Social Development Canada. (2005). Labour market review 2004 — Cape 
Breton. Retrieved May 31, 2006, from http://www.hrsdc.gc.ca/asp/gateway.asp?hr=/en/ns/ 
lmi/Reviews2003/cb2003.shtml&hs=ns0 

Johnson, C. (1997). Toward a new generation of community jobs programs. In 1997 entrepreneurial 
economy review. Washington: Corporation for Enterprise Development.  

Johnson, C. (2003). A model of social capital formation (SRDC Working Paper 03-01). Ottawa: 
Social Research and Demonstration Corporation. 

Knack, S., & Keefer, P. (1997). Does social capital have an economic payoff? A cross-country 
investigation. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 112(4), 1251–1288. 

Mathieu, R. (with Crémieux, P.-Y., Tremblay, D. G., van Schendel, V., & Jetté, C.). (1996). L’impact 
économique et social du secteur communautaire dans quatre arrondissements de la Ville de 
Montréal (Consultation document). Montreal: Université du Québec à Montréal. 



 
-138- 

McGregor, A., Clark, S., Ferguson, Z., & Scullion, J. (1997). The social economy and economic 
inclusion in lowland Scotland. Glasgow: Community Enterprise in Strathclyde. 

Meyer, B. (1995). Lessons from the US unemployment insurance experiments. Journal of Economic 
Literature 33, 91–131. 

Miles, C., & Grummon, P. (1996). Working: Assessing skills, habits, and style. Lansing, MI:  
H & H Publishing Co., Inc. 

Mohr, L. B. (1995). Impact analysis for program evaluation (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 
Publications. 

National Council of Welfare. (1997). Another look at welfare reform. Ottawa: Public Works and 
Government Services Canada. 

National Forum on Health. (2004). Canada health action: Building on the legacy — Volume II. 
Determinants of Health Working Group Synthesis Report. Retrieved June 30, 2006, from 
http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/hcs-sss/pubs/care-soins/1997-nfoh-fnss-v2/legacy_heritage4_e.html 

Ninacs, W. A. (2002). A review of the theory and practice of social economy / économie sociale in 
Canada (SRDC Working Paper 02-02). Ottawa: Social Research and Demonstration 
Corporation. 

Nova Scotia Department of Community Services. (2001). Employment support and income assistance 
regulations. Nova Scotia employment support and income assistance manual. Halifax: 
Author. 

Nova Scotia Department of Community Services, Income and Employment Support Services 
Division. (2002). Welfare to work. Phase I, Provincial and territorial summaries. Halifax: 
Author. 

Nova Scotia Department of Finance, Statistics Division. (2005). Nova Scotia statistical review 
(23rd ed.). Retrieved May 31, 2006, from www.gov.ns.ca/finance/publish/statsrev/ 
2005/sr2005.pdf 

Nova Scotia Department of Finance. (2006). Nova Scotia community counts [Data access application]. 
Retrieved June 5, 2006, from http://www.gov.ns.ca/finance/communitycounts 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. (1989). Employment outlook. Paris: 
Author. 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. (1990). Labour market policies for the 
1990s. Paris: Author. 

Orr, L. L. (1999). Social experiments: Evaluating public programs with experimental methods. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Pavot, W., & Diener, E. (1993). Review of the Satisfaction With Life Scale. Psychological 
Assessment, 5(2), 164–172.  

Putnam, R. D. (1993). The prosperous community: Social capital and public life. The American 
Prospect, 4(13), 35–42. 

Putnam, R. D. (2000). Bowling alone: The collapse and revival of American community. New York: 
Simon and Schuster. 

Putnam, R. (2001). Social capital: Measurement and consequences. Isuma, 2(1), 41–51. 

Smock, K. (1997). Comprehensive community initiatives: A new generation of urban revitalization 
strategies. Retrieved May 31, 2006, from http://comm-org.wisc.edu/papers97/smock/ 
cciweb2.htm 



 
-139- 

Statistics Canada. (2006). 2001 community profiles. Retrieved April 5, 2006, from 
http://www12.statcan.ca/english/profil01/CP01/index.cfm?lang=E  

Stone, W. (2001). Measuring social capital: Towards a theoretically informed measurement 
framework for researching social capital in family and community life (AIFS Research Paper 
No. 24). Melbourne: Australian Institute of Family Studies. 

Van der Gaag, M., Snijders, T., & Flap, H. (2004). Position generator measures and their 
relationship to other social capital measures. Retrieved June 30, 2006, from 
http://www.xs4all.nl/~gaag/work/PG_comparison.pdf 

Woolcock, M. (2001). The place of social capital in understanding social and economic outcomes. 
Isuma, 2(1), 11–17. 

Woolcock, M., & Narayan, D. (2000). Social capital: Implications for development theory, research 
and policy. World Bank Research Observer, 15, 225–249.



 

 

 



Publications on SRDC Projects 

SRDC reports are published in both official languages. SRDC working papers are 
published in the language of the author(s) only. 

Self-Sufficiency Project (SSP) 

Making Work Pay Symposium (March 2006). 

Human Capital and Search Behaviour (working paper 06-10 published in English only), by Audra Bowlus, 
Lance Lochner, Christopher Robinson, and Yahong Zhang (March 2006). 

The Effect of the Self-Sufficiency Project on Children (working paper 06-09 published in English only), by Piotr 
Wilk, Michael H. Boyle, Martin D. Dooley, and Ellen Lipman (March 2006). 

Educational Upgrading and its Consequences Among Welfare Recipients: Empirical Evidence From the Self-
Sufficiency Project (working paper 06-08 published in English only), by Chris Riddell and W. Craig 
Riddell (March 2006). 

An Analysis of the Impact of SSP on Wages (working paper 06-07 published in English only), by Jeffrey Zabel, 
Saul Schwartz, and Stephen Donald (March 2006). 

An Econometric Analysis of the Incremental Impact of SSP Plus (working paper 06-06 published in English 
only), by Jeffrey Zabel, Saul Schwartz, and Stephen Donald (March 2006). 

The Effects of Human Capital and Earnings Supplements on Income Assistance Dependence in Canada 
(working paper 06-05 published in English only), by Jorgen Hansen (March 2006). 

Evaluating Search and Matching Models Using Experimental Data (working paper 06-04 published in English 
only), by Jeremy Lise, Shannon Seitz, and Jeffrey Smith (March 2006). 

Understanding the Dynamic Effects of the Self-Sufficiency Project Applicant Study (working paper 06-03 
published in English only), by David Card and Dean R. Hyslop (February 2006). 

The Value of Non-market Time Lost During the Self-Sufficiency Project (working paper 06-02 published in 
English only), by David H. Greenberg and Philip K. Robins (February 2006). 

Distributional Impacts of the Self-Sufficiency Project (working paper 06-01 published in English only), by 
Marianne P. Bitler, Jonah B. Gelbach, and Hilary W. Hoynes (February 2006). 

Estimating the Effects of a Time-Limited Earnings Subsidy for Welfare-Leavers (working paper 05-02 published 
in English only), by David Card and Dean R. Hyslop (February 2005). 

Can Work Alter Welfare Recipients’ Beliefs? (working paper 05-01 published in English only), by Peter 
Gottschalk (February 2005). 

Out-of-School Time-Use During Middle Childhood in a Low-Income Sample: Do Combinations of Activities 
Affect Achievement and Behaviour? (working paper 04-06 published in English only), by Pamela 
Morris and Ariel Kalil (July 2004). 

An Econometric Analysis of the Impact of the Self-Sufficiency Project on Unemployment and Employment 
Durations (working paper 04-05 published in English only), by Jeffrey Zabel, Saul Schwartz, and 
Stephen Donald (July 2004). 

Sustaining: Making the Transition From Welfare to Work (working paper 04-03 published in English only), by 
Wendy Bancroft (July 2004). 



New Evidence From the Self-Sufficiency Project on the Potential of Earnings Supplements to Increase Labour 
Force Attachment Among Welfare Recipients (working paper 04-02 published in English only), by 
Kelly Foley (February 2004). 

Employment, Earnings Supplements, and Mental Health: A Controlled Experiment (working paper 04-01 
published in English only), by Pierre Cremieux, Paul Greenberg, Ronald Kessler, Philip Merrigan, and 
Marc Van Audenrode (February 2004). 

Equilibrium Policy Experiments and the Evaluation of Social Programs (working paper 03-06 published in 
English only), by Jeremy Lise, Shannon Seitz, and Jeffrey Smith (October 2003). 

Assessing the Impact of Non-response on the Treatment Effect in the Canadian Self-Sufficiency Project 
(working paper 03-05 published in English only), by Thierry Kamionka and Guy Lacroix 
(October 2003). 

Can Work Incentives Pay for Themselves? Final Report on the Self-Sufficiency Project for Welfare Applicants, 
by Reuben Ford, David Gyarmati, Kelly Foley, and Doug Tattrie, with Liza Jimenez (October 2003). 

Do Earnings Subsidies Affect Job Choice? The Impact of SSP Supplement Payments on Wage Growth (working 
paper 03-02 published in English only), by Helen Connolly and Peter Gottschalk (January 2003). 

Leaving Welfare for a Job: How Did SSP Affect the Kinds of Jobs Welfare Recipients Were Willing to Accept? 
(working paper 02-03 published in English only), by Kelly Foley and Saul Schwartz (August 2002). 

Making Work Pay: Final Report on the Self-Sufficiency Project for Long-Term Welfare Recipients, by Charles 
Michalopoulos, Doug Tattrie, Cynthia Miller, Philip K. Robins, Pamela Morris, David Gyarmati, 
Cindy Redcross, Kelly Foley, and Reuben Ford (July 2002). 

When Financial Incentives Pay For Themselves: Interim Findings From the Self-Sufficiency Project’s Applicant 
Study, by Charles Michalopoulos and Tracey Hoy (November 2001). 

SSP Plus at 36 Months: Effects of Adding Employment Services to Financial Work Incentives, by Ying Lei and 
Charles Michalopoulos (July 2001). 

Measuring Wage Growth Among Former Welfare Recipients (working paper 01-02 published in English only), 
by David Card, Charles Michalopoulos, and Philip K. Robins (July 2001). 

How an Earnings Supplement Can Affect the Marital Behaviour of Welfare Recipients: Evidence from the Self-
Sufficiency Project (working paper 01-01 published in English only), by Kristen Harknett and Lisa A. 
Gennetian (May 2001). 

The Self-Sufficiency Project at 36 Months: Effects of a Financial Work Incentive on Employment and Income, 
by Charles Michalopoulos, David Card, Lisa A. Gennetian, Kristen Harknett, and Philip K. Robins 
(June 2000). 

The Self-Sufficiency Project at 36 Months: Effects on Children of a Program that Increased Parental 
Employment and Income, by Pamela Morris and Charles Michalopoulos (June 2000). 

Does SSP Plus Increase Employment? The Effect of Adding Services to the Self-Sufficiency Project’s Financial 
Incentives, by Gail Quets, Philip K. Robins, Elsie C. Pan, Charles Michalopoulos, and David Card 
(May 1999). 

When Financial Work Incentives Pay for Themselves: Early Findings from the Self-Sufficiency Project’s 
Applicant Study, by Charles Michalopoulos, Philip K. Robins, and David Card (May 1999). 

When Financial Incentives Encourage Work: Complete 18-Month Findings from the Self-Sufficiency Project, by 
Winston Lin, Philip K. Robins, David Card, Kristen Harknett, and Susanna Lui-Gurr, with Elsie C. 
Pan, Tod Mijanovich, Gail Quets, and Patrick Villeneuve (September 1998). 

Do Work Incentives Have Unintended Consequences? Measuring “Entry Effects” in the Self-Sufficiency 
Project, by Gordon Berlin, Wendy Bancroft, David Card, Winston Lin, and Philip K. Robins 
(March 1998). 



How Important Are “Entry Effects” in Financial Incentive Programs for Welfare Recipients? Experimental 
Evidence from the Self-Sufficiency Project (working paper 97-01-E; also available in French), by 
David Card, Philip K. Robins, and Winston Lin (August 1997). 

When Work Pays Better Than Welfare: A Summary of the Self-Sufficiency Project's Implementation, Focus 
Group, and Initial 18-Month Impact Reports (March 1996). 

Do Financial Incentives Encourage Welfare Recipients to Work? Initial 18-Month Findings from the Self-
Sufficiency Project, by David Card and Philip K. Robins (February 1996). 

Creating an Alternative to Welfare: First-Year Findings on the Implementation, Welfare Impacts, and Costs of 
the Self-Sufficiency Project, by Tod Mijanovich and David Long (December 1995). 

The Struggle for Self-Sufficiency: Participants in the Self-Sufficiency Project Talk About Work, Welfare, and 
Their Futures, by Wendy Bancroft and Sheila Currie Vernon (December 1995). 

Making Work Pay Better Than Welfare: An Early Look at the Self-Sufficiency Project, by Susanna Lui-Gurr, 
Sheila Currie Vernon, and Tod Mijanovich (October 1994). 

Earnings Supplement Project (ESP) 

Employment Insurance and Family Response to Unemployment: Canadian Evidence from the SLID (working 
paper 04-04 published in English only), by Rick Audas and Ted McDonald (May 2004). 

Understanding Employment Insurance Claim Patterns: Final Report of the Earnings Supplement Project, by 
Shawn de Raaf, Anne Motte, and Carole Vincent (March 2004). 

The Dynamics of Reliance on EI Benefits: Evidence From the SLID (working paper 03-08 published in English 
only), by Shawn de Raaf, Anne Motte, and Carole Vincent (December 2003). 

Who Benefits From Unemployment Insurance in Canada: Regions, Industries, or Individual Firms? (working 
paper 03-07 published in English only), by Miles Corak and Wen-Hao Chen (November 2003). 

Seasonal Employment and Reliance on Employment Insurance: Evidence From the SLID (working paper 03-04 
published in English only), by Shawn de Raaf, Costa Kapsalis, and Carole Vincent (June 2003). 

Employment Insurance and Geographic Mobility: Evidence From the SLID (working paper 03-03 published in 
English only), by Rick Audas and James Ted McDonald (April 2003). 

The Impact of the Allowable Earnings Provision on EI Dependency: The Earnings Supplement Project 
(working paper 02-05 published in English only), by David Gray and Shawn de Raaf 
(November 2002). 

The Frequent Use of Unemployment Insurance in Canada: The Earnings Supplement Project, by Saul 
Schwartz, Wendy Bancroft, David Gyarmati, and Claudia Nicholson (March 2001). 

Essays on the Repeat Use of Unemployment Insurance: The Earnings Supplement Project, edited by Saul 
Schwartz and Abdurrahman Aydemir (March 2001). 

Testing a Re-employment Incentive for Displaced Workers: The Earnings Supplement Project, by Howard 
Bloom, Saul Schwartz, Susanna Gurr, and Suk-Won Lee (May 1999). 

A Financial Incentive to Encourage Employment among Repeat Users of Employment Insurance: The Earnings 
Supplement Project, by Doug Tattrie (May 1999). 

Implementing the Earnings Supplement Project: A Test of a Re-employment Incentive, by Howard Bloom, 
Barbara Fink, Susanna Lui-Gurr, Wendy Bancroft, and Doug Tattrie (October 1997). 



Community Employment Innovation Project (CEIP) 

The Community Employment Innovation Project: Design and Implementation, by John Greenwood, Claudia 
Nicholson, David Gyarmati, Darrell Kyte, Melanie MacInnis, and Reuben Ford (December 2003). 

A Model of Social Capital Formation (working paper 03-01 published in English only), by Cathleen Johnson 
(January 2003). 

A Review of the Theory and Practice of Social Economy/Économie Sociale in Canada (working paper 02-02 
published in English only), by William A. Ninacs with assistance from Michael Toye (August 2002). 

learn$ave 

Design and Implementation of a Program to Help the Poor Save: The learn$ave Project, by Paul Kingwell, 
Michael Dowie, Barbara Holler, Carole Vincent, David Gyarmati, and Hongmei Cao (August 2005). 

Helping People Help Themselves: An Early Look at learn$ave, by Paul Kingwell, Michael Dowie, and Barbara 
Holler, with Liza Jimenez (May 2004).  

Economic experiments 

Fostering Adult Education: A Laboratory Experiment on the Efficient Use of Loans, Grants, and Saving 
Incentives (working paper 03-09 published in English only), by Cathleen Johnson, Claude 
Montmarquette, and Catherine Eckel (December 2003). 

Will the Working Poor Invest in Human Capital? A Laboratory Experiment (working paper 02-01 published in 
English only), by Catherine Eckel, Cathleen Johnson, and Claude Montmarquette (February 2002). 

Other studies 

A Literature Review of Experience-Rating Employment Insurance in Canada (working paper 05-03 published in 
English only), by Shawn de Raaf, Anne Motte, and Carole Vincent (May 2005). 

The Disability Supports Feasibility Study: Final Report, by Doug Tattrie, Colin Stuart, Roy Hanes, Reuben 
Ford, and David Gyarmati (June 2003). 

How Random Must Random Assignment Be in Random Assignment Experiments? (technical paper 03-01 
published in English only), by Paul Gustafson (February 2003). 

Preparing for Tomorrow’s Social Policy Agenda: New Priorities for Policy Research and Development That 
Emerge From an Examination of the Economic Well-Being of the Working-Age Population (working 
paper 02-04 published in English only), by Peter Hicks (November 2002). 

The Jobs Partnership Program Pilot: Pathways, Pitfalls, and Progress in the First Year (process research 
report published in English only), by Wendy Bancroft, Susanna Gurr, and David Gyarmati 
(October 2001). 

BladeRunners and Picasso Café: A Case Study Evaluation of Two Work-Based Training Programs for 
Disadvantaged Youth, by Sheila Currie, Kelly Foley, Saul Schwartz, and Musu Taylor-Lewis 
(March 2001). 

Transitions: Programs to Encourage British Columbia Students to Stay in School (working paper 99-01 
published in English only), by Reuben Ford, Susanna Gurr, Robert J. Ivry, and Musu Taylor-Lewis 
(June 1999). 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




