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ABSTRACT

In Canada, the parameters of service providietween the nonprofit sector and the state have
shifted with the emergence of the post welfstate era. While some recent national-level
studies have contributed to oundwledge of this largely under-regrched sector, less is known
about these organizations at the regional and prowinlevels. At this level, some basic
guestions about the nature and capacity of gbetor must be answered before one can think
about the proper role these agencies can or shpldg in the current nxied-economy of care.
With New Brunswick as the study area, thesearch examines apecific sub-set of
organizations engaged in the provision of &g to individuals and populations in need:
registered charitable organizatis involved in human services (i.e., social services and non-
hospital health services). The results aderived from a provinal survey of these
organizations which explores kelymensions such as: activities, governance, accountability,
location, financial resources, gender representation, and service delivery challenges. The initial
results of a socio-geographic analy®f this data are also prested, which begin to provide a
better understanding of the context and “larmse” of human service delivery in New
Brunswick.

SOMMAIRE

Au Canada, les parametres de la livraison desisesvaux personnes sont en transition depuis
I’émergence de la période post-providentialisté des études nationales ont récemment nourri
notre compréhension du réle qygue le tiers-secteunous avons peu didédes provinciales ou
régionales sur la nature et lzapacité du secteur. Des réponses sont nécesgaitgsituer les
agences bénévoles dans I'offre de services tendifférentes provinces. Notre étude examine
spécifiqguement les organisations charitablesditrdes services sociaux ou de santé (hors des
hoépitaux) au Nouveau-Brunswick. On y expla® résultats d’'une enquéte par questionnaire
portant sur la gouvernance, la responsabilité, localisation, la place des femmes, le
financement et les principaux fdrencontrés par ces organisans. Des pistes d’analyse
sociogéographique sont aussi présentéesdiéintreprendre une « cavgraphie » des agences
livrant des services aux onnes du Nouveau-Brunswick.

RESUMEN

En Canada, los pardmetros de provisién de servierase los sectores siimes de lucro vy el
estado se han desplazado con la apariciogatabios que han sucedido después de la era del
Estado de bienestar. Mientras que recisnéstudios, al nivel namal, han contribuido a
nuestro conocimiento de este extenso y subsiigado sector, aun menss desconoce acerca
de estas organizaciones a nivel regional y proial. A este punto, preguntas basicas acerca de
la naturaleza y capacidad de tal sector debenrsspondidas antes de poder pensar en el
papel adecuado que estas agencias pueden o debanen la presenteconomia mixta de
servicios sociales. Tomando Nuevo Brunswick@cel area de estudio, esta investigacion
examina una especifica subdivisid@ organizaciones involucradas kEnprovision de servicios

a individuales o a poblaciones necesitadas; orgati@#es de caridad registradas envueltas en



servicios humanos (i.e. serviciegciales y servicios de salmd hospitalarios). Los resultados
son derivados de una encuesta provincial @&as organizaciones los cuales exploran
dimensiones claves como; actividades,bigmo, responsabilidad,localidad, recursos
financieros, representacion de lggneros, y retos en la engy& de servicios. Los resultados
iniciales de un andlisis socio-geogréafico degossdatos son también presentados, lo cual
comienza a dar una mejor interpretacion del cordexiescenario de la prisidn de servicios
humanos en Nuevo Brunswick.

1. INTRODUCTION

Canadian society has always had mechani&nsupporting disadvantaged populations and
individuals in need; and charif@borganizations have alwaysagkd, and continue to play, a
major role in holding up the social safety net which, in many ways, defines us as a nation that
provides high quality of life foits citizens. However, the nae of the sevice delivery
relationship, and the role of the state withirhds shifted over time; it has also been the subject

of much debate.

The Keynesian-inspired modern Wege state which defined thielationship in the post-war
years gave way to the “welfare state crisisthe 1970’s, which was characterized by cutbacks
at all levels of governmentribugh to the mid 1990’s. For ovardecade now Canada has been
in a period of transition charactezz by the search for a new “sdat@ntract.” In this current
post-welfare state period, a new debate has teda@ng place on the respective responsibilities
and roles of different sectors, such as gornent, private businessenonprofit and voluntary
agencies, and families, in the fundingguation and delivery of human services.

Until about 10 years ago, relatively little was knmowm Canada about these organizations, but
this has been shifting, as we have seaoujh the increase in rarch attention on the
nonprofit sector (the recent fumdy of social economy researtdams by the Social Sciences
and Humanities Research Council is one examphg.have also seen an increased institutional
focus on the third sector at international, natipaad regional levels. Some examples of this
include the proclamation of 2001 #we International Year o¥olunteers by the UN, and in
Canada, the creation of the Voluntary Sector Initiative (VSI) in 2000, and the implementation of
large national surveys (eg: Natal Survey of Nonprofit and Vohtary Organizations). In New
Brunswick, which is the focus of this paper, a Community Task Force on the Nonprofit Sector
was established in 2007.

Over the course of this stugnd debate, differenprovincial jurisdictionsin Canada have
proposed and implemented different configunagi of the interface between the state and
nonprofit and voluntary agencies; and the variatidrmsn province to province and sub-sector

to sub-sector, are significant. In the pr@anof New Brunswick (NB)in particular, the
knowledge and documentation of charitable humaniceirganizations is aot. In an effort

to contribute to a better understandimg the capacities andhallenges of nonprofit
organizations within specific regional contexts, this paper presents the results of a survey
conducted in the province of New Brunswick.



The study focuses specifically orgretered charitable organizatis engaged in human services,
and looks at service typology and the realitieseifvice delivery for these organizations in
terms of: financial and human resour@apacity, governanceaccountability, gender
demographics, and the challengéslelivering human serviceS.he New Brunswick results are
considered in light of, and compared to, thedeenlentified in other Canadian regions (through
national studies of the voluntasector, for example). Withithe province, we consider the
geographic context of service delivery and exansunch factors as the size of areas served, the
urban-rural split, and the specific cultugeographies of this province.

2. METHODOLOGY

The New Brunswick Charitable Human Servigector Survey was conducted by mail in 2006.
The sample population consisted of all humarvise organizations (i.e health and welfare
service provision organizations, excluding htap) in New Brunswick which held formal
charitable status in the Canada Revenue Ag€@gyA) registry of charitable organizations.
The parameters for inclusion of organizationghie sample were based primarily on the service
category codes designated by the CRA, as wellssgories of the International Classification
of Non-profit Organizations @amon, L. and Anheier, 199%).

The first step of survey implementation was conduct focus groups with a selection of
potential participants in orddo gain feedback on survey dtgrand content. Focus groups

were held (in both English and French) witharitable organization leaders, and some
adjustments to survey content were made dasetheir feedback. The survey was preceded by

an introductory letter explaining the studyndaaccompanied by a letter that clarified
respondent’s voluntary participation and consent. The instrument consisted of a 19 page survey
booklet containing four sectionibat covered questions on theimaesearch themes (typology

and service delivery, geography, challengésservice provision, funding, governance, and
gender). The final sample consisted of 529 regdteharities. From this, a response rate of
53% was obtained (279 surveys).

3. RESULTS

An Overview of the Sector: Structure and Services

The most common area of see provision among NewvBrunswick organizations is social
services (66% indicateddhthis is their primary areas ofrsiee), followed by health (16%) and
development and housing (11%) (Table 1). In comparisonN#tenal Survey of Nonprofit
and Voluntary OrganizationdSNVO) also found social services to be the most common types

! From the CRA service categories, certain omissions wemge from the sample because they were deemed
inappropriate to the research objeetifof examining health and welfare based service organizations only). For
example, recreation clubs and churchgmegations were excluded, unless they were shown to be providing health
or welfare related services (i.e., soup kitchens etcSimilarly, primary care hospitals were excluded from the
sample, while ambulatory care and fire service orgépizs, clinics, nursing homes, hospital auxiliaries are
included.



of service being provided by organizations owdilly, after religion ath sport which are not
included in our study (Hall, deWit, shy, Mclver, Johnson, McAuley, et al. 2064).

Table 1: Primary Type of Service / Activities in NB and Canada

NB charitable
Service/Activity Areas Organizations
Social Services 66.2%
Health 15.7%
Development and Housing 11.0%
Law and Advocacy 3.8%
Other services (not elsewhere classified) 2.9%
Grant-making / fundraising / volunteerism 0.4%

N=210

New Brunswick human service ganizations vary widely irsize, whether measured by the
number of paid staff or by total funding. Adtingh there are many orgaations (20%) with a
large staff base (i.e., more than 20 paid emg#gy, most of them (55%) would be considered
small and had fewer than 10 paid staff. Budder New Brunswick céritable organizations
vary from as low as $1,500 to just over $9 roilli(see figure 1). The average budget for all
responding organizations is $660,000.

Figure 1. Total Funding: NB Organizations (N= 235)
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2 The NSNVO was a comprehensive ei@ation of the characteristics ofdshallenges facing the Canadian
voluntary sector. It covereaall sub-sectors (including for example: sporting organizations, arts and culture,
religious organizations, etc.) and was not limited to organizations with charitable Jtatiss.any compassion of
our results must be done with caution and with this difference in mind.



Most New Brunswick human seod organizations are well eBlished organizations, serving
the general public.On average, the organizations thattipgoated in our survey have been
providing services in the province for 27 yea@rganizations with lamy budgets tended to be
more established (Table 2), which appears tfayon to the logic that organizations grow in
capacity (financial and otherwiseyer time. The survey showed that most organizations in
New Brunswick (63%) do not have a membership optialiffering considerably from the
results of NSNVO survey, which showed thataonational level, 80% of organizations have a
formal membershif.Rowe (2006) also found that, compatedthe rest of Canada, voluntary
organizations in the Atlantidrovinces tend to serve a norcksive clientele (i.e., both
members and non-members), and our results cottfiatrthis is the case in New Brunswick.

Table 2. Relationship of Budget to Number of Years in Service

Total budget Years in service (average)
Less than $100,000 23
$100,000 to $499,999 25
$500,000 to $999,999 24
$1 million to $4.9 million 38
$5 million or more 36
Total 27

N=227 f=4.71, p<.05

The Challenges of Human Servie Provision in New Brunswick

Funding is the greatest chaitge facing New Brunswick humaervice organizations and was
cited as the number one challerge61% of the respondents to aurvey. It was one of the

top three challenges for 80% of organizations. While one might expect organizations with small
budgets to report more funding afidancial challenges, this wamt the case - thproblem of
funding seems to be universal across organizatbm@dl sizes. The second most common set

of challenges was related to human resourcesitfatol recruit, train, and retain skilled staff
and/or volunteers). Other Canadistudies suggest that the problem in attracting and retaining
staff is related in part to issues of low canpation and lack of befits made available by
many organizations in this sector (Thériault, 2003).

Even well-funded organizations struggle for humesources. In fact, the larger the budget of
an organization, the more likehhey were to state lack ofadf/expertise as their primary
challenge, suggesting that human resource/égpeproblems are not necessarily rooted in
financial capacity alone (Tabl®). Staffing challenges may albe a reflection of the trend of
organizations being increasingly reliant orojpct (i.e., short-term) funding, as has been

% Of those organizations in New Brunswick who have a membership option, 25% require membesshigde
provision. Primarily, these aisenior and youth centers.

* This difference may be due in part to the different sampling between this study and th©NGiN®Yy. Two key
differences are: 1) the NSNVO study sampled organizations from all sectors, and 2) NSNVO inctuatdd
registered charities, but incorporatamhprofit organizations as Wethereby including organizations that primarily
serve private needs rather than the puddiiarge (Halkt. al. 2004, p.64).



discovered in other studies (Sc@®003); with this short-termuhding structure likely leading to
short-term employment offeringsd problems with staff retention.

Table 3. Relationship of Budget to Human Resource Challenges

Total budget Staff capacity challenges: % of organizations
Less than $100,000 10

$100,000 to $499,999 38

$500,000 to $999,9999 33

$1 million to $4.9 million 53

$5 million or more 60

N=206, crv=.36, p<.05

The fact that funding is the single most importaimillenge facing these afities is an alarming,
though not surprising, trend which is supported much of the literature on the voluntary
sector. The immediacy of this challenge hogrewshould not overshadothe fact that the
struggle for human resources is also significamgn among large, well funded organizations.
These challenges point to a struggle for sustgihg both within oganizations and for the
sector as a whole. The sexctithat follows willexamine how organizations govern and manage
themselves within this climate.

Governance and Decision-Making

Most responding organizations (68%ere independent (i.e., theid not belong to an umbrella
organization), and administered through a boardirgfctors structure, which necessitates close
working relationships between volunteers (as thoaembers) and paid staff. Within this
however, there can be a great deal of vamatimmong organizations in terms of how and by
whom various administrative decisions are madRespondents to our survey were asked to
state the level of decision-making input thats held by their volunteg, staff, and funders.

As outlined in table 4, thergpears to be a relative balanoedecision-making power between
funders, volunteers, and staffterms of the activitie undertaken by an ganization. However
the staff, who in most organizations would rhest involved in the day delivery of programs,
have the greatest inflnee on what activities are carriedit, and how. When it comes to
fundraising activities, funders ppar to have little influencestaff tend to have the most
influence in this area, followed by voluntee(who are often the driving force behind
fundraising campaigns, particularly for small orgaions). Funders algend to have little
influence over who is on an organization’s decision-making body.

® This question was posed as a five point scale, where 1 = “no input considered” from that g®ep and
“completely determined” by that groug=or ease of reporting, results have been condensed into high (4-5),
medium (3) and low (1-2) levels of input.



Table 4. Decision-Making Input Levels

Level of Input on: Staff Volunteers Funders
\What activities will be performed High Medium Medium
How activities are carried out High Medium Medium
Types of fundraising undertaken High Medium Low
\Who will be on the decision-making bofly Medium Medium Low
IAccountability measures Medium Medium Medium

Evaluation and Accountability

Our findings showed that both financial amabgram evaluations @arcommon practice among
charitable human service organizations ilmNBrunswick. Ninetypercent (90%) reported
conducting financial evaluations, 86% conducted program and/or service evaluations, and 78%
also conducted other types of evaluations. Most organizations (57%) were evaluated both
externally and internatl and thirty-eight percent (38%)as¢d that they found these to be
extremely useful. Bugg arallhoff’'s (2006) survey on goveance showed that only 48% of
organizations conduct formal @&wations. Therefore, whiléhese studies on evaluation
practices may not be directly mparable, it does appear that New Brunswick is leading in this
regard.

Most commonly, organizations reported that tlnare primarily accountable to a government
body. In contrast, when asked to whom they felt their organizathmuld be primarily
accountable to, the most common response peons/members, followed by government.
While most organizations (75%) are in agreemeith who they are awently accountable to,
the results seem to indicate tleatrent accountability structes may not be centered enough on
service users.

Organizational Capacity: Financial and Human Resources

The nonprofit sector is a major contributor to tiaional economy, in fatche rate of economic
growth in the nonprofit sector is exceeding tbhteconomy as a whole (Statistics Canada,
2006). It could be speculateden, that many of the finantiahallenges higighted by the
voluntary sector literature (incluaj this study) are attributable to ‘growing pains’ as the sector
expands within a climate of reduced funding.e Bections that follow provide some fodder for
future discussion on this topic the New Brunswick context.

As noted earlier, the budgets for New Brunswick organizations surveyed ranged from $1,500 up
to $9 million, with an agerage of just under $660,000.By comparison, according to the
NSNVO (Hall et. al., 2004), the average income riegistered charitable organizations (of all

® The NSNVO figures for New Brunswick show an average revenue for all organizations &3fi7@His figure
applies to all sub-sectors and includes unregistered organigptilt is interesting to note however, that in the
NSNVO, NB organizations are the thilargest when financial figures are compared nationally (Hall et al,
2004.p29).



types) in Canada was $786,094vlost New Brunswick organizans in our sample would be
considered small: three-quarters operated on budgets of less than $500,000 (see table 5). The
same pattern is seen in the sector at a ndtiewal, where approximale 90% of organizations

had budgets of less than $500,000 (Hall et. al., 2004).

Table 5. Range of Budgets Among NB Respondents

% of NB

Total budget organizations
less than $100,000 37
$100,000 to $499,999 38
$500,000 to $999,999 5

$1 million to $4.9 million 18

$5 million or more 2

N=235

Our data shows a relatiship between the budget size ahd human resource capacity of
organizations in New BrunswickQOrganizations witHarger budgets tend to have the highest
number of staff (table 6). The same patter@ise seen in the number of volunteers (though it is
not statistically significant, ithat case). Although (as previbusioted) organizations with
large budgets have the most staff, they are alse i@ly to identify staffing as a challenge of
service provision. In other stied the same trend (i.e., staffi as a challenge is positively
related to budget size) has besbserved for the Atlantic Prowses and for Canada as a whole
(Hall et al, 2004; Rowe, 2006).

Table 6. Relationship Between Budegt Size and Human Resource Capacity

Average number of | Average number of
Total funding staff ** volunteers*
less than $100,000 2 27
$100,000 to $499,999 6 33
$500,000 to $999,999 19 97
$1 million to $4.9 million 55 302
$5 million or more 187 143

*N=215 f=1.2 p= .29
**N=215 =187.1 p=<.05

Survey data indicate that organizations widinge budgets are under tighter control from
funders, while decision-making in small organiaas is heavily influenced by volunteers. Over
50% of organizations with budgets of less tB400,000 stated that thegamization’s activities
are completely determined by volunteers. Thellef/eput staff has owrganizational decision-
making, however, was not related to budget size.

" Using NSNVO data to calculate the average budgets for only the six organization types that fall within our sample
(health, social services, developmantl housing, law and adcacy, grant-making and volunteerism, and other),

the figure does not change significantly ($728,677, coetptr the $786,094 averafpe all registered charities).

(Hall et al, 2004, p.22).



Funding: Source Matters

As discussed in the research of Katherine S2003), there have beenifth taking place in the
way revenue is generated in the nonprofit sect@uts in government funding, as she points
out, have led many organizations to a depeng@mcdiverse sources ahort-term, unstable
funding. One of the most pronounced trendthsf new funding regime has been the shift to
targeted, project-based funding and a decreaskeeimmount of core funding available to run
voluntary organizations on a day-day, year-to-year operationaldi® Some of the questions
in our survey shed some light on how local migations in New Brunswk are being affected
by this trend; in some instancesglgiing surprisingly positive results.

Government is a key funder for New Brunswiclgamizations, but is in most cases, not the
primary funder. Most respondents to our survey dependjomernment for at least a portion of
their funding, but the majority (55%) receive lésan half of their revenue from government
sources (see table 7). Larger organizatiahg on a higher proportioof government funds
(table 7). The same pattern has been showerigh at the national Vel (Hall et. al. 2004).

Table 7. Percent of Funding from Government Sources, by Size of Budget and Percentage of New
Brunswick Human Service Organizations

Percent of funding from government sources % of organizations Average budget
0-25 40 $252,553

25 - 49 15 $274,018

50-74 13 $882,598

75 -100 31 $1,304,574

N=223 f=10.73 p<.05

Government-funded organizations face fewer financial challenges (i.e., were less likely to report
financed as their primary chatige), but are under tighter control by their funders. The level of
input from funders on decision-making wassp@ely related to the proportion of funding
received from government sourgsee table 8). Organizans that receive the majority of their
funds from government were also more likelyréport that their mantiss were not respected

by funders and slightly more likely to stathat they had problems with the reporting
requirements of funders.

However, organizations primarily funded by goweent are more likely to dedicate a high
proportion of their budget to comgperations (84% reported th&to thirds or more of their
budgets were allocated to core operationf)e impression given by this data is that
government-funded organizations éadng better financially but teni have more problematic
relationships with their funders.
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Table 8. Areas in Which Funders Have High Levels of Decision-Making Input, by Percentage of
Total Funds Received From Government

% of organizations

Less than 50% | 50% or more

of total funds of total funds
Areas in which funders have high levels of come from come from
decision-making government government
Types of activities* 16 48
How activities are carried out** 11 32
Accountability measures*** 19 66

* N=183 crv=.47 p<.05
** N=182 crv=.381 p<.05
***N=183 crv=.519 p<.05

Funding Stability: The Challenge of ‘Keeping up the Good Work’ in the Human Service Sector

As we have found in this study, finances are htli@ greatest challeegaceing organizations
in the human service sector. As other studieg Ishown (see Scott, 2008&)is often the nature

of funding delivery that posesdlgreatest challenge, with maogganizations relying on short-
term funds and being unable to plan for longnt@rogram development. Here we compare the
source of funding among organizats in New Brunswick with thetability and challenges of
acquiring and using their service delivery dollars.

While Gumulka, Hay, and Lasby (2006) fourtdat 61% of small and medium-sized
organizations in Canada report an over-r@gan project funding, our study indicates that New
Brunswick organizations operate oglatively stable funding. Gendhg respondents to our
survey are dedicating most of their resourcesot@ operations (71% of the budget, on average,
with the remaining portion to speciaiojects). While we must bmareful not to interpret this as
an absence of struggle for cdumding, it does tell ushat most New Brumngick organizations
devote the majority of their mopdo day-to-day operations. ©survey data also show that
organizations who devote a lot more of theudgets to core operatiorisnd to have larger
budgets overall (table 9). This trend is relatedht fact that these ganizations also tend to
have more paid staff (which is mditely their greatest budget expense).

Table 9. Budget Allocated to Core Operations Relative to Revenue

Average | Average
size of | number of
Percent of budget allocated to core operations | budget* | staff**

Low (0-33%) $182,265 3
Medium (34-65%) $370,679 15
High (66-100%) $796,038 21

*N=187 f=4.03 p<.05
**N=180 f=4.56 p<.05

11



Mission drift is problematic among human seevbrganizations in New Brunswick, though not
as prevalent as expected. Less than halfeoféepondents indicated that their organizations had
ever shifted its focus.@., undergone “mission driff’in order to securéunding, and less than
1% experienced this on aguar basis. In her studfzunding Matters Scott (2003) shows that
33% of organizations exgence mission drift (p.150).

The demands of funder reporting are something hatoften been discussed as a problem in
the nonprofit sector. Our survey asked orgations whether they had experienced problems
with the reporting requirements of funding ages, and found that leskan 25% experience
problems, with less than 5% stating that réipgrwas a serious problem. Respondents were
also asked to rate the extent to which tfey their mandate was respected by their funders.
Most organizations (54%) felt ah their mandates were complgteespected by the funders to
whom they report, and less than 5% statedttieat mandate was not at all respected. Such low
incidents of problems with both reporting tr, having their mandates respected by, funders
suggests that New Brunswick orgzations may not be under teame pressure to conform as
has been suggested, and/or that they magopeing to accept the reporting demands placed
upon them.

Gender Demographics in New Brunwick’'s Human Service Sector

Although it is widely known thathe Canadian voluntary sector as a whole is predominantly
staffed by women, there has bedtidiextensive research conded on the gended nature of

the sector. The work of both Foster and Merdh@003 and 2005) is axception to this, and
has provided insight into women'’s woitary organizations specifically.

Others have speculated about the reasons éonitih concentration of women in the voluntary
sector as a whole; for example, regarding thaditional concentran of women in caring
occupations, McMullen & Schell&erg (2002) have said that:

“...nonprofits may offer more flexible working arragmgents that are attractito women seeking to
balance work and family-care responsibilities;nonprofits may offer women greater opportunity to
assume senior management roles than is the foasether sectors. It may also be the case that
relatively fewer men are willing to accept the kindwadrk and working conditias that the sector is
able to offer.” (2002, p.8)

While the reasons behind the gerell nature of the sector che debated, our data shows
indisputably that human service organizatiomsNew Brunswick are predominantly female-
staffed and female-le®Yomen made up the overwhelming méjoof the employee base of the

8 Scott (2003) explains mission drift in the following w&Jhe emerging funding regime is calling into question
how nonprofit and voluntary organizations define their mission and programs, hosirtihgtyre themselves, and
generate the resources necessary to sustain their actMiéieg.worry that organizations are being driven to take
on programs or activities that dilute their missionstahréheir resources and erode their base of legitimacy.”
(p.150).

?In our New Brunswick survey, the question of mission drift is asked on a 5-point scale (fartoaiever
experiencing mission drift), while in Scott’s survey (2003), results are derived from a yes/no question on the
subject; therefore a direct comparison of the data can not be made.
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organizations that participated in our sur(@p%, on average, with a median of 91%). The
majority of volunteers, board memts and leaders were also women.

Hierarchy and Inequity within a Gendered Sector

It is interesting to note however, that there is also some hidden inequality within this
demographic trend. While the sector is powdrgdvomen, their level of influence appears to
decrease proportionately to thatsis of the positions within anganization. In this analysis we
are assuming a hierarchy within organizationgh\staff and volunteers at the lower end of the
scale, and managers and board members atgherhénd). As shown in table 10, the ratio of
women to men is lower among leaders and boardlees than it is among volunteers and staff.
Results from our survey also show thagamizations with largeibudgets tend to have
(proportionately) fewer female board membersntido organizations with small budgets (see
Table 11). These trends further confirm a pattbat has been shown in previous studies; see
for example, Prince (1988), and Dow (2001).

Although one might have expected to see it, alaimignificant trend is not present in our data
when we examine leadership gender (i.e., GE@id Executive Directors). Similarly, there
were no significant differencestheen the relative budget size ocafésize of organizations led
by men and those led by womehhis differs from the resultsf a study conducted by Thériault
(2003), which found that organizations legimen tended to have larger budd8ts.

Table 10. Gender Representation Among Volunteers, Staff, Leaders, and Board

% female % male
Positions within an organization
Volunteers (median, n=279) 71 29
Staff (median, n=279) 91 9
Leaders (total responding leaders n=218) 69 31
Members of the board (median, n=279) 57 43

Table 11. Gender of Board in Relation to Budget

Annual budget % male board memters | % female board members
Less than $100, 000 35 65
$100, 000 to $499,000 42 58
$500,000 or more 48 52

N=223 {=4.85 p<.05

Gendered Governance and Leadership

This New Brunswick survey tells us thatganizations governed by women tend to draw on
more female human resources. Among thepeoading organizations, those that had higher
percentages of women on theirabds tended, on average, tovhanore female staff, more
female managers, and more female volunteers, than those with fewer women on the board (see

19 Although not present among leadership, note thatréisl was seen among boards (organizations with more
males on the board tend to have higher budgets), as noted.
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table 12). Organizations withrfeale leaders (ie: chairs, CEOa@nd executive directors) are
also far more likely than those led by merhave high representatiamf women on board and
on staff (table 13).

Table 12. Gender of Governing Bodyn Relation to Gender of Workforce

% of females % of females in % of female
Women on board on staff management roles | volunteers

(mean, n=190) | (mean, n=224) (mean, n=176)
Less than 30% women 61 26 32
31-60% women 76 51 65
More than 60% women 90 79 78

Table 13. Gender of Organization’s Leader by Female Boards and Staff

Gender of Leader Boards with more than | Staffed by more than
60% women 60% women

Male 14% 22%

Female 86% 78%

It is clear from the results of this survey tkia voluntary sector in NeBrunswick, like that of
the rest of Canada, is compogmimarily of women. Howevergsults also show some trends
of inequity within the hierarchy of the secto@ther reports have pointed to the predominance
of women in the sector as a manifestatiorinefquity, given the seats tendency to demand
high education and skills in return for pay andbgity than is often less than that of other
sectors (Mailloux et al., 200Zarr et. al., 2004).

Geography: Human Services and Regionalism in New Brunswick

As many studies have highlighted, the charitadetor in Canada seems as diverse as the
country itself"* From province to province and frongien to region, the charitable emphasis,
level and nature of giving, chatiges, and of course size, of gextor, are highly varied. This
section provides a brief overview of the regiband geographical datar the New Brunswick
charitable human service sector.

New Brunswick human service orgaations tend to serve primarily their local area. Our data
show that 70% of organizatiosgrve only the local population (i.avithin the municipality or

some other unincorporated local area in which #reylocated), and less than 5% serve outside

of the province. Although theend seems more pronounced in N@wnswick, it is also seen in
Canada as a whole, where the majority olmtdry organizations (64Pserve only locally, and

in the Atlantic Provinces (whe&2% are serving locally).

The majority of the charitableBuman service organizations in New Brunswick are located in
rural areas and small town3here are three urban centredNiew Brunswick with populations

of over 40,000 (Fredericton, Moncton, and Saint John). Just under half of the organizations that
participated to our survey are located in éhesties, while 55% are located in less densely

M For discussions and data on regional variations (see, for example: Hall et al., 2003; Hall et al 9@6080B6.
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populated areas. These figures corresponth whe distribution of New Brunswick’s
population, which is split rather evgrbetween rural and urban aréas.

Fifteen percent (15%) of respondiorganizations repted geography as aalkenge of service
provision, and 6% identified it as their primagigallenge. This challenge was most commonly
expressed in terms of distance to their paten the challenges of caweg of a wide service
area with minimal resources and/or staffThe rural location of organizations has been
highlighted as a significant allenge in other provincial sties (Carr, Carr, Hanna, Rockwood,
& Rodgers-Sturgeon, 2004), in which rural orgahae have stated thaolation limits their
capacity (in terms of training opganities, connections to governmigand the inability to be
self-sufficient, etc.).

Cultural Geography and Rural Isolation in New Brunswick

New Brunswick’s linguistic geography is comprised of twifical languages (French and
English). In this province, in addition to thballenge of physical isdian (manifest in access

to and provision of service in rural areas), there is the potential for challenges of linguistic
isolation (manifest in access émd provision of serges in one’s first laguage). Carr et. al.
(2004) have noted this challengeregard to its ndh-eastern region, vith is predominantly
Francophone and rural. The map below providedsual demonstration of the location of
organizations serving primarily French-spiegk clientele, witha background showing the
percentage of people who are French-speaking in each census subdivision.

2 50urce: Statistics Canada population tables: “Populatlmanuand rural, by province and territory.” Results are
not directly comparable, as this table defines the rutafusplit according tpopulation density (over 400 persons
per knf).
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Distribution of Charitable Organizations
in New Brunswick: Language of Service
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Our survey data confirms that Francophone woigdions are far more likely to be located
outside of a major centre ancetefore experience greater pratls with geographical isolation

in addition to possible linguistbarriers (Table 14).

Table 14. Primary Language of Service Relative to Geographical Location

Primary language of
majority of clients

Organizations located
in an urban centre
(pop >40,000)

Organizations located
outside of an urban centre
(pop. <40,000)

English 80% 60%
French 5% 33%
Both 14% 7%
Other 1% 0%

N=256 crv=.354 p<.05

Urban Organizations are more institutionallyhnoected and serve wider areas. They are twice
as likely to operate under, or be part of ambrella organization athose located in rural
areas® They are also more likely to servedei catchment areaseond their immediate
location), suggesting that manyraliareas are dependent on sex\pcoviders in the three major

13 Cross tabulation (crv=.208, p<.05)
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centres” The average distance to furtheseaarserved for urban organizations is137km
compared to 62km for rural organizatidns.

Organizations locatedh urban areas have sigiedintly larger budgets, caverage, than those in
more rural regions. The size differencen as pronounced howevevhen we compare the
number of paid staff, whictuggests that rural organizationsyri#e doing more with less or, at
least, paying (almost) as many people witlvée dollars (Table 19).The map below also

provides a visual representation of the budget sif organizations lative to the population

density in New Brunswick census subdivisions.

Distribution of Charitable Organizations
in New Brunswick: Budget Size
and Population Density
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14 Cross tabulation (crv=.297, p<.05) shows 43% of urban-based and 16% of rurabdgasezhtions serve areas
beyond their immediate municipality/area (i.e., a sub-provincial region or larger).
15 Comparison of means (f= 29.34, p>.05)
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Table 19. Budget and Staff Size Relative to Geographical Location

Rural /Urban Average budget* Average staff size**
Urban Center (pop >40,000) $845,202 19
Rural / Outside Urban Centre (pop <40,000) $491,432 15

*N=23 f=4.09 p05 **N= 237 f= .827 p=.364

Geographically speaking, the charitable sedtoparticular in New Brunswick has several
distinct attributes. The laegproportion of the population livingy rural areas and its unique
regional language spemwity are two examples. The datmerging from this survey have
highlighted the potential impact of these differves and raised some irgsting questions about

the capacity of rural orgégzation and about the capacity or urban-based organizations to support
rural areas.

4. DISCUSSION

In order to inform public policy and ensutke provision of services for populations and
individuals in need in this pravce into the future, there mus¢ a clearer understanding of not
only the people and groups who utilise humanisesy but also of the ehitable organizations
providing them. Understanding this means examgirtheir needs, their capabilities, and their
limitations; moreover it means developing a betterupecof their role in the social economy in
this post-welfare state era.

Until very recently there has beétile attempt to study and undéad the charitable sector in
New Brunswick. This survey, together withe establishment of the Premiers Community
Nonprofit Taskforce, represents one of #arly steps toward understanding the needs and
realities facing nonprofits in thigrovince (and in the case tfis study, of understanding the
realities specific to charitable human service nonprofits).

For example, this study has contributed to ti@ed for understanding by establishing that New
Brunswick human service charities tend togreviding services acss great distances, and
providing them non-exclusively (i.e., servicese open the public, not by a membership
structure). For the most part, they are diligglmout evaluation and reporting, and are steadfast
in their missions despite the nedchase funding from year to year Still, our results show

that most of these organizations are seriously lacking financial resources, which is likely
contributing to their demonstrated difficulty finding and retaimg staff and volunteers.

As the percentage of the population in need expands (and the trends of growing income
disparity and an aging populatiahctate that it will), we camot expect everything from a
sector that is in dire need aflditional resources. The questamthe table today is not whether

the state will continue to operate some forntotlaboration in service delivery with the many
charitable organizations of the provindmit rather the question of whether or timé¢ state is

ready to enter into a true paership with these nonprofit and charitable agencies to allow them
to improve and expend the benefits thegvite to the people of New Brunswick.
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Following from this are the questions of whaattipartnership will look like, and whether the
structure that emerges will adequately address the unique challenges facing the charitable
human service sector in this province. Iteaficial challenges, localized structure, rural
populations, and unique cultural geaghy are a few of the examples highlighted in this paper.
Currently, it seems that New Brunswick is tre brink of asking and answering these very
important questions. The answers that are negdtrasy in effect dictate what the future holds

for charitable human service organizations in ghisvince, its nonprofit sector as a whole, and

the populations these serve.
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