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Introduction

Purpose
The purpose of this paper is to examine, within the framework of privatization by
government, some of the traditional functions expected to be undertaken by
boards of directors of voluntary social welfare organizations. This study focuses
on the fund-raising function, the development and assessment of long-term and
strategic plans, and the more general area of board-management relations. This
last area includes budgeting, program development and delivery and management
of senior staff.

As will be described more fully in the Methodology section, the authors identified
a subset of 91 social welfare organizations from a larger study of not-for-profit
(NFP) agencies, then divided the subset into four categories-depending on the
per cent of their total operating budget funded by federal plus provincial govern
ments. The hypothesis for this study is that the boards of heavily funded (privat
ized) agencies will behave differently in matters of governance than will the
boards of agencies that receive no government funding. The emphasis throughout
is on the differences between these two categories. Where possible, comments will be
made on the patterns exhibited by the agencies found between those two funding
extremes, i.e., those that are "lightly" or "moderately" funded by govemment

It should be noted that the study upon which this paper is based was conducted
in late 1990 and early 1991. Recent developments in funding of many volun-

*Presented to the Sixth Conference on Social Welfare Policy, St. John's, Newfoundland, June
27-30,1993.
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tary social welfare organizations, particularly relating to what many are referring
to as "a crisis in government funding", suggest that some of the study results
might have been quite different were the study to be repeated in 1993. In fact,
those differences have been observed by the authors in some recent cases, and are
consistent with many of the concerns and conclusions of this paper.

Methodology
The data for this paper were drawn from the results of a 1990/91 survey of the
1,200 voluntary, NFP organizations on the mailing list of The Canadian Centre
for Philanthropy. The survey, in the form of a 36-page questionnaire sent to the
executive directors of each organization, was conducted by Victor Murray and Pat
Bradshaw at York University. A 35 per cent response was achieved, for an overall
sample of 417 usable returns. The responses provide a representative sampling of
the variety of NPOs in Canada, with numerous responses from each key sector:
health, social welfare, education, cultural organizations, religious groups, etc.
Appendix A presents a list of respondents by sector.

This paper investigates the responses from organizations in the social welfare sector,
which were defined as agencies whose purpose is to assist the disadvantaged or
people with particular social problems. Of the 123 returns from this sector, 17 were
removed from the subset because they were also active in one or more of the other
sectors detailed in Appendix A. A further 11 responses were culled from this paper's
data base since there was uncertainty as to whether the person who completed the
questionnaire was actually an executive director or equivalent.

Of the remaining 95 respondents, four indicated that a significant portion of their
total funds came from "fees-for-service paid by government". Since this paper
investigates differences between agencies that are and are not funded by govern
ment, and since these four respondents could not be placed in either category with
assurance, they were also removed from the sample.

Table 1
Respondents by Government Funding Category
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Thus, the sample for this paper becomes 91 voluntary social welfare agencies
whose executive director or equivalent completed the questionnaire. Those 91
respondents were grouped into four categories, based on the combined percent
age of their total funds received from the federal plus their provincial govern
ments. (Table 1)

Finally, it should be noted that the data for this paper were drawn from the results
of an investigation of a much larger sampling of NFP organizations, with a much
broader focus. While the initial study, called a Survey of the Effectiveness of
Not-For-Profit Organization Boards, provides an extensive database from which
to draw, it did not specifically focus on the issue of privatization. Thus, while the
observations are valid, the data can only tentatively be considered to support the
conclusions.

Profile
Table 2 outlines the types of social welfare organizations included in the sample.
Twelve distinct groups of agencies emerged:

Table 2
Types of Social Welfare Or2anizations

Services for People With Developmental Disabilities 15

Counselling and Support Services for Seniors 12

Services for People with Physical Disabilities 8

Recruiting & Supervising Volunteers for Young Boys 8

7

7

Family Counselling Programs & Services
--------------+--------11

Community Fund-Raising Agencies

Treatment Services for Children. Adolescents & Families 6

Counselling & Support Services for Women 6

Protective Services for Children (C.A.S.) 5

Mental Health Services for Adults 5

Support Services for Youths 4

Community Corrections & Rehabilitation Services 4

Miscellaneous Services - Each Reporting Once 4

91
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A provincial breakdown of respondents in Table 3 indicates some skewing of the
results towards Ontario and away from Quebec, with the Western provinces
adequately represented. While the authors conclude that this bias is probably the
result of a skewing in the membership list of The Canadian Centre for Philan
thropy, the reader should note that many respondents are national organizations
with a head office in Ontario-usually either Ottawa or Toronto--but with
operations in many or all Canadian provinces:

Table 3
Respondents by Province

Ontario 66

Alberta 9

British Columbia 8

Manitoba 4

Saskatchewan 4

Nova Scotia 3

Quebec 2

Prince Edward Island 2

91

Table 4 details some key operating variables for the responding agencies, such as
budget and staff size. These results are delineated for each of the four funding
categories introduced earlier:

Table 4
Respondent Characteristics, by Funding Category

(K =000, M - 000,000)

SBUDGET 650K 1.3M 2.lM 1.9M

S BUDGET RANGE 41K-4M 20K-13M 19K-6.2M 116K-6.7M

AVG. II PAID STAFF 11 15 31 41

STAFF SIZE RANGE I-SO 1-65 6-200 1-250

II VOLUNTEERS (RANGE) 6-14K 0-43K 3-400 0-800
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Overview

Privatization
Stoez (1981) perceives privatization as the systematic turning over of social
services to the private sector. The need to restrain government welfare costs and
the emergence of a neo-conservative ideology in some governments (Azim,
1987) are perceived to be primary factors in the growth of privatization. Numer
ous authors have identified the three methods of privatization currently employed
by a variety of governments. They include:

1. Government refusing to accept any further responsibility for either the
provision or delivering of social services. In this extreme situation, the
government would not only withdraw from the delivery of needed social
services, but would cease to provide funds to the voluntary sector to
deliver such services.

2. Government which over a period of time had become involved with the
funding and provision of many services decides to limit its responsibility
to the provision and delivery of services mandated by the federal or
provincial statutes. The delivery and funding for all other services would
be turned over to the voluntary sector.

3. Government would maintain responsibility for funding traditional public
social services, but transfer the delivery of such services to the voluntary
sector.

A number of critics, including Azim and Ramesh Mishra (1988) have expressed
concern regarding the long-term effects of privatization on the delivery of social
services. On the other hand, a position, supported by the Canadian Association of
Social Workers' (CASW) submission to the Royal Commission on Economic
Union and Development Prospects in Canada (1983) suggests that the voluntary
sector is capable of doing a better job of delivering such services. Mishra per
ceives the CASW position as unwittingly providing a convenient rationale for
government to withdraw from service delivery.

Up to this point, the third form of privatization has been practised in many
provinces, particularly in relation to services eligible for funding through the
Canada Assistance Plan. A number of the authors included in Privatization and
Provincial Social Services in Canada (1988) confirm the increasing trend
towards privatization. This trend has been particularly clear in child welfare
services in provinces such as Manitoba, British Columbia and Ontario, where
public funds have replaced a ,dependency on voluntary donations through organi
zations such as the United Way. To a lesser extent, the privatization of services for
the aged and the physically handicapped is also under way.

In a parallel development, the national strategy for the deinstitutionalization of
people with developmental handicaps has brought about the development and
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expansion of many community-based voluntary organizations specifically
designed to provide services to this group. With the exception of limited
revenue generated by workshops and donations, these organizations have been
funded primarily by governments. While one might applaud the government's
recognition that deinstitutionalization often enhances quality of life, and can
be beneficial for human dignity, it is also worth noting that the process-either
by accident or by design-greatly facilitates the governments' privatization
efforts. Further, it extends the concept of privatization to include the reduction
of funding by often replacing unionized civil servants with lower-paid non
unionized staff, and by making it easier to limit the budgets of small, depen
dent organizations.

The Voluntary Organization and Governance
In her 1988 paper entitled, "Privatization: Increasing Government Efficiency or
Dismantling the Welfare State?" Erica Bell-Lowther makes an important state
ment concerning the autonomy of the voluntary agency and privatization. She
notes:

The literature on the political economy of privatization and voluntary organizations
documents that voluntary agencies in the U.S. have been forced to become more
opportunistic, entrepreneurial and political to survive. Major changes have taken
place in their organizational environment. There is an increasing reliance on govern
ment funds tied to specific services rather than to general operating grants. Agency
resources are reallocated to securing government contracts and tailoring services to
tenders requested by governments. This results in the loss of many of the advantages
of voluntary organizations: their flexibility, innovativeness, ability to promote citizen
participation and their advocacy and social reform roles.

The voluntary agency is described in this paper as an NFP organization directed
by a board of directors composed of paid staff and/or community volunteers. This
type of organization has had a long and distinguished history of developing and
delivering social services in North America. Kramer, in Voluntary Agencies in the
Welfare State (1981), suggests that the voluntary organization has four major
roles in modem society:

1. The voluntary agency is in the vanguard. It tends to be the pioneer
the institution that will experiment with innovative programs to meet
current or emergency needs. Demonstration projects will frequently
be developed and, if successful, may be taken over by the government.

2. The voluntary agency is perceived as the critic or gadfly that performs
a "watchdog function" over government-operated services. It func
tions as the empowerer or advocate that pressures the government to
extend, improve or establish needed services.
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3. The voluntary agency is seen as "value guardian of voluntaristic,
particularistic and secondary values". It is expected to promote citizen
participation, develop leadership and protect special interest groups.

4. The voluntary agency is the service provider which delivers certain
services it has selected. It may decide to offer social services that the
government is unable, or unwilling, to provide.

Wilensky and Lebeaux (1958) state that governance of the voluntary agency, with
some few exceptions related to religious groups, has evolved from the nineteenth
century when a group of wealthy individuals would declare themselves to be the
"patrons" of a particular charity, and would therefore serve as the agency's board
of directors. Since the main focus of these early agencies was limited to providing
financial relief for the poor, the major function of the board was to supply monies
from themselves and their friends. The emphasis on boards providing operational
funds for the agency has decreased with the growth of federated or community
fund raising. However, fund raising and the associated "overview" perspective
with respect to accountability for community-raised funds remain important
functions for the voluntary board of directors.

Slavin, in his 1985 Introduction to a series of articles related to voluntary boards
of directors, suggests that such boards are responsible for the following functions:

1. Establishing the legal entity and legitimacy of the agency;

2. Establishing and maintaining financial integrity, solvency and
accountability;

3. Engaging and evaluating the chief executive officer;

4. Managing financial investments;

5. Establishing personnel policies;

6. Serving as advocates for the organization and its services;

7. Serving as a link between the relevant community and the agency; and

8. Establishing and monitoring the agency's board policies and goals.

The survey results for this paper tend to support Slavin's directions or, at the
very least indicate that what Slavin proposes is being done in Canadian
settings. Respondents were asked to rank seven key board functions according
to the degree of importance attached to each function by the board. Rankings
were by letter, ranging from A+ ("absolutely top priority") to F (not at all
important). Letter rankings were converted to a scale of 1-6, such that the
higher number indicated greater importance. The results of this survey are
outlined in Table 5:
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Table 5
Relative Importance of Board Functions

Guardian of Finances & Fiscal Responsibility

••• $PQitJl:L
5.2

Appoint & Evaluate Paid Top Manager

Develop & Assess Long-Tenn & Strategic Plans

Advocacy & Community Relations

Active Role in Fund-Raising

Represent Interests of Constituencies

Develop & Deliver Specific Programs

6 = maximum importance

4.8

4.7

4.4

4.1

3.8

3.2

Findings

Fund Raising
The overall sample of 417 shows that all NFP organizations consider fund raising
to be important, ranking this function at 4.3 on a scale of 1-5. Voluntary social
agencies, however, view this dimension as slightly less important as their average
ranking is 4.1.

Fl IMPORTANCE ATTACHED TO FUND
RAISING BY BOARD (S=CRITICAL)

5

4

3

2

Figure Fl highlights a strong,
inverse correlation between the
level of government funding and
the importance placed on fund
raising, with heavily funded
agencies ranking this at 3.4
compared to 4.7 by those agen
cies receiving no government
funding.

o 1-29 30-69 70+

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government
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F2 BOARD FULLY PERFORMS
FUND-RAISING ROLE (%)

o 1-29 30-69 70+

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government

F3 BOARD DECIDES AND
IMPLEMENTS FUND RAISING (5)

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government

Figures F2 to F4 indicate that the
behaviour of the boards is con
sistent with the importance
placed on fund raising. Only an
average of 5% of boards of
heavily funded agencies fully
perform the fund-raising role for
the organization versus an aver
age of 25% of agencies receiv
ing lower levels of funding (F2).

Similarly, agencies with low lev
els of funding are more likely to
make and implement fund-rais
ing decisions (F3).
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F4 FUND-RAISING DECISIONS BASED ON
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM OTHERS (%)

Also, a far greater percentage of
heavily funded agencies tends to
make fund-raising decisions on
the basis of recommendations
from others (F4).

o 1-29 30·69 70+

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government

F5 IMPORTANT THAT BOARD MEMBERS
BE WILLING TO DONATE FUNDS (%)

o 1·29 30-69 70+

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government

30

Interestingly, the fund-raising
criteria applied to the selection
of new board members appears
to be inconsistent with both the
importance placed on, and the
board role in, this function. Fig
ure F5 indicates that agencies
receiving significant or heavy
government funding place much
greater importance on the pro
spective board member's will
ingness to donate funds
(average 81 % versus 53%
average at agencies with little
or no funding).



Discussion
Boards of voluntary social welfare agencies who do not, and have not, received
government funding are markedly different in their approach to fund raising.
They consider this function more important, and are consistently more directly
involved in all aspects of agency fund raising.

To the extent that privatized agencies have not had to rely on traditional fund-rais
ing activities, and are facing increasingly scarcer resources from their govern
ment funders, such agencies may require new approaches and criteria for
structuring their boards of directors. For now, many satisfy themselves with
simply appointing board members who are able to donate personal funds. Boards
that are not actually restructured to include greater fund-raising orientation and
expertise should, at the very least, acquire or develop such skills internally
through training, expansion or external consultation.

Organizational Planning
Voluntary social welfare agencies, when compared to the overall sample of 417
NFP organizations, consider it more important that their board members share an
ideology about the agency: on a scale of 1-5, where the higher average indicates
greater importance, voluntary agencies' average was 3.7 versus 3.4 for all
respondents.

PI IMPORTANT THAT BOARD MEMBERS
SHARE AN IDEOLOGY ABOUT AGENCY (%)

Figure PI shows that agencies
receiving no government fund
ing are particularly sensitive to
the expectation of a shared ide
ology, with 27% of such agen
cies considering it important,
compared to only 13% of all
government-funded organiza
tions.

o 1-29 30-69 70+

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government
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P2

5

4

3

2

AGENCY VISION REFLECTS KEY
EXTERNAL EXPECTATIONS (S=AGREE)

As one would expect from orga
nizations thatare heavily depen
dent on government funding,
Figure P2 illustrates that these
agencies reflect the expectations
of key external bodies (such as
their funders!) to a much greater
extent than organizations with
no or little government funding.

o 1-29 30-69 70+

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government

P3

5

4

3

2

EXTENT TO WHICH AGENCY IS AN
ADVOCACY ORGANIZATION (S=GREAT)

It is also interesting to note (Fig
ure P3) that non-funded agen
cies, while expecting a shared
ideology, are much less likely to
view themselves as advocacy
organizations.

o 1-29 30-69 70+

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government
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P4 BOARDNEVERPLAYSADVOCACYOR
COMMUNITY RELATIONS ROLE (%)

Figure P4 shows that the boards
of these agencies are more likely
to eschew an advocacy and com
munity relations role.

o 1·29 30-69 70+

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government

o 1.29 30-69 70+
I

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government

P5 BOARD MEMBERS NEED GOOD
CONNECTIONS WITH SPECIFIC
COMMUNITY SEGMENTS (%)

Despite the fact that non-funded
agencies are less likely to be
advocacy agencies; that their
boards tend to not to play an
advocacy role; and that they are
more concerned that board
members share an ideology
about the agency, these organi
zations consider it much more
important that board members
have good connections with key
elements of the community than
do the funded agencies. Figure
P5 indicates that 29% consider
such connections important
compared to an average of 10%

for all government-funded voluntary social welfare agencies.
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P6 BOARD NEVER DOES LONG-TERM
OR STRATEGIC PLANNING (%)

Figures P6 to P8 reveal some
interesting results about strate
gic planning. Figure P6 indi
cates that the boards of half of
all government-funded agencies
never do any long-term or strate
gic planning, compared to only
1/3 of non-funded agencies.

o 1-29 30·69 70+

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government

P7 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BELIEVES BOARD
MAKES SERIOUS EFFORT AT STRATEGIC
PLANNING (5=YES)

5

4

3

2

3.6

On the other hand, Figure P7
suggests that the Executive
Directors of non-funded agen
cies believe that their boards are
less likely to "make a serious
effort" at such planning.

o 1.29 30-69 70+

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government
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P8 AGENCY ACTIVITY ACTUALLY
REFLECTS STRATEGIC PLANNING (S=YES)

5

4

3

2

Further, according to Figure P8,
it would appear that what non
funded agencies actually do is
less likely to reflect the strategic
plan.

o 1-29 30-69 70+

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government

Discussion

It would appear that government funding comes with more strictures on matters
such as long-term planning and advocacy, but with less concern over beliefs than
funding from other sources. In other words, the government funding bodies are
not concerned with what boards of voluntary social welfare agencies believe, but
are concerned with what they do! In contrast, the "connections" between funding
and board behaviour and board roles seems far more tenuous for organizations
who receive their funds from non-government sources.

The data also suggest that non-funded agencies are more "internally focused", while
voluntary social welfare agencies funded by the government are more "externally
focused", i.e., we would suggest that the boards of non-funded agencies-either by
necessity, preference or design-tend to be oriented to what goes on inside the
agency as a means of ensuring organizational success, whereas boards of govern
ment-funded agencies must more often turn their attention outside to receive
recognition for achieving their goals, then utilize that recognition in support of
their efforts to secure future government funding. This view of the situation faced
by heavily funded agencies is supported by a further perception that, since the
requirement for "Good Connections" appears not to be linked to any advocacy
efforts, it is probably linked to the funding relationship.

Lastly, strategic planning appears to be an area that many voluntary social welfare
agencies, or at least their Executive Directors, consider leaves much room for
improvement. The extent to which such planning is not undertaken at all, or
apparently not taken seriously, is noteworthy when compared to the importance
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placed on strategic planning. (See Table 5, where this function was ranked a high
third in relative importance for the board.)

Board-Management Relations

Rl

8

6

HAVE CURRENT AND VALID BOARD
POSITION DESCRIPTIONS (%)

Figures Rl - R3 indicate that
agencies receiving government
funding have more formal, up
to-date policies and procedures.
The percentage of agencies
whose board members have
valid descriptions of their
responsibility and authority is
almost double for heavily
funded organizations, compared
to those receiving no govern
ment funding (RI).

o 1-29 30·69 70+

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government

R2

3

2

BOARD DECIDES AND IMPLEMENTS
SENIOR STAFF JOB DESCRIPTIONS (%)

The above phenomenon was
also noted in the responses to a
similar question that asked about
board positions and committees.
By comparison, Figure R2
shows that agencies receiving
over 70% of their funds from
governments differ significantly
from all others when it comes to
deciding and implementing job
descriptions for senior staff.

o 1-29 30-69 70+

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government
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R3

6

4

2

HAVE FORMAL ORIENTATION PROGRAM
FOR NEW BOARD MEMBERS (%)

Figure R3 indicates that a
greater percentage of funded
agencies also have formal orien
tation programs for new board
members. While not shown in
graph form, it was also noted
that the average duration of
board orientation programs is
longer for funded agencies (4.5
hours versus 2.8 hours for agen
cies receiving no government
funds).

o 1-29 30-69 70+

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government

R4 BOARD DECIDES AND IMPLEMENTS
ANNUAL BUDGET ALLOCATIONS (%)

Figure R4 shows that non
funded voluntary social welfare
agencies more often decide and
implement annual budget
allocations.

o 1-29 30-69 70+

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government
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R5 BOARD ADVISES ANNUAL BUDGET
ALLOCATIONS, OTHERS DECIDE (%)

25

20

15

10

5

o 0

19

While most boards limit them
selves to simply deciding budget
allocations, it is interesting to
note in Figure R5 that a substan
tial percentage of heavily funded
boards only advises on these
matters, then others decide. Pre
sumably, the "others" in these
cases are the government depart
ments that provide the funding.

o 1-29 30-69 70+
I

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government

R6 BOARD CONSIDERS IT IMPORTANT TO
HELP DEVELOP AND DELIVER
PROGRAMS (6=VERY IMPORTANT)

5

4

3

2

Figure R6 indicates that heavily
funded boards differ from all
others in considering it less
important that the board help
develop and deliver programs.

o 1-29 30-69 70+

Per Cent ofBudget Funded by Government
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R7 BOARD COMMITTEES RUN SPECIFIC
PROGRAMS AND EVENTS (0/0)

o 1·29 30-69 70+

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government

These data are consistent with
the results shown in Figure R7,
where a significantly smaller
percentage of boards from heav
ily funded agencies have com
mittees that run specific
programs or events. Finally, we
can consider the overall level of
satisfaction with board perfor
mance, as expressed by the
Executive Director. The Execu
tive Directors were asked to rate
their satisfaction with their
boards on a scale of 1-10.

R8 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S SATISFACTION WITH
BOARD PERFORMANCE

( • HIGHLY SATISFIED IE] HIGHLY DISSATISFIED)

o 1-29 30-69

Per Cent of Budget Funded by Government
70+
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Figure R8 above provides the 1-3 and 8-10 results, clearly demonstrating that
there is much less satisfaction with the boards of non-funded agencies than with
those of funded agencies. It is interesting to note that the percentage of respon
dents which rated their boards at the two extremes is relatively close in all
categories, ranging from 37% to 41 %.

Discussion
A clear picture emerges of more formality but less "hands-on" involvement in
operations among government-funded agencies. The boards of all government
funded agencies also received similarly better satisfaction ratings from their
Executive Directors than did their counterparts at non-funded agencies.

While at first glance there may be a temptation to conclude that the above two
results are connected, the following points suggest that such a conclusion may be
overly simplistic. Note also where all government funded agencies are similarly
different from non-funded agencies, compared with those instances where heav
ily funded agencies differ from all others-non-funded and "less-funded":

The percentage of agencies having formal board orientation programs is close for all
funded agencies-who also have more descriptions of board responsibilities and
authority, but only heavily funded organizations decide and implement senior staff
job descriptions.

All funded agencies are more "hands-off' than unfunded agencies regarding budget
implementation, while only heavily funded agencies have budget decisions made by
others.

Only heavily funded agencies differ in board involvement in the development and
delivery of programs, yet the boards of all funded agencies receive similarly better
satisfaction ratings from their Executive Directors.

Lastly, when Executive Directors were asked how good a job their board did in
appointing and evaluating the paid top manager (i.e., themselves!), the Executive
Directors of heavily funded agencies far more frequently responded in the
extremes of either "Needs Improvement" or "Couldn't Do Better".

Summary and Conclusions
This paper explored the impact of privatization on the role of the board of
directors for voluntary social welfare agencies, by addressing such key functions
as fund raising and planning, as well as board-management relationship in oper
ations. The focus was on the third type of privatization, whereby government
maintains the responsibility for funding public services, but transfers the delivery
of such services to the voluntary sector.

The sample of9l voluntary social welfare agencies was divided into four groups,
categorized by their level of government funding. A majority of the attention was
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focused on the two extreme groups-those with no government funding com
pared to those receiving at least 70 per cent of their funds from government
sources.

It was noted that organizations receiving no government funding place greater
importance on fund raising, and that their boards are more consistently involved
in all aspects of agency fund-raising efforts. The data indicate that privatized
agencies, particularly those that are heavily funded by government, may be
placing themselves in jeopardy through their lack of emphasis on fund raising.
Experience has shown that funding cuts can come quickly, and that developing an
effective fund-raising capability can take years. The authors suggest that all such
agencies begin developing fund-raising strategies and expertise now, especially at
the board level.

The findings on long-term and strategic planning were rather puzzling. While this
function is ranked very high in importance by respondents (Table 5), which is
consistent with the literature on board roles and responsibilities, it was surprising
to observe that the boards of fully half the heavily funded agencies and one-third
of non-funded settings never undertake such activity. Further, while boards of
non-funded agencies appear to do more strategic and long-term planning, the
Executive Directors reported that their efforts are often "less than serious" and
that what the agency does often does not reflect the plan! It is possible that the
boards of fully funded agencies consider such efforts as redundant or wasted,
given the direction that their government funding department provides. This
conclusion was supported by a related finding which showed that government
funded agencies are more likely to reflect the expectations of key external bodies,
such as funders. Whatever the explanation for this anomaly, the data clearly
demonstrate that long-term planning is considered sufficiently important to war
rant more serious effort than is currently being expended.

Regarding board-management relations, this paper demonstrated that major dif
ferences exist between funded and non-funded organizations. It was not clear,
however, that the differences were due to constraints that may be included with
government funding (or be largely absent in non-funded settings), or were the
result offunded agencies enjoying budgets that more often include allocations for
items such as formal training programs, job reviews, etc. That such widespread
differences exist suggests that further study of this issue, focusing on why the
differences exist and what, if any, impact they have on organizational effective
ness, would be worthwhile.
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APPENDIX A
Sector Comparison ofOverall Respondents

:i:i:.:::iiii;:;::=:::;;i::;;;:;:i:;:·=§§iMml..::··:i·.iii.ii:::;:::!:::i!!:!··!i:!!:.!;.;:;. ·;·:li;lllliii!;: i::i:.i·:iil!illii;:::

Social Welfare 123 29.5

Health 96 23.0

Education 57 13.7

Arts & Culture 49 11.8

Community Benefit 38 9.1

International 13 3.1

Religion & Sport 12 2.9

Ethnic or Religious 12 2.9

Environmental Protection 11 2.6

Other 6 1.4

TOTAL 417 l()O.O
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