—
Al

\

Bridging
Public Investment
and Social Value

An examination of the supports for the Social Econo my
on Prince Edward Island

Barbara Groome Wynne

The Atlantic Social Economy and
Sustainability Research Network,
Sub-Node 2




Public Investment, Social Value

The researchers would like to thank the study partiipants for their
invaluable contributions to this project
and to the social economy of Prince Edward Island.
Their dedication and hard work make the Island a bé&er place for us all.

This study was commissioned by Sub-Node 2 of tHanfit Social Economy and Sustainability
Research Network which is coordinated by the lagitof Island Studies at the University of
Prince Edward Island. The research took place duha summer and fall of 2007.

The report was authored by Barbara Groome Wynmmliaboration with Sub-Node 2 of the
Atlantic Social Economy and Sustainability Reseak#twork, under the supervision of Dr.
Irené Novaczek (Institute of Island Studies) andicka Pettit (Prince Edward Island Executive
Council Office).

Publisher: Island Studies Press, Institute of Bl8tudies UPEI

Editor: Dr Irené Novaczek, Director, Institute sfdnd Studies

Bridging, Bonding, and Building / Renforcement des liens et des capacités

Social Economy and Sustainability Research Network
/ 2 Partenariat sur I'économie sociale et la durabilité

WWW.msvu.ca/socialeconomyatlantic/

The Social Economy and Sustainability Research Network is comprised of researchers from community
organizations, universities and government agencies across Atlantic Canada. This Research Network is
based at Mount Saint Vincent University (MSVU), under the direction of Dr. Leslie Brown, and is funded
by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada.



Public Investment, Social Value

Bridging Public Investment and Social Value
An examination of the supports for the Social Econo my on Prince Edward Island

TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ..ottt ettt sttt et bn e et e e s 4
INTRODUGCTION ...ttt ettt e st e e st et e e e be e e e s sabe e e s s aneee e s ansbeeeennneeas 6
DEFINITION OF THE SOCIAL ECONOMY .....ooiiiiiiiiieiiiie ettt 6
Trends in Social ECONOMY RESEAICN........ccuiiiiiii e 7
The Social Economy on Prince Edward ISland ...........ccccooiiiiieiiiiiiiieie e 8
METHODOLOGY ...oiiiiiiiie ettt ettt ettt e e st e e e s bee e e e esee e e s smte e e e enntaeeeansaeeeennneens 9
DOCUMENTARY REVIEW ...ttt ettt e st et e e st e s s e e s snnaeeeenneeas 9
Description of Social Organizations and SEIVICES .........cccueeiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 10
Prince Edward Island’s Policy and Funding Environment...........cccccccooiiiiiiieeiiiiiinenn. 10
INTERVIEW FINDINGS ... .ottt ettt e st e e e snteee e snsaeeesnneeeenes 12
Levels of Funding and POlICY SUPPOITS .....ueiiiiiiiiiiiiiee et 12
Deficiencies in Funding and SUPPOITS ........ooiiiiiiiiiiiie i 13
COre VS ProjeCt FUNGING .....oiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt e e ae e e e nnnees 13
Bridge FUNAING .....coiiiiiiiii ettt e st e e e e e s e e e e e e nneneeees 13
Funding Priorities and CrHLEIIaA.........coiiuiiiiee et ee e e e e 13

A FOCUS ON The INEW’ ...ttt e ninee e 14
Relationships With FUNGEIS ........coviiiiii e 14
INAIVIAUAI INFIUBNCE ... e 15
COSt-CULLING CUITUIE ...ttt e e e e s et e e e e e srae e e e e e nnnees 15
BureaucCratiC PItfallS ...........c.eiiiiiiiie s 16
ReEQIONAl PEISPECHIVES ....eoiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt e e e et e e e e e snseaeeeas 17
Federal vs Provincial JUriSICHION ...........uiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 17
Instability of Funding and PoliCy SUPPOIS..........euviiiiiiiiiiieie i 17
Project VS Core FUNGING ....cooiiiiiiiie ettt e 17
CoNtrDULION VS GIantS .. . ..ot e e e 18
Changes IN GOVEIMIMENT.........oii ittt e et e e e e s e bae e e e e e e eanees 18
Changes in Program Criteria and PriOritieS ............eeiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeee e 19
ChangEs IN PrOCESS ... ...ttt a et e e e e e e e e e e e e nanees 20
Changes IN TIMEINES .......oeeiie e e e 20
Changes in FUNAING AMOUNLES ........ooiiiiiiiiiii et e e e eneees 20
Standardized CONEIACES ......coooii it e e e e e rre e e e e e e sanees 22
Impact of the Level and Stability of SUPPOIS ......ccovviiiiiiiiiie e 22
Accessing PUDIC FUNAING .....oeiiii e 22
Private FUNAING SOUIMCES .........uiiiiiie ettt e e e e e ennnnee s 23
SEIVICE DEIIVEIY ...ttt e e e e e e e re e e e e e ennes 23
EXpectations Of Staff..........oo 25
Reliance 0N VOIUNIEET SEIVICE ......ccoiuiiiiiiiiie et 25
Organizational SUStaiNabIility ..........ccooiiiiiiiiii e 26
Indirect Effects of Changes t0 SUPPOIS ......ccvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 26
Organizations’ Responses to INStability ... 27



Public Investment, Social Value

(o] o] o)V T To J=Ta o IY2Yo Vo Tox- Tox Y USSP RRRR 28
INEEWOTKS .ttt ekttt e e bt e e s bt e e s s an e e e e eabe e e e e anbbeeeennees 29
Public Awareness and Community InVolvement...........cccoveeiiiiiiii e 29
Individual CONIIDULIONS ... e 29
Organizational RESOUICEfUINESS .......cooiiiiiiiie e 29
Presence at the Policy Table..........oo e 30
RESIGNALION ...ttt e e et e e e e e e bbb e e e e e e e e snbrae e e e e e e ennnnees 30
Adhering to the Manate ..........cooo e 31
Involvement in the Decision Making ProCEeSS .........cooiiiiiiiie it 31
(070] g Y0 | ¢= 11 o] o E- S TP UUOPPPPPPP 31
Policy Development and Collaboration ..., 32
Communication Of DECISIONS .........uiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e eaeees 32
PrOVINCIAI PIrOCESSES......eiiiiiiitiei ettt e et e e e e e anennee s 33
FEABIAl PrOCESSES ...ttt e e e e e e e e anenneeeas 34
RECOMMENDATIONS ...ttt eb e e s b anees 35
Valuing the SOCial ECONOMY ......cciiiiiiiiiiieee ittt e e e e e annnaeeee s 35
Setting Priorities Based 0n SOCial NEEAS .........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiice e 36
Funding for SUSLAINADIIITY ..........oueeiie e 36
Developing the Infrastructure for CONtINUILY ............ooeiiiiiiiiiie e 37
BeING ACCOUNTADIE ... e e e e ennaeeeas 37
Reconstructing the Government’s ROIE ... 38
Making Our Islandness Work for the Social ECONOMY ..........ccooviiiiiiieeiiiiiiiiee e, 39
ACHNG COIECHVEIY ...t e e e e nn e e e e 39
CONCLUSION. ...ttt ettt s e et e et e e e et e e st e e e e seeeeaansseeeeanseeeeannneeeas 40
Appendix A. Summary of the ‘Bridging Public Investment and Social Value’ Learning
VT o | PP PP TP P PRI 41
APPENIX B. RETEIENCES ...t e e e 47
Appendix C. Research Study Information Letter...........oueiiiiiiiiiiiii e 48



Public Investment, Social Value

fﬁ) EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

When the news of the recent federal cutbacks t@lspmograms reached the Prince Edward Island sub-
node of the Social Economy and Sustainability Resehletwork, the precarious position of our social
economy was obvious to all present. Community gastgathered around the table to discuss the impact
of this fiscal reorganization often expressing a sense of frustration and pessress with the lack of
public investment in their organizations and thizens that they serve. It was then that the nétwor
realized that, aside from anecdotal evidence, thark been no formal measurement of the impacts of
changes to government supports on Prince Edwaadd's social economy, and this research project was
conceived.

The intent of this project was to map the levefaaferal and provincial government funding and polic
supports that exist for social economy organization Prince Edward Island and to inquire into the
impact of any changes in this public investmentwigen June and September 2007, representatives of
thirty social organizations on Prince Edward Islagenerously donated their time to share their
experiences. The interviews focused primarily om filnding relationship with the government, as the
reality of social organizations is that fundingften of utmost urgency to organizational survival.

Interview Highlights

» Prince Edward Island’s social economy is situat@tiiva funding and policy environment that
is often volatile and insufficient.

» Prince Edward Island faces unique public policyllenges as a small island province.

* In addition to changes in the level of public invesnt, there are long-term support deficiencies
that are becoming increasingly difficult for orgzetions to address.

» These deficiencies are often a result of a laghudilic investment characterized by: unstable and
inadequate funding; changing government prioritiesreaucratic inefficiencies; dysfunctional
communication processes; a cost-cutting culturd;jarisdictional issues between the provincial
and federal governments.

e« The impacts of insufficient public investment fooc&l organizations include: financial
instability; an inability to plan for the long-terra lack of organizational sustainability; reduced
services; and unrealistic expectations of staff aotunteers, particularly in terms of the
administrative burden associated with public fugdinactices.

e Social organizations have responded to the inadequending and policy supports through
advocacy, network building, raising public awarenesnd capitalizing on individual
resourcefulness.

» Although the success of these responses has baiedj most of the organizations have
persevered and have been able to adhere to thedaima

» There is an increasing level of resignation as nooganizations feel that they have very little
influence in the public policy process, particwadt the federal level. This lack of access to
decision-making processes is systemic and longistgnd

According to the findings of this study, there artamerous actions that could be taken to enhanoeePri
Edward Island’s social economy in order to fostaealthy, vibrant and just society:
« Refocus funding criteria and public policy on theeds of the people that the social economy
serves.
« Develop funding programs that are stable and réfleof the nature of the services they support.
« Streamline communication processes and develojuitishal infrastructure that is consistent and
flexible enough to meet citizens’ needs.
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« Ensure accountability on the part of all stakehadevolved in the provision of social programs.
This includes the government.

* Use ourislandnessto enhance the social economy, through effectetsvorks and our strong
sense of community.

« Develop solutions to the problems identified insthétudy through partnerships and the
collaborative efforts of social organizations, gmraents and communities.

« Most importantly, recognize the true value of tleeial economy and realize that social policy

can only be truly informed when those who are naffgcted have an ongoing role in policy
development.

These recommendations are not meant to be compmighebut rather to be used as a starting point for
discussion. Further work was done by interestekkebtalders to validate these recommendations and to
collaborate on possible ways to put them into act a learning event held in Charlottetown on

November 27, 2007. The results of the workshopsimekided in an addendum to this report (see
Appendix A).

This study illustrates that solutions to our cdile problems are possible. They will be developed
through the dedication, expertise and collectivé ofi those who come together to build the bridges
between our social economy, our governments andstamd’s communities. Together, we can ensure
that social value is the dividend of public investrhin the social economy on Prince Edward Island.
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)’5) INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this project was to map the levéédéral and provincial government funding andgoli
supports that exist for the social economy orgdiuira on Prince Edward Island. The study also iregui
into the impact of any changes in these levelsugpert in recent years, and provides preliminary
recommendations on how the social sector, polickergaand the public can work together to improve
the quality of life for all Islanders, and in pariar the most vulnerable members of our commusitie

The goal of this study is to raise awareness atheutmportance of informed social policy and adégua
public investment in the social economy. The progetminates in this report, which will be shareihw
the participants of the study, with other organaa& in the social sector, with public policy makend
with the public at large. The ultimate aim is to pawer and strengthen the knowledge base of
community organizations on Prince Edward Island tandrovide an opportunity for the key players in
the social economy to work together with governnteward social policy that will benefit us all.

The study was initially designed to ask the follogviquestions:

* What federal and provincial funding programs etassupport social economy organizations
on Prince Edward Island, and especially for thaseolved in the empowerment and
inclusion of marginalized members of society?

» What changes have occurred in the level of fedmmal provincial supports and what have
been the effects of these changes on Prince Edslard!’s social economy?

After the first interviews, it became apparent theganizations not only had valuable insights ithteir
experiences, but could also provide meaningful sstijgns as to how social policy and funding prastic
could be improved. Consequently, the study adoptegrescriptive dimension in addition to the
descriptive approach originally proposed, and aprexpative inquiry into a vision of a healthy sdcia
economy on Prince Edward Island was launched.ftbia the composite of the participants’ experience
and their vision for the future that the recommeiade in this report have been compiled. It is kbfiet
this study will be used to help bridge the gapgtuhlic investment for our social economy.

f‘-)) DEFINITION OF THE SOCIAL ECONOMY

Before delving into the funding and policy issuasifig Prince Edward Island’s social economy, i wil
be helpful to define what is meant by the term. Bbeial economy is often referred to as the ‘third
sector’ or ‘civil society’; it is that portion ohe economy that does not fall within the domaingitifer
the public or private sectors. The CCEDNet NatioRalicy Council has developed the following
definition:

The social economy consists of association-baseaosaic initiatives founded on values of:

- service to members of community rather than gy profits;

- autonomous management (not government or maokeitatled);

- democratic decision-making;

- primacy of persons and work over capital;

- based on principles of participation, empowerment

The Social Economy includes: social assets (housafgidcare, etc.), social enterprises

including cooperatives, equity and debt capital fmommunity investment, social purpose

6
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businesses, community training and skills developnietegrated social and economic planning,
and capacity building and community empowermene 3tcial economy is a continuum that
goes form the one end of totally voluntary orgatiizes to the other end where the economic
activity (social enterprise) blurs the line withettprivate sector §ocial Economy Roundtable
Consultation Briefing Notes, 2005).

Organizations that make up the social economy decformal institutions such as nonprofit groups)-no
governmental organizations, credit unions, cooparat churches, registered charities and univessiti
The social economy can also include informal org@iions such as community support networks. This
study examines a subset of formal community orgditas that empower and provide services to
marginalized groups. These organizations do noessarily fulfill economic functions in the form of
selling goods and services, but they do have ecmnasnwell as social impacts. They will be referted

in this report asocial organizations

The social economy fulfills an important role incedy, using an inclusive approach to strengthen th
capacity of communities and to address social ndedsan increasingly significant sector in Caaad
overall economy, with the rate of economic growtliie nonprofit realm surpassing that of the ecgnom
as a whole (Statistics Canada, 2006). The soc@i@uny holds a privileged position in addressingaoc
issues:

... governments do not have the same capacity asadiety actors to identify emerging needs
and new practices to promote integrated developnfémt successful public policy to emerge,
government must play a role in supporting and ailhgyvsocial economy actors to define their
priorities and to negotiate the nature and the scopgovernment interventions in the field of the
social economy’{Neamtan & Downing, 2005).

Trends in Social Economy Research

With an acknowledgement that “durable support tastins at the regional and national level are
essential” (Carroll, 2000) to a healthy socialremray, a considerable amount of research has besn do
in Canada with the purpose of shaping governmepts and influencing public policy.

The government should have a vested interestetleirstcial economy because “the quality of many
government services is determined by the capaeffgctiveness and responsiveness of the voluntary
sector” (Adams, 2005) and the social economy pa@gditiaddresses the evolving social needs of society
(Painter, 2005). In fact, “the non-profit sectoreissential to the effective functioning of govermitie
because it reduces the pressure on the governmpnivide direct socially-oriented services (Braash
2007).

Despite the important contribution that the so@abnomy makes in providing services that both
complement and fill the gaps in government sesyitleere are glaring deficiencies in the levelugfport
provided by the government. These include:
« Difficulties in obtaining government funding, whicbften deter social organizations from
fulfilling their missions (Statistics Canada, 2003)
» Difficulties experienced by more than half of Caaadhonprofit and voluntary organizations in
planning for the future, primarily due to a volatfunding environment (Imagine Canada, 2006b).
» A lack of financial sustainability in the socialcser as a result of the shift to short-term prgject
based funding programs (Scott, 2003; Scott & Sémsth 2006; McTiernan, 2007; Imagine
Canada, 2006a).
» A growing rift between government and the non-prséctor, wherein the balance of power is
held by the government to the social sector’s aent (Bradshaw, 2007).
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The body of research reveals that in Atlantic Canagrganizations of all sizes are operating irokatile
environment marked by changing demographics, grefmand for their services and programs, and a
host of challenges such as recruiting voluntedriftirey funding patterns and more rigorous repatin
requirements without sufficient internal adminisitra and technical resources to enable them totadap
and cope well with transition” (Rowe, 2006).

The federal government itself has recognized theret are concerns .
about the policy and funding supports to Canadatsas economy. The services
Consequently, the Independent Blue Ribbon PaneGoant and provide by social

Contribution Programs was commissioned to examime

accountability, accessibility and management of gbgernment’s organizations are

grant and contribution programs and practices. Tafo the an'ir)credibly cost
conclusions of the review were that: efficient way for
* “There is a need for fundamental change in the sy government to

federal government understands, designs, managds

accounts for its grant and contribution progranmsi a IndlreCtIy deliver

«  “Not only is it possible to simplify administratiowhile services, but th_ey
strengthening accountability, it is absolutely reseey to do are not valued in
the first in order to ensure the latter” (Lankin @ark, this way.”

2006). [ |

The social economy has yet to see the recommendatitthe Blue
Ribbon Panel come to fruition.

The Social Economy on Prince Edward Island

As a small island province, Prince Edward Islanditgated within a unique public policy environment
There is the potential for Prince Edward Islanaisial economy to capitalize on islandnesswith the
strong sense of identity, close relationships betwgovernment and citizens, and tightly knit
communities (Wynne, 2007). Thislandnesscan also be disadvantageous when smallness asd clo
social proximity breeds political elitism, patroma@nd conformity (Simpson, 2006). Those working to
further the goals of the social economy must dwislein the limits and possibilities of thHsland way of
life.

Prince Edward Island’s social economy strives tdrass a broad range of social issues including:
economic equality, education, violence, health amainess, housing, an aging population, cultural
inclusion, employment, human rights, food securitsansportation, gender equality, community
development and childcare. Essentially all aspettfe that are not adequately addressed by th#igpu
and/or private sectors are a part of the sociah@ty.

I
It is important to note that the issues that socighnizations are “These people
dealing with now are the same issues that haveyahkaen in often do not have
existence. At the same time they face the consthallenge of . .
confronting issues that emerge from current anduréut PeOF"e in their
socioeconomic, demographic and environmental trentise lives they can
importance of the social economy to the well-beahall Islanders turn to...”

cannot be stressed enough. I

The populations who are served by Prince Edwarhést social economy are people of all ages and
abilities, from all cultural and socioeconomic bgkunds, living in communities across the province.
This study focuses primarily on the organizatidmet tserve marginalized and vulnerable populations i

8
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the province. By serving their needs, the sociahemy serves the needs of us all. This report B
be a tool that can be used to empower their pasiticghe public policy process.

ey ;
I \ETHODOLOGY

The first phase of the study involved a documentawew of the level of federal and provincial fimgl
and policy supports in Prince Edward Island. Wés done through a review of government documents
and other publicly available sources, and througitarct with government agencies.

The second phase of the study involved in-dep#rvigws with representatives of social organizatitm;m
obtain data on the level of government supporttti@brganizations experienced. The study alsaiiedu
into any changes in these supports that may hdeetad the organizations’ ability to deliver soaialods
and services, particularly in terms of the inclasiand empowerment of marginalized groups and
individuals.

A list of potential interviewees was generated bfemals from the Social Economy & Sustainability
Research Network, referrals from study participamd from the results of the documentary review. An
invitation for participation was sent to the potahparticipants and every effort was made to obtai
sample that was reflective of the range of Islanziad organizations. Participants were assuredthieit
participation and responses would remain anonymous.

Interviews were conducted in a conversational féranaund the following general questions:

* What type of goods and services does your orgaoizgtovide?

* What types of supports does your organization vecieom the provincial and/or federal
governments (e.g., programs, funding, resourcersfj&r

» Have these supports changed over the past fiva¥ear

* What have been the effects of these changes?

* Was your organization a part of the decision makiragess regarding the changes in support
levels? If so, how?

* What action, if any, has your organization takeresponse to these changes and what was their
effectiveness?

* What changes would you make to the current fundimdypolicy structures?
The interviews were taped and then analyzed fomeomthemes and recommendations.

f\)) DOCUMENTARY REVIEW

The first step in the study was to determine tipes$yof organizations that would be included instuely.
This began with a review of publicly available sms, government documents and contact with
government agencies to compile a list of orgaroretithat address social issues for vulnerable and
marginalized populations, and who experience seve bf publicly funded support.
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Description of Social Organizations and Services

Of the sixty Island organizations contacted, thivgre able to participate in the study. Twenty-rohéhe
thirty organizations interviewed were at least ipdlyt, if not wholly funded by government sources.
Twenty-nine out of the thirty organizations intexwied were in operation at the time of the interview

Participants were social organizations that hadessort of formal structure of governance; informal,
impromptu groups, although integral to Prince Edinatand’s social economy, were not included is thi
study for practical reasons.

The participating social organizations provide gm¥ in person, over the phone, via the Interned, a
with written materials through workshops and forumdsiman resources of these social organizations
range from those who are all volunteer-based, tallstnganizations with one or few paid staff, togler
organizations of more than 50 paid staff. Paidf staf part-time, full-time and seasonal, with thejonity

of organizations run by a volunteer board.

The functions the participating social organizagigorovide are either direct services or expressive
functions, and are designed to meet provincial seedhose of specific Island regions. Service fions

are those that involve direct service delivery &mspns or other community organizations. Expressive
functions “involve activities that provide avenuekexpression of cultural, spiritual, professionat,
policy values, interests and beliefs” (Hall, 200%housands of citizens receive direct services from
Island social organizations, with all Islandersegmtially benefiting from the expressive functiomstt
these organizations provide for our communities.

Service functiongclude, but are not limited to:

» Direct support services that address an immedia&s rsuch as emergency relief of food,
shelter, clothing, safety, and respite care;

» Prevention and outreach programs that addresstésnysupport and ongoing needs such as:
counselling; skills development; employment progsarsocial, physical and economic
wellbeing; recreation; and childcare;

» Referrals and liaison for information and servicethe community; and

» Services to assist other social organizations saghresource sharing; human resource
recruitment and development; technical and knowdetigsed services; and training and
capacity building for community development.

Expressive functionsiclude, but are not limited to:
» Public education, awareness and advocacy;
» Research and policy analysis;
e Formal and informal networking; and

e Advisory functions to government.

Prince Edward Island’s Policy and Funding Environme nt

The purpose of the documentary review was alsadwige a map of the supports of the social economy
on Prince Edward Island, and specifically to docoimehanges in the level of federal and provincial
funding, policies and programs in the past fivergea

By way of contact with government officials and iesv of public documents such as funding program
descriptions, budget statements and governmentrtdega web pages, it became clear there was an
overwhelming number of sources for information anvhthe public sector supports, or does not support

10



social organizations. Through this review, a nundfegeneral themes emerged surrounding the vaatili

of supports to the social economy

Governments in Transition

Originally, this study was developed in responseat@cdotal
evidence of the changes that occurred after theer&bd
government transition in 2005. According to manytipgants,
although some political parties are more sympatheti social
issues, with every change in government, there erod of
transition.

When personnel and programs change in light of rieav
government’'s focus, the supports to the social ecgn are
affected. This is evident at both the federal aravipcial levels.
Often the transition period involves redundanciesansultation,
policy review and research regardless of the partypower.
Social issues go in and out of fashion, and in &orteto
demonstrate fiscal responsibility, new governmemizct changes
to public funding. The first cut is often to sogmbgrams.

Changes in Policy

Regardless of whether there is a change in theigadliparty in

power, changes often occur in public policy. Thebanges can
result in the discontinuation of funding to sogmmbgrams or the
creation of new programs, based on the changiraities of the

government. It is difficult to track the history tifese changes by
reviewing documents; the best sources of informatim the

effects of program discontinuation and the efficatyew policy

are the organizations affected.

Change in Program Delivery

Even when the social programs themselves haventaatito be in
existence, the rules of the game can change. Matidin to

existing programs can include changes to criteda ftinding

eligibility, reporting requirements and the struetand scope of
social programs. Often these changes are basedraected

outcomes that cannot realistically be measuredsdtshanges
have both direct and indirect ramifications on aborganizations
and the citizens they serve.

Public Investment, Social Value

“There is not
much difference
between one
government and
the other.
Sometimes | have
to remind myself
which party is in
power.”

I
“There are always
changes no
matter what party
Is in place...
[social programs]
are at the whim of
government, so if
the next
government does

not want it...”
I

11
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AP

In order to investigate the daily challenge of abarganizations, their everyday experiences meast b
voiced. Between June and September 2007, repréisestaf thirty social organizations generously
donated their time to sharing their experiencesutpablicly funded support and social policies. The
interviews focused primarily on the funding relasbip with the government, as the reality of noofipr
organizations is that funding is often of utmogancy to the organization’s survival.

INTERVIEW FINDINGS

Levels of Funding and Policy Supports

When asked what level of support the social orgditias experienced, participants reported that
organizational income came from a variety of sosire@d from any combination of the following:

Federal grants, contributions and subsidies thralegartments such as the Atlantic Canada
Opportunities Agency; Canadian Heritage; Citizepshand Immigration Canada;
Environment Canada; Health Canada; Human ResoarzeSocial Development; Indian and
Northern Affairs Canada; Department of Justice;lietealth Agency of Canada; and Status
of Women Canada, as well as the numerous divisidtiin these departments

Provincial grants, core or block funding, subsidiesl discretionary funds through such as
Social Services and Seniors; Development and Tdogyo Education; Health; and
Community, Cultural Affairs and Labour;

Funding filtered through national affiliates andhrella organizations, who themselves are
funded by government;

Private and public contracts for services;

Community foundations, endowments and charitableations;

Fundraising and community partnerships;

Fees for services;

Membership fees;

Municipal contributions;

In-kind donations such as office space, suppligssgnvices; and

Subsidies for services and resource sharing frémaraocial organizations.

The participants learned about and accessed puldichilable funds from a variety of venues and

methods:

Advertisement and calls from funders in local antional media;
Longstanding agreements;

Annual applications;

Existing contracts;

Budget submissions, highlighting funding gaps;
Communications with national and provincial affitis;
Discussion with program staff;

Dialogue with funders; and

Common knowledge and word-of-mouth.

12
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Deficiencies in Funding and Supports

While some social organizations reported satisfga@aangements for organizational income, many
reported that there were long-term deficienciesweae becoming increasingly difficult for the
organizations to address.

Core vs Project Funding

One challenge relates to the nature of the fundgrgement itselfCore fundingenables the organization
to pay for operation costs, to plan long term witstable amount and to allocate funds to servitag i
autonomous manner. Where they exist, core fundimgracts or letters of understanding outline key
deliverables and expectations from public funders.

Organizations report that core funding providesdtability required to concentrate on service [Bivi
and enable long-term organizational planning, aigfiothe amount is often insufficient to meet althuf
organization’s financial needs, particularly inntsrof cost of living increases and salary parity.

Project funding on the other hand, covers only specific projert-

related costs, such as those associated with thedagenent of new “;
services. Operational and overhead costs are raf@ible for Right now we
project funding and there are finite time limits eligible projects. are not an

Most projects involve the submission of a detajedposal, with organization but
specific project outcome measurement and reporgaggirements. . ’
Project funding contribution agreements often assumhat a S?rles of
organizational infrastructure is in place to pemfothe work, projects.”

without making any provisions in the funding agresfor this

infrastructure

Only a fraction of the organizations interviewedpesience a core funding arrangement. While core
funding still occurs at the provincial level, it @most extinct at the federal funding level, despi
consistent feedback from the social organizatietsos that core funding is required for the deveiept
and continuity of vital services.

: . I
Bridge Funding Unfortunately,
Participants report that when there have been @mstaswvhen Orgamz_atlons
funding is insufficient to meet program needs, [siownal “receiving
government funding can be requested. This bridgelifig occurs transition funding

predominantly at the provincial level, althoughrane occasions it

has been made available through federal fundersagsist don’t know what

organizations in transition. Bridge funding is mmtrt of a formal they are
funding program, but is available through discredicy funds by transitioning to.”
making pleas with funding and network contacts. /hihe I

assistance is not substantial or intended to @wjdr than a few
months, it can assist in the transition betweerenstable funding sources or projects.

Funding Priorities and Criteria

The participants reported that there is alwayslanga between trying to meet public funding program
criteria and providing services to community. Thisbecause where funding programs exist, they are
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often not based on client needs or the financéallties of the organizations, but on political pifies and
outcomes.

Findings from the interviews are that:

Program criteria can be confusing and applicargsnat always certain whether their proposals
will fit the funding criteria.

Even when programs are established on valid pliesiphey are not always backed up by
adequate funding and therefore they do not sethie@eeds of the client.

Often, funding programs that are designed to mkettcneeds are too rigid in their eligibility
criteria to meet the varied needs of the clients.

Arbitrary caps on the amount of eligible fundingid@mper service delivery. For example, the
regulated expenditure model for charitable orgaiuma, that no more than 10% of resources can
be allocated to advocacy, has an impact on an @af#on’s expressive functions.

When only 25% of funds can be used for salary,sathé case with some federal funding
programs, small volunteer service organizationspsghcosts of business are primarily the

adequate salary of the paid staff, are unablertction.

» Organizations need to be strategic when applying fn
funding because being eligible for certain fundii
programs means that the organization may not afply
others.

Participants noted that the mandate of the social organizatic
matches a transient government priority, fundingmisre easily
accessed and partnerships between the social dotid pector are
more easily facilitated.

A Focus on the ‘New’

Social organizations often provide services thatresk long-term
needs of their clients, but this ongoing servicgunement is not

recognized in project funding models. There is eufoon project
funding to develomew projects that addresewneeds odifferent

clients. This means that services that are long-farduration may
not be eligible for funding if they are not consiglg novel enough
to meet funding program criteria.

Managing the requirement for ‘new’ means tryingdevelop new
services or to engage new clients. Participantseatirat while these
are worthy pursuits, new services should not dé&splaroven
services that have public value.

Relationships with Funders

|
"It is in the best
interests of the
government to
invest in the
organizations
who can help
them meet their

mandates.”
——

I
“You have to
always come up
with new
services. Doing
what you already
do is not good

enough.”
I

Relationships with funders are reported to havé Ipasitive and negative aspects. On the positide, si

communication is often fluid with funding progratafé, and although more funding would be preferable
“there is a reasonable amount of support in theedugracy.” Relationships with program staff are

characterized favourably, although it is noted #taff are often powerless in terms of policy mgkamd

funding decisions on a macro level.

At the provincial level, organizations report thiéiey are sometimes able to effectively educate

bureaucrats on social issues. Federally, this diree of communication is notably absent.
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Participants also noted that government staff dfidiads can be out of touch with the reality ofcéal

organizations with respect to limited time and teses.

Organizations generally reported a closer, morélestavorking

relationship with the provincial funders, who haavér reporting
requirements than their federal counterparts, afiho this

closeness can have its cost. One organizationtexptrat it does
not “go to the province for funding - it is too s to home - it
gives up too much power to go to them - would nattexp the
province out of it.” Keeping the level of publicrfds as low as
possible can offer a certain amount of freedom, whesocial

organization must operate within ttstandnesof Prince Edward
Island’s funding environment.The hands-off nature of federe
government in this way is advantageous, althougs ftarder to
connect to initiate the relationship.

Participants report that effective relationshipsthwifunders
involve transparency in program administration lo@ part of the
funder and the service provider. This negates dlggirement to
constantly justify activities, as communication bagn proactive.

Individual Influence

Access to funding is often influenced by the induals involved
in the process - the executive director, governnwaff and
policy makers. This can be both positive and nggatiepending
on the people involved.

» Staff turnover was mentioned as one factor that lman
negative; when an organization continuously has
different, sometimes unknown point of contac
communication suffers and knowledge and historylwar
lost.

» On the positive side, when a person in power, @agily

0000000 |
“I lose patience
with government
staff that are
getting paid to sit
in meetings that
may be
unproductive. If |
am participating

in a meeting, it
takes away from
more productive
uses of time.”
I
“It all depends on
who is listening
and skill set of

people at the

table.”
I

at the provincial level, takes on a social isshe,qocial organization can benefit.

» The skill set and communication style of the orgational players, such as the executive director
or chair person, also make a difference. An indiglts assertiveness, for example, can facilitate
proactive communication and secure the organizatiantonomy, and previous experience can
inform the dialogue and the processes.

Cost-cutting Culture

I
“The system
seems to be set
up to not give the

money out.”
000000 |

Participants reported thatoithg more for lessseems to be the
mantra for public funding programs. Many organizasi observed
that funding programs are not designed for sersicstainability.

Programs that are supposed to meet the needsgofdam clients,

for example, are designed to provide initial aasise with the
expectation of eventual independence. The fatiaisdome clients
will never have the capability to become fully ipéadent.

Even when the cost-cutting culture is not evidemtdervice delivery, there is a blatant discrepaincy
salary expectations in the public versus the sasators. Although social organizations often ptevi
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services that meet gaps in the public service,etlmrganizations are undervalued. Wage parity with

public service employees is unattainable underifghdgreements.

Bureaucratic Pitfalls

Most organizations noted that the reality of a alooiganization’s dependence upon government fgndin

Public Investment, Social Value

is that bureaucratic requirements must be satisfifteln at the cost of service provision.

Accountability

According to many participants, effective reportirglationships
occur when there are clear and realistic expectatidor
accountability on the part of the social organ@atand the funder,
and when there are opportunities for dialogue thihout the
process. These aspects are not often reflected uimdirfg
arrangements, and the disparity between provinarad federal
accountability practices is noteworthy.

Federal funders are very directive in terms of r8pg
requirements and these requirements can be unalaa@alistic and
out of proportion with the funding amounts.

Provincially, there may be very little formal acotability required

on the part of the organizations, beyond a sigradract stating
what services will be provided. Funds are oftencated based or
longstanding service provision and it is up to dnganization how
to provide the services. This allows for the autogi@nd flexibility

to determine how best to set up services. As ndigdone

interviewee, this can also put the organizationairmprecarious
position without a paper trail.

Organizations consistently report that they do mte a problem
with transparency, documentation of finances, acacbantability.
In fact, they encourage accountability, but juséifion of funding
should not be the organization’s primary purpose.

Delays in Decision Making

The majority of participants noted concerns abbet hureaucratic
process resulting in undue delays in decision-ntakiand

communication. It is often months before the orgation will be

informed about their application, and this ofteteathe money is
supposed to be spent and well into the associateal f/ear.

Red Tape
Other bureaucratic inefficiencies that organizaiobserved
include:

» The provision of funding to organizations simplychase
they exist and not because they have the capacjisolvide
service

» Funding programs that are based on the fiscal yeaneet
federal staffing needs

* Inconsistencies for funding models across deparsnamnd
levels of government

|
“l often wonder
who reads the
reports. There
have been cases
where five
financial officers
are doing an
audit on one
program. So, who
Is reading reports
and how do they
understand the
realities of what is
happening on
PEI?”

“Our proposal
was hit and miss
and we did not
get the cheque
until a year later.”
I

“The box cannot
think outside
itself.”

H ‘
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e The duplication of effort associated with dealinghwmultiple points of government contact to

access funding

» The consumption of the financial resources by tiveducracy, disproportionate to the services it

is supposed to fund

Regional Perspectives

Many participants that receive federal funding dotkat program
criteria are often based on very specific natimrategional priorities
that do not always reflect the Island’s needs.

When government services flowing from Atlantic @l offices are
of touch with the Island’s priorities, initiativesan flounder as a
result. If funds are allocated for the Maritimesasegion, Prince
Edward Island must compete with the other providoefunding.

With its relatively small population, Prince Edwalsland can fall
victim to the ‘numbers game’; federal funding that based on
national ratios does not reflect the demographédities of a small
province. The minimum number of clients requireduiod a program
may not meet be met, regardless of the needseasitsliwho actually
fit the criteria.

Federal vs Provincial Jurisdiction

Because social organizations address a varietyeefs) often these
needs cross boundaries between federal and pralincisdictions.

Participants point out that this has pragmatic fagdmplications

when responsibility is offloaded between levelgofernment.

Where funding requirements do not meet the federikria,

federally funded organizations sometimes turn ® pinovince for
assistance. This funding relationship is reportedaccessful if the
province assumes some jurisdiction and the orgdoizahas
exhausted other funding sources.

Instability of Funding and Policy Supports

|
“The pot for the
Atlantic region is
not getting

bigger.”

I
“The province
realizes that the
organization is
coming as a last
resort with the
minimum amount
possible, so there
IS no argument.
They recognize
that the
organization has
done its best and
that the province
has a
responsibility.”

Organizations were asked to describe any changhe ilevel of funding and/or policy supports tHay
experienced within the last five years. Responaaged from a relatively static funding model, tonso

funding instability, to cases where funds had beempletely discontinued. The major changes are

described below.

Project vs Core Funding

Although the changes occurred longer than five yyeayo, the majority of organizations who receive
federal funding commented that the transition fromne funding to project- based funding models has
been a primary source of organizational instabiiind financial inefficiency. Continuity in service
provision and organizational sustainability arepgalized by the limitations of project funds ane th
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administrative requirements associated with apfitinaand reporting. This is particularly true fonaller

organizations.
Contribution vs grants

In addition to the shift from core to project fungj federal
programs are eliminating grants and replacing thevith
contribution agreements. Whereas grants allowede niedom
with allocation and fewer reporting requirementgntcibutions
agreements are more conditional and cumbersome regect to
outcomes and accountability.

Contribution agreements are also set up on a tiéificding model,
wherein the funds often have to be spent and atediuor before
they are allocated. Given the limited resources #majuent
inability for organizations to accrue a budget tusporganizations
are put at a financial disadvantage.

Changes in Government

When government changes, most interviewees reptrsgdhere is
always a transition period for staff and officiale become
knowledgeable on social issues. Often this traomsitiesults in a
freeze on budgets and programs. A change in govarhoan mean
that relationships established with funders ar¢ las well as any
progress made as a result of these relationships.

The resulting instability is a systemic problem @nhdot necessarily
a partisan process according to some participaftispugh some
administrations are considered to be more sympattign others
to social issues. Many participants noted that thensition
associated with the 2005 change in federal goventrhas been
particularly unstable.

Political Shifts
Observations made by the participants on the paliturnovers at
the federal level in 2005 and the provincial leme2007 include:

Federally:

* ‘“In the previous administration, you still had tpply for
project funding, but it was treated it like corediing.”

» There has been funding instability with changes
administration as new governments set their owiitigall
priorities. Funding stability is affected by what |
considered to be politically advantageous.

Provincially:

00000000 |
“It's a pain to try
to track down
receipts for
services that

have not been
done yet to meet
the requirements
of the contribution
agreement.”
I
“There is so much
waste involved
when a new
government
comes in to put

their own spin on
things.”

“Federally, social
iIssues go in and
out of fashion.”

» Pre-election budget promises were made, and whegdkiernment changed, organizations had
to wait for the October budget to find out if theguld be honoured.

» Many organizations reported optimism in making &us with policy makers, because the new
government is considered to be more socially cgignt
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* A few organizations were leery that continuity irogramming might not continue in the new

government
Program Staff “;
Participants noted that when a government chariigissnot only Continuity in
the officials that are different. Often governmedapartments anc people that we
staff are reorganized, resulting in a lack of cauitly. Participants deal with
noted that: : ”’ h
* Reporting protocols, policy interpretations, ar especially when

communication processes can change with the chiang
funding staff.

Changes in staff seem to occur as a system of shauk
balances within government departments.

Positive change can also be effected when thestafé
turnover. One organization reported that it does se®
changes when there is a turnover in government,
rather when there is change in the bureaucraclj asd
fresh minds are hired.

Changes in Program Criteria and Priorities

According to the study participants, pragmatic iicgtions of the
change in priorities and program criteria assodiatiéh a change
in government have included:

A tendency to move away from capacity building it@ck
outcome measurement.

A focus on accountability and a demonstrable, nradobel
change in the population served within a finiteiqur
often as little as one year.

A requirement to develop diverse private and puk
sector funding partnerships.

A re-examination of the populations served, with
refocus on serving new clients.

Arbitrary decisions on whether social programsirfib
government priorities.

More service-based activities, with the disconttiaraof
funding for advocacy efforts.

progress has
been made, is
crucial.”

“But with social
Issues, there is
no way to
evaluate a
change within
one year.”

“It is ironic
because the
discontinuation of
advocacy
eliminates the
check and
balance required
for government
accountability.”

One organization recounted a story that is typédhe negative

effects of the change in federal funding critena @rocedures:
A proposal was submitted based on the known progréteria. When the government changed,
the proposal no longer fit the new government'iities. When the new guidelines were in
place, another proposal was submitted. The orgaioizaasked if there is any news program staff
can share, and we were informed that the ministat subsequently put a freeze on letters of
intent, but that staff would get back to us. Tlf $ater advised that there was funding available
and recommended developing a full proposal. The@gsal was successful at the first round of
vetting- in fact the proposal was favoured so mtigt the budget was approved and the funds
allocated were increased. This was all done veyhdlbwever, and without a formal contribution
agreement, the organization was leery of proceedikfter numerous communications that the
contribution agreements were on the minister's dpskt waiting to be signed, and the
recommendation by government staff was that theegnorust be spent within a certain timeline,

19



Public Investment, Social Value

according to program officer. The organization, ats its better judgement started spending the
project money it did not have. Then, after numernpromises to the contrary, the organization
was advised that the minister would not be sigaingd “tough if you started spending before you
had the money.” The letter was not that blatant, that was the point.

On a positive side, participants observed:
» Alift on the restriction on funding from other soas.
» A change in federal funding that recognizes sonezt®ad costs.
» Opportunities that have arisen with change in jmsdicwhere funding has become available that
was not available previously.

Changes in Process

Participants also noted that there have been chandke processes involved in accessing funds;iwhi
include:
* An increased difficulty in accessing funds, withe taccountability requirements much more
stringent.
» A change in proposal and report templates resuitirgduplication of effort.
e A change in the approval process at the federatlleadding an additional layer to the
bureaucratic process.

* Changes in communication processes making it m I
difficult to contact program staff. “What bothers
* On the positive side, one participant noted thahesc you the most is
government funders are moving toward a more mu h d
disciplinary, multi-functional team approach, whigh that yo_u can do
much easier to deal with and more reflective of t one thing one
complex realties of the services and citizens. year and then the
o next year, you
Changes in Timelines have)io doy
Interview findings illustrate that supports to thecial economy something
are also affected by changes in timelines related the completely
application, decision making and eligible duratioh funding different.”
programs. Observations include: P —

* “Government may continue funding programs, but th
make cuts by decreasing contract durations.”

» Review of programs at the federal level have delajecision-making on applications, resulting
in the need to apply for interim funding and “sesaash flow problems”.

One organization relayed their experience assatiaiih the delays in timeliness:
We usually submitted an annual proposal in Februaryh allocation usually done at the end of
May. This past year, we were encouraged to subntlir@e year proposal when the previous
government was in power. We submitted in Februad/then were advised in June that this was
not acceptable- the three years should be two hackthad to be other significant changes. We
then had to rewrite the proposal to meet the datéinat we hadn't been aware of.

Changes in Funding Amounts

According to the interview findings, changes todimy amounts come in three forms: cuts to funding,
increases to funding and changes in the amouneste .
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Decreased Funding
Organizations reported experiencing funding dee®asthe following ways:
» Gradual, sliding scale decreases in the amounligible

funding at both the provincial and federal levelsspite ———
signed agreements to the contrary. “The cost-cutting

» Generalized sweeping cuts, or fiscal reorganizationof culture means
funding programs. cutting services

 Cuts to certain aspects of program funding, such
administrative costs and advocacy efforts.

e Elimination of entire programs.

» Decrease to the percentage of funding subsidiesaiug.

* A freeze to program funding, which essentially §lates into a decreased level of funding
because cost-of-living increases are not considered

* A perceived decrease as more services are incégooiato ongoing contract requirements
without a corresponding increase in funding.

for people.”

Increased Funding
Some organizations noted increases to fundingde@servations included:
» While there has been a federal shift away from ilugp@xpressive and administrative functions,
there have been increased investments in diredtsedelivery.
» The provincial government has instigated severajomacreases after a period of program
freezes.
» There has been a provincial recognition that some

services were being lost amongst other prioritiasg B

while there was not a net increase, funding has b “This year we
restored to the previous level. have done well. In
* In some cases, while an increase is not repotete thas past years we

been an improvement to the stability of the fundir
particularly at the provincial level. ha\{e Strquled' It”

« Although the budgets for overall funding programaym varies each year.
be increased, the funding for the individual orgation I —
has not, because the funds must be allocated te r
organizations.

* Increases, like many other aspects of funding, are
unpredictable.

“Where clients’
Changes in the Clients’ Needs needs increase,
Participants noted that funding levels are affedigcchanges in : "
client needs, and consequently the amount that beustquested COSts Increase.
by the organization is variable. The change inléwvel of client
needs may result from:
» Policy changes in other areas, resulting in arstraithe clients’ resources.
* An increase in the number of clients requiring Egrwhen programs expand or new services are
added.
* Funding cuts in other social organizations, resgliin a reduction in services and a need for
clients to seek service with other providers.
» Changes to funding allocations at the governmevellehe program level, in one program or
from private sources result in an increased reduast other areas.
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Standardized Contracts

At the provincial funding level, organizations haseported a change in funding parameters with the
introduction of standardized contracts in some depnts. The introduction of standardized funding
contracts has provided clarity and consistencyeivise and reporting expectations. The associatedsf

are ‘guaranteed’ for one year, although the cohtilaes state that the government can pull out gt an

time.

For organizations whose fund parameters are ndnetefwith

standardized contracts, there may be some ambiguthe service
expectations. Some organizations described sinmtihere they
had been allocated a portion of the funds that they requested,
without an explanation as to how the governmenteetqu the
funds to be used.

Impact of the Level and Stability of
Supports

The original purpose of this study was to inquiteithe impacts of
unstable supports to Prince Edward Island’s s@zahomy. As the
interviews progressed, however, it became cledrtifmissue was
not only the instability of the supports, but atbe long-standing
deficiencies. This section describes the commonagtsp that
insufficient and unstable policy and funding suppdrave on social
organizations, their programs and the citizens gezye.

Accessing Public Funding

To the detriment of service provision, most of thrganizations
interviewed often find themselves in the positioh spending
valuable resources ‘chasing funds’ to meet thénet’ needs. As a
result of the time consuming and often confusingcpss of
applying for public funding, organizations repdrat they:

»  Will apply for funding only if there is a prograrat mayfit
their needs and there is sufficient manpower tgame a
proposal.

» Have to playcatch upwith the finances with the deficit
funding model created by contribution agreements.

* Are required to submit interim financial reportddre ever
receiving any money.

» Are unable to seek other sources of funding with@auing
an impact on services because they are stretchihihso

« Are always in a state of application, spending
disproportion amount of time either raising money
protecting the funding they have by submitting a
resubmitting proposals to numerous potential s@urce

e Access funding whenever they can to get the mooey
make programs continue, pitching funding ideas dase
the priorities of government as opposed to the sexd
citizens.

I
“We have been
given money but
are not at liberty
to spend it.”

I
“Itis not just a
matter of putting
in a proposal,
they always come
back wanting
more information,
always have to
defend project
two or three times
before getting
funding. Then
there are the
reporting
requirements...”
0000000 |

0000000 |
“So you twist
yourself into a
fancy pretzel
changing
language to
government
terms and end up
changing

attitudes.”
]
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Juggle funds to ensure programs can be provideglisedunding programs do not meet reality of
costs to run organizations.

Find themselves changing directions, terminologyd aometimes purpose, whipinningtheir
wheelstrying meet application requirements.

Sometimes have to make the difficult decision toespa funding for the sake of funding, which
can mean putting services in peril.

Are reluctant to invest time into writing propos#iat end up going nowhere.

Must find alternate sources to make up the diffegen

The impact of the slippery slope of public fundimgs described aptly by one organization:

You have to jump through hoops to get funding angrofits are used to doing that. But the
hoops are getting smaller though and there is less to react, so the fastest way to get funding
is to jump through. Reacting negatively means ithatll take more time to get funding.

Private Funding Sources

When public sources are not adequate, organizatioost look to alternate sources to ensure
sustainability. Where time, resources, and exgegermit, organizations find themselves in a positf
accessing private sources. Some coping mechanissie:

Tapping the community and private sector in ordekeaep S
programs going. u . . .
Cutting operation costs, which are alreddye thin Fundrals”lg IS
Fundraising as a response to funding instability. the F-word.
Operating as if public funding was received, whiddying I ——

on fundraising to bridge the gap.
Changing internal board structures and creatingre¢g entities specifically for fundraising.
Accessing endowment funds to address deficits.

Setting up additional services on a fee for servéia@nue model to bridge funding gaps in other
programs.

Charging clients fees when subsidies run out.

The problem is that many social organizations areeaguipped to dedicate the resources required to
access funds and still maintain their service steasl

Service Delivery

Ultimately, when funding is inadequate or unstaltleere is an
impact on the services that social organizatioesahte to provide.

“It is not just the
demand side of
services, it is

Diversification supply side of
One result is that programs must diversify, eithera result of services that is

shifting program criteria, or as a response tortbed to maintain
organizational revenue and sustainability. Parictp provide the

important. You

following observations on program diversification: have to grow the
« One reason for diversification can be the threat supply side.”
discontinuation of funding, and the associated ingehcy I
planning.

An organization has to feel that services can lpaeded,
in order to expand expertise.
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Diversification can have positive implications:

Diversification in programming can mean diversifioa of
revenue sources, increasing the potential for ézgéonal
survival. “Since the government funding becar
vulnerable, it has been important to have the hack-

If not for the requirement to come up with new &g,
valuable programs might not have been initiated.

Service diversification can also have negative ioapilons, as
illustrated in the following observations:

Diversification is rejected if new services cannog

sustained.

Often organizations have to develop new programs
access funds, which may be detracting from thene c
programs.

Funding models that force organizations to look dmely
their area of expertise can cause them to losesfocu

The challenge in diversification driven by govermie
program criteria is to provide the services tha thient

needs within the program criteria.

Prioritizing Services

Restrictions on available funds can also mean agninxing existing
services and having to determine which are the ritopbrtant.
Organizations report that this can result in phrta complete
reduction of services that are already in existerRarticipants
provided the following comments about forced ptipation and
reduction:

“Although the organization will survive in some eajty,
new projects cannot be developed when services baus
reduced.”

Services that are discontinued may not exist elsesvh
Some Boards have had to decide if it would be rfaireto
cut all services rather than pick or choose whi@nts are
eligible.

The organization is managing the numerous expecst
by providing core services and letting other thistide off
the plate and clients have noticed the reductiaemice.
Secondary services, such as networking and advaifsay
take a lesser priority to direct services.

If all services can be maintained during period$uniding
instability, the quality of the service may suffiuring the
leaner times. Projects are sometimes modified addaed
to a fraction of what was originally intended toehéscal
reality.

When funding is adequate, however, most organiaatieport that
service standards exceed expectations. “Service isharovided
works out for everyone when properly funded, bt tiew criteria
do not meet these needs.”

Public Investment, Social Value

[
“You don't want

to start what you
cannot continue.”

“You are often
trying to fit a
square peg into a
round hole, and
then trying to
report on it.”

I
“You basically rob
Peter to keep
Paul going, or
you let Paul go.
But when you let
Paul go, you are
not serving the
community.”

“Short term
solutions are
worse for the
clients in the long
run than no
solution at all.”

“You end up
dealing with
angry people who
are not getting
the services they
require.”

“Can'tyou do it
cheaper?’ is not a

fair question.”
I
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Expectations of Staff
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Social organizations are known for the dedicatibtheir staff and most organizations reported thatr
staff always ensure that services somehow contimegardless of the challenges faced. If funding

insufficiencies are not absorbed at the servicel)avis the staff and
Board that must absorb the brunt of the blow.

Organizations reported the following effects onirtseaff:

» Staffing levels are directly affected by changesptlic
funding and are often not sustainable. Staff hafteno
received lay-off notices when funds are unstable.

» Staff are often unable to take time off without imgvan
impact on services.

» Part time staff are expected to be as productialbsme.

» Salaries are inadequate, benefits are minimal lagcb tis no
job security, which has an impact on the abilitattvact and
retain staff.

* With the stress of having to provide more servieith less
money, workload becomes an issue for staff. Worklaad
time management falls upon the shoulders of stafiggle
front line services.

When staff turnover occurs, organizational memayldst. This
knowledge may exist in a report, but there is notiooity to carry
that knowledge forward. Despite this, many orgaions report that
staff turnover is surprisingly low. This is attriled to the passion tha
people working in social organizations have forirtteause. The
reality is that organizations are often able toticmre to provide
services only because of the continuity and deidicatf staff, in
spite of insufficient funding.

Reliance on Volunteer Service

While the social sector has always relied on theeggsity and
dedication of its volunteers, the dependence orir thervice
becomes greater during times of organizationahlikty.

According to the study participants, impacts onunteer service
include:

00000000 |
“You do not get
into not-for-profits
for money or job
security, which is
why there is a
huge burnout
factor. There is a
point where you
just can't do it
anymore. The
irony is that the
non-caregiving
realm is more
valued with
benefits and
liveable wages.”

“With one year
funding agreements
and having to
always turn on a
dime, it does not
work and you lose a

lot of good people. ©
0000 |

» Volunteer boards having to assume a more handslerand take over the duties of paid staff

when salary resources are not available.
* Fundraising becoming the role of the volunteer Boar

» Organizations having to operate on a strictly vtden basis, which often means that previously

paid staff donate their time and service continistigopardized.

» Expressive functions, like advocacy, dependingrelytion volunteer service and not being able

to function effectively as a result.

There are systemic trends both provincially andrfelly to relegate social programming away from the

public sector and onto under-funded social orgaiaza.
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Organizational Sustainability
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With impacts felt at the service, staff and volemtievels, it is inevitable that instability in fdimg will
have an impact on organizational sustainabilitglitOrganizations had the following to say abdeit

future:

» The biggest challenge with government funding istanability. Some organizations are facing

closure and financial deficits.

» Some organizations are going through a strategionphg or
restructuring process to look at survival of thgamization.

» Organizational futures are dependent on whetheljegtrc
funding comes through.

» Although social organizations “will sustain themss, they
always have even at the worst of times”, there ligags
uncertainty about what may happen next year.

Indirect Effects of Changes to Supports

Not all changes to supports have a direct impadtinding levels,
service delivery or organizational health. The leara stability of
public support for social issues can have rippfeat$ within the
social sector, on the demand for services and endlationships
with the funders and the public.

Competition and Protectionism

With reductions in the public and private sectonds available,
there are more organizations competing for the sdollars. This
results in a culture of competition and protectsomj the antithesis
of the spirit of cooperation and collaboration ttsitould be
evident in the social sector. Interviewees desdribthis

atmosphere as follows:

» Organizations end up questioning the rationaldu’oding
that other organizations receive.

e Some organizations opt not to compete for fundbeeito
allow other organizations a greater chance to
successful, or because they do not think it is kvaoine
effort to submit a proposal.

e Those who are funded often experience survivortg
amongst their under-funded affiliates.

* Ideas are not shared between organizations for tfesdr
this knowledge might be used elsewhere, to
organization’s financial detriment.

Increased Need for Service
When reductions are made in one area, they aren déi in
another. This can take the form of increased denfiandervices
both on the social organization andly the organization, as
described in the interviews.

 When clients have to make a financial decision betw

0000000 |
“But you
eliminate people
that way because
not everyone

likes fundraising.”

“The federal and
provincial
governments
have, over the
last years, slowly
been offloading
responsibility
onto the
volunteer sector,
so volunteers are
overworked.”

|
|
“If the clients do
not have the
services through
the social sector,
they may have to
access these
services through
the public sector,
which would be

the government’s

problem.”
I

basic needs, they are forced to choose one andatgatial organizations for the other.
* When social organizations are cut, then the otingtse social sector have to pick up the slack.
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* A reduction in government staffing means decreasaglices to social organizations, in areas
such as proposal development.

Conversely, when there is a positive change in narog, citizens and organizations are in a better
position to help themselves and others.

Relationships with Clients, Funders and the Commurty
The instability of a social organization has areefffon its relationships with both the public ahé t
public funding bodies.

I
When the sustainability of services is uncertagtgtionships with “It's difficult to
clients and the community are affected. As desdribg one not be cynical.”

organization,
When programs are established, and clients staming,
discontinuing the program negates the trust andriser
expectations that have been set up. It ends ugloeia more way to be let down by society.

Rather than feeling like equal partners with fusdénstability in funding can damage the relatiapsh
between government and social organizations. Theipants provided the following observations:
» They feel betrayed by the government, which is seetvery unsupportive and uncaring as far as
| am concerned, and it is not just our organization

» Organizations spend more time justifying themseles L=
government than government does justifying the esurr
funding levels. “The government
e When advisory groups and policy committees fold 1 is the funder, so
conversation and opportunity to collaborate is.lost you can't bite the

* Organizations feel like they are at the whim of t
government who hold all the power in the relatiopsh hand that feeds

+ Elections themselves are anxiety inducing, as funds you - the more
put on hold and then there is a post election vevie desperate you

c " . o undi . indimegat are, the more

ven positive changes in funding can have indi ative :

impacts in relationships with other funders. Foareple, one “kely you_are”to
participant noted that there was a worry that tmevipcial compromise.
government might notice a federal grant and wasutzsequently —
deduct this from the provincial contribution.

When the funding is adequate and secure, howewer partnerships can be formed as illustrated én th
following examples:
 “The relationship with provinces is way better thanwas...centralized services can be
piggybacked, there is more consistent applicatemm] we are at the table with provincial
networks.”
* “The new process is working out better than it witss better that contracts are in writing, there
is more dialogue and this has built some trust trighgovernment.”

Organizations’ Responses to Instability

With the numerous changes and insufficiencies notethe supports to the social economy, the next
guestion that this study probed was how the orgdioizs responded to these changes.
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Lobbying and Advocacy

One response was to lobby directly to governmedttaradvocate for change. Organizations with the

capacity to do so, acted in the following ways:

» Letter writing campaigns from staff, volunteers ai -

public;

» Dialogue with government staff and politicians;

* Presentations to ministerial committees;

e Bureaucratic lobbying with program staff ;

» Escalation to media involvement ;

» Attendance at national events;

* Public campaigning;

e Public forums, inviting government officials to pesd;
and

* Pre-election questionnaires to raise awarenesools
issues on party platforms.

When organizations reported that lobbying and adepefforts
were successful, it was in instances that included:

» Protests from organizations not directly affectgdthe
cuts and those who had the freedom to voice aniampir
without fear of losing funding.

e Collaboration with other organizations at regiormaild
national levels.

* Relentless campaigning.

» The effective use of the media. Some organizatimted
that media exposure was only used as a last resottey
would prefer to work collaboratively with governnien

Unfortunately, many organizations are either unawtable or not
equipped to advocate effectively. Factors that cafi@dvocacy
efforts include:
» A lack of resources, particularly time, money anonian
resources.
» A historical lack of results from advocacy efforts.
» Ineffective or nascent networks to provide a uniteite.

The overwhelming response to why organizations it put
forward a concentrated advocacy effort, howevers viear of
retribution.

Participants stated that:

» Formal advocacy work cannot be funded and if yaa
seen to do advocacy then funds can be in jeopardy

» Organizations who have been seen to advocate $tro
seem to be most affected by subsequent cuts

e Extreme caution should be used when advocating
lobbying. This is particularly true in a small phose with
close connections and a long memory:

Public Investment, Social Value

I
“We have been as
brave as we
thought we could
be without being
foolish or taking too
much of a risk of
experiencing
backlash.”

“You'll end up with
a volunteer
revolution... except
that the volunteers
are too busy for
this type of action.”

“You don't want
to rattle the old
cash box...all it
takes is one
person who takes
a dislike to you
and it can have
detrimental
effects.”

“The last time |
checked this is a
democracy.
There should not
be a punitive
approach to

advocacy.”
I

28



Public Investment, Social Value

This fear of retribution is telling in the fact thparticipation in this study has been the cause of
apprehension for some organizations. Many partiatpavoiced concern that by sharing their
experiences, they might be putting their organaréi funding in peril. It is hoped that this
report, with its composite and anonymous forman, @ssist in the advocacy effort by sharing the
collective experience without identifying any peutar respondent.

Networks

Another way in which social organizations have oesjed to the challenges presented by instability in
supports is through their networks within the sbeieonomy. While the cut to funding has also been
detrimental to the development and maintenanceraidl networks, the resiliency and resourcefulrméss
social organizations has not been entirely hampa®dlustrated in the following activities:
» Affiliated organizations have joined together tadeadvocacy efforts.
» Associations have been created to present a censigtice

. I
with government.

» Organizations continue to communicate with eacleroth “If we don't stand
keep each other informed and to provide mutual stpp together, we are
» Collaboration on projects occurs between orgargnati going to get

e Organizations take advantage of the networki
opportunities when they convene for other reasons.

* Networking opportunities are mined through affiliat with
regional and national organizations.

picked off.”

Public Awareness and Community Involvement “Families were
outraged. Then
In addition tohbuilding kngtworks. within the soci:lﬁonon;]y, the entire
organizations have worked to raise awareness awolv the :
co?nmunity in their efforts. community was
« Relationship building is occurring in unexpectecgals. enraged. This
For example, secular organizations are joiningderwith was the final

faith-based groups.

, _ _ straw for cuts,
» Boards and clients are using skills and networkdetzelop

community partnerships for funding and support. and the i
« The public has been enlisted in lobbying and adwpc Com_mumty dre_W
efforts. the line and said
. . - - nO-”
Individual Contributions I

Within the organization itself, astute organizasionave capitalized on the particular skill sets and
experience of the individuals in their organizasiém response to the challenges faced. Examplagiigic
» The proactive and assertive communication styleBazfrd members and staff in dialogue with
funders and solicitation of feedback.
» Taking advantage of previous successful relatiggsshimong officials, funders and staff.
e Accessing the individual's knowledge of both gowaeemt processes and the community
perspective in dialogue with policy makers.

Organizational Resourcefulness

Social organizations are accustomed to working @h@estring budget, with limited resources in an
unpredictable environment. With this experience e®ra certain amount of requisite resourcefulness.
Organizations have displayed this resourcefulngsedponding in the following ways:
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» Proposal terminology is shifted to meet prograrteda.

» Research on best practices is used as leveragedretiepartments and levels of government to
effect change.

* Multiple funding sources, both traditional and nidvave been pursued .

Sometimes being resourceful is a matter of knowiag to ‘play the game’ with government funders.
Some organizations stated that:
* “The trump card that you don't want to have to ptato shut down a service that the government
knows is vital, because it will cost the governmigotth money and political points.”
* “You have to play the game, to keep the lines ofitmnication open so that next proposal might
be accepted.”
e “You have to jump through hoops to get funding.”

Presence at the Policy Table

Social organizations are aware that to responatafédy to policy changes that affect their sergicthere
must be a consistent presence at the policy t@lslganizations have attempted to assert their peesien
the following ways:
» Discussions with program staff, although it hasrbeeted
that this can be effectively useless. |
* Presentations and recommendations to governn “If we don't
committees, aIth(_)ugh_thls does not always transiatie participate, we
action at the public policy level.

« Direct dialogue with politicians. accept status
» Raising awareness of social issues by sitting omdiband quo. Someone
informal committees, although the efficacy of cortied has to tell
worl§ i_s ngbulpus and incpnsistent. . _ government what
» Participating in consultations, even if the recomdaions . .
are not always heard. the Impact is.
That it is not good
Despite significant obstacles and limited succefisencing policy enough.”
decisions, participants described the need for ioiggeerseverance. I
Resignation

Of course, there are certain challenges that ifavaercome, can reduce the energy and desire of the
organizations to continue the fight. Over time agmosphere of resignation can result. This acceptah
the status quo can manifest itself in subtle wdnat tmay not even be conscious on the part of the
organization. Statements from the participantsdhatindicative of the state of disempowermentlidel
* “The government is listening, but they can onlydwt they can do.”
» “l don't see any way that you can change indiffeegh
* "We did not want to invest too much time and eftbis point [ |
i?\ the game whﬁn the rules seem to be able to ehaaged at “Expect nothing
the minister's whim." A
*  “We could not see what actions could be taken wauild and everythmg S
have any impact on reversing this decision.” a bonus.
 “There has to be a change in mindset of Board,hit 1 —
funding will not be 100% anymore and that thishis tvay it
is.”
*  “There is no dialogue with government when the laidg
not granted in full. It's just the way it is.”
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Adhering to the Mandate

An overwhelming majority of the organizations reteadr that regardless of the stability in fundinggyth
always try to guide their activities by adheringth@ir mandates and the principles that underpair th
organizations. This integrity is indicative in satents like:

* “We always maintain our core entity, but how we treae I
mandate changes with the ways in which we can “\We cannot take
funded.” :

» “All projects are applied for in service of orgaaiipnal the. pittance for
goals, working hard not to sway from our mandate.” plomg the work. It

* “There is a concerted effort on the part of the iflatat IS not
we will not pursue funding for the sake of funding. responsible.”

*  “We have been more assertive, submitting our butlye [ |
government and saying, ‘This is how much the sesvi
cost.” The board refused to create a slippery slope
undercutting services to what is needed.”
Involvement in the Decision Making Process
]

Finally, organizations were asked how empowerey tbel in the

decision making processes for public policy. Théuence is Qur partnership
described in the consultation, development and conitation with the
stages, with a comparison of federal and provirmoatexts. government 1S

good, although
power always is

General perceptions about the consultation proedssn there is on the side of
one in place, range from apathy to uncertainty dfether government”
recommendations are heard. Participants reportgd th
* “There were consultations, but it was basicallysipvice.
The results from the discussions were ‘you aregl@i

Consultations

great job’, but there was no financial backup.” —
«  “We have not seen a lot of movement on the isss@s “You participate
you wonder if they are paying attention to pri@sti in all of these

identified by service organizations.”

» There is a perception that the recommendationsvbet consultations and

taken up were the ones that matched governn when it goes _
priorities. back to Ottawa, it
* “The response from government was window dressi is just another

They knew that they were not going to change tmémds

about funding but let people make their case anyway report on the

shelf.”

Often there is no consultation in the decision mglprocess. One -

organization reported that it was as surprisindpgocut off as it
was to be reinstated.

There have, however, been instances where the ltatimu process seems to have been taken seriously
by the funders. For example, a funding model wadifieal to recognize operational costs as a regudt o
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voluntary sector initiativeOrganizations reported the most satisfactory and epowered positions in
the decision making process when they were able be involved early in the process.

Policy Development and Collaboration

Organizations have reported that they continually to build collaborative relationships with

government, although they do not have as muchdnfia as they would like and involvement in policy
development is affected by the resources they bsadable. Organizations describe their influense a
follows:

There is uncertainty about the level of influenoet the
organization was included in the process.
Organizations have more influence at a micro lestth
as specific service delivery programs, than atpbkcy
level.

Influence is often in terms of sharing informatiol

]
“Of course we
have power, but
we'll never be

generating interest, and prioritizing issues ratti@n able to say
actual policy development. concretely that

* Organizations have been included in advisc because we said
committees to policy makers. this things

» Government tends to involve organizations whenrth ’ "
cooperation and expertise is needed. %

Communication of Decisions

When it comes to communicating policy and fundiegidions there is a marked disconnect between the
government and social sector. Communication dysfomcis the general theme of the following
statements made by participants:

*  “We knew the money was there but no parameters wera

given as to what to do with it ...we are still wagito see DV
what will come of it with the new government.” When someone
* “We often have to place numerous calls to progréaff s writes the

before getting an answer.”
» “Information is one way...you do not hear feedbaakrfr
government until decision made.”

cheque, they
have a significant

« “Decisions would be communicated after the budget amount of
approved. It is supposed to be all secret.” influence.”
* “The government never responds in writing to bud I

submission; you submit an invoice and then theysdiep
the funds. That is how we find out how much we &..
getting.”

One organization provided anecdotal evidence aof wperience in the process:
We met with the national network one weekend andrd¢ government reps were there,
reporting that everything was going wonderfully twibur program. The next day, it was
announced on the news that the program was axeal fdderal reps must have known, but our
national affiliate was blindsided.

When organizations are advised of decisions, oftewan be without explanation or rationale.
Communication of decisions is often through networkimours, media, press conferences and releases,
or in budget speeches rather than from governméitiats. Very few organizations reported a
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satisfactory level of communication with funders, ad if so, it was typically with the program staff
and not the policy makers themselves.

Provincial Processes

Most organizations, and particularly those who egmee funding and policy supports at both the falde
and provincial levels note that there are distdifferences in the processes and relationship.iRcilly,
funding relationships are characterized by theectmmnections between the players involved, thiiabi
to access policy makers directly and the level idfuence that organizations are able to exert, all
associated with thislandnesof our culture.

Influence
In our tightly knit society, social organizationgable to exert influence as a result of theiqueiareas
of expertise and the multiple roles that individpéyers assume. This influence is described by the
participants as follows:
e Organizations are often invited to be on advisooymittees, as they are often the only
organization that offers a service on PEI.
« Organizations can have a bigger impact with theipoial government because they are closer at
hand.
» Organizations can inform and educate policy makehsch has resulted in officials spearheading
initiatives for social causes.
» There is significant overlap of key staff and vdker players in social organizations and in
political positions.

Access
In a small province, access to policy makers isawmlirect. Consequently, participants report thayth
» Are able to meet directly with ministers and otpeliticians.
» Have good working relationships with many departtseand agencies in the province,
particularly at the program level.
» Have been able to accomplish things that even maltiorganizations have not been able to do
because there is an assumption here that you ctatkgo people.
» Experience less complicated relationships withgyathakers because of the access.

Connectedness
The inter-connectedness of our society has beesdaantage in
the public policy processes, as discussed in tHeowimg I
examples: “Who you know
» Connections with government officials and prograaffs and who can
outside of the context of the social organizatian tead to
improved relationships within the organizationahtsxt. movg yqur
It should be noted that if the connection is nosipee, application along
this can result in diminished relationships. is important.”
» Relationships are often built on mutual goodwill O

opposed to structured processes, and consequdmly
involvement of the government in operations ismoftery hands-off or not defined formally.

» Organizations are on first name relationships ftiders.

* In a small area, there are inherent connectionshngrpeople which creates the opportunity for
dialogue and the chance to demonstrate servicdl@xce.

» Our Islandness involves a strong sense of commanitlythe opportunity for change is there with
the close connections. It is important to understdre culture here and know how connections
are formed and used.
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Overall, organizations report success in accesgigincial funding when advantageous connections
exist and specific, justifiable requests are made.

Federal Processes

In federal processes, however, our small size eue lthe opposite effect. In addition to the reduced
influence associated with being a smaller provimoemunication with the federal policy makers wssle
accessible and at the mercy of the bureaucracy.

Dialogue with Program Staff e —
Generally, organizations reported a good relatigmsivith “He was
program staff, although the influence of thesef stathe public operating in the

policy and decision making is limited.

* One participant stated that the organization has an spirit of open

the best working relationships with a funder thae t communication,
Executive Director had experienced. but his words had
* Program staff are reported to be helpful in idemi no authority. He

priorities for proposals, exhibit open communicatic .
when they are able and can be very supportive. was left in the

« Working relationships with the organizations can dark.”
negatively affected by staffing level reductionsda I —
changes in personnel.

Dialogue with Policy Makers
The level of dialogue with federal policy makerseither nonexistent or ineffective for the majoritly
organizations interviewed. They stated that:
e There is often no voice in federal governmentglstto members of parliament fall on deaf ears.
» Their organization has been able to present toré¢d@mmittees but seldom does this have an
impact.
» The senate can be very supportive but there haam e practical results or changes in policy.
» Atlantic Canada is typically under representeddtiomal discussions.

Internal Disconnect

In addition to the limited ability to access fedgralicy makers, there is also a notable interisd@hnect
between staff and government officials. Participaaported that:

» The government does not keep its people informed.

» They received assistance from program staff, bagetigher up would not answer calls or email.

Impact of Being a Small Player
The communication deficit with the federal policalkers is compounded by the fact that Prince Edward
Island is a small player on the federal field. Qrigations who experienced this power imbalancesdtat
that:

» The federal government might not notice backlasmfthis small province.

* They are not a high enough priority to meet witthefil policy makers.

» The organization feels powerless in influencingeyownent.

34



Public Investment, Social Value

fﬁ RECOMMENDATIONS

Prince Edward Island’s social economy is situat@tiiva funding and policy environment that is ofte
volatile and insufficient. According to the sugti@ss of the study participants, an analysis otsssful
measures that they have employed, and a compdsftadings from research done nationally and in
other provinces, there are many actions that coelthken to enhance the Island’s social economy.

The following recommendations are designed to gttem the social economy through actions taken by
the government, by the social organizations anoltin strategic collaboration of all community pars
involved. The recommendations are not meant todoepcehensive, but rather to be used as a starting
point for discussion. Further work was done byriegéed stakeholders to validate these recommemndatio
and to collaborate on possible ways to put themm agtion at a learning event held in Charlottet@mn
November 27, 2007. A summary of the results ofitbekshop can be found in Appendix A.

Valuing the Social Economy

Of primary importance to motivate adequate publi@stment is the recognition of the value of theiado
economy. While financial support is a critical campnt, meaningful public investment involves more
than just economics. It must also include a redagniof the importance of the social economy in the
lives of all Islanders, and a realization that mupblicy can only be truly informed when those wdre
most affected have an ongoing role in policy demelent. In order to value the social economy,

Government could:

* Recognize the responsibility it has in ensuring #ibepeople have access to social programs that
ensure our health and well-being and acknowledgerdife that the social economy plays in
providing these services.

» Dedicate adequate financial and human resourcestremgthen the capacity of the social
economy.

» Eliminate the cost-cutting culture by seeing theesiment, as opposed to only the expenditures,
it can make in the social economy (Bradshaw, 2007).

* Re-examine social policies that perpetuate ratheam solve
social problems.

e Consult with service providers in public polic
development, implementation, and evaluation.

]
“The sector
needs to do a

Strengthen the capacity of social organizationoubh
human resource initiatives for volunteers and ptadf.
Recognize the value of volunteer service in theiaso
economy and invest in initiatives to support voaartsm.

Social organizations could:

Place social issues on the political agenda thrautylocacy
and public engagement.

Remind the government and the public of the valuthe
social economy as a cost-effective way to deliveblip

services.

Emphasize the all-encompassing effects of socmleis
both now and in the future.

better job of
communicating
the value and
importance of its
work to
governments,
businesses, and
the general
public.”
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» Insist on being present at the public policy table.

» Be confident in the integrity and the value of $&#g in
funding proposals and be assertive about the cest$.c

» Avoid mission drift by submitting proposals thatffiluthe
organization’s mandate.

Together, we could:
» Examine the assumptions that underpin our sor
problems and the ways in which we address them.
» Challenge the power structures that currently makehe
funder/recipient relationships between the goventraed
the social economy.

Setting Priorities Based on Social Needs

Public Investment, Social Value

00000000000 |
“If nonprofits are
not there, then
where are you
going to turn?
Government will
have to pick up

the slack.”
]

It is clear from the interviews that public poliend funding programs are based on the priorities of
government. In order to adequately meet societytsas needs, policy and programs must develop from
the priorities of the people. In order to reachutohs that meet the needs of its citizens, govemm

must:

» Develop client-based programs that emerge fronogdisd
with clients and their service providers.

* Work with the grassroots to capitalize on local extige
that can deploy local solutions for local problems.

» Develop a holistic, team-based approach that tahktes
account the fact that the complexities of sociadseoften
transcend government department boundaries.

» Create social policy and programs that are designet
serve the people first and the bureaucracy second.

» Recognize the social, economic and demographidiesal
on Prince Edward Island with flexible funding maslahd
negotiable program criteria.

Funding for Sustainability

There is a common theme in the research surrourttimgocial
economy in Canada and that is that the currentifignchodels are
inadequate to sustain a healthy and vibrant seciahomy. If this
report does nothing else, it reinforces the faett thovernment
funding structures must be re-examined in ordesufport current
and future social programs. Nevertheless, we wititidbute to the
body of research by reiterating that:

* Funding levels should reflect the full cost of #ervices
provided. This includes competitive salaries, opienal
costs, and cost of living increases.

e Multi-year projects should be supported by multiye
funding agreements.

I
“The current
federal
government has
really cut itself off
from its
grassroots, from
its roots, and
anything without
roots will die.”
0000000 |
0000000 |
“What needs to
be done—simply,
clearly—is to
reinstate core
funding and let

projects take care

of themselves.”
]

» Ongoing core services should be supported with ¢aneling, with project funding used for

services of a finite nature.
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Organizations that have demonstrated successvitagrovision should be given the latitude to
shift funding as necessary to meet needs.

Funding should reflect the costs of expanded sesvdnd increased numbers of clients.
Cookie-cutter funding models do not necessarily tmibe regional needs of Prince Edward
Island. Funding programs must be flexible to mbeetrteeds of Islanders.

Funding should not only be in support of new praggabut should maintain valued existing
services.

The possibilities and processes for bridge fundingll the gaps in standard funding programs
should be transparent and accessible.

Given that this universal message of inadequatdifignhas not yet been heard by policy makers, there
are measures that social organizations shouldttafeoid the vulnerability that is often associatéth a
dependency on government funding. Tactics that baea successful with the study participants irelud

A diversification of funding sources, including rtiple levels of government, multiple funding
programs, fundraising and private funders.

Development of fee-for-service programs to subsigizisting services.

A strategic decision to by-pass or limit governmiemiding.

Contingency planning for the possibility that gowsent funding might be reduced or
discontinued.

Developing the Infrastructure for Continuity

In addition to funding insufficiencies, there amfrastructure changes that could be established in
government programs to foster the continuity respiim the relationship between public bodies and
social organizations. These changes include:

Improving communication processes so that theyagen and timely. Funding decisions in

particular should be communicated in a reasondahblke frame with appropriate rationale.

Program criteria should be consistent and cleaefindd, with changes occurring only when

driven by client-based needs.

Funding negotiations should be proactive and irer@grvice providers and government decision

makers.

Appropriate mechanisms should be in place to fatdidialogue and feedback among policy

makers, government staff and social organizations.

Processes for funding applications should be stieathand standardized.

Communication should be streamlined through theafisengle points of contact. Best practice

examples include assigned government staff to Bison with non-profit groups and the

creation of a community service development agéBcgdshaw, 2007).

Program and communication infrastructures should "~

formalized so that processes remain stable regasrdié .

changes in personnel or government. We plan to do
what is in our

proposal, and to

Being Accountable do it well to prove
fiscal
Accountability is an issue that is important to Hosocial responsibility.”

organizations and governments. From the perspeofithe study
participants, however, accountability should be enoreaningful
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than satisfying arbitrary outcomes developed twesd¢he bureaucracy. Being truly accountable means
providing a valuable, client-based service in dedive and transparent manner. Both government and
social organizations have a responsibility in agimig and maintaining accountability.
» Organizations can demonstrate accountability aretadlvorganizational health by setting and
achieving service goals.
» Public and government confidence can be instillga lsocial organization that is united behind
its mission and values, and that demonstratesliagviess to be fiscally transparent.
* Funding requirements for auditing and reportingutthde reflective of the amount and type of
funding, and should be based on realistic outcaanésservice objectives.
* Reporting and accountability processes should telgied and serve a meaningful purpose for
both the funder and the recipient.
e Accountability must be demonstrated by governmentmiore than a financial sense. The
government has a responsibility to the public tppsut the services that address social needs,

through informed public policy and comprehensiveding programs.

» Accountability is in part achieved through advocatke

government must support advocacy initiatives as ; :
necessary check and balance; social organizatiamst | Obviously you
continue advocacy initiatives as a way to bringraton to have to be

important social issues.

Reconstructing the Government’s Role

The study findings reveal a distinct power imbatana the
relationship between funder and recipient, whetiengovernment
enacts a ‘command and control’ style of managenwnits
programs and policies. In order to effectively suppa client-
centred social economy, this role of the governnmenst be re-
examined.

The federal government must eliminate its practiock

micromanagement and empower service providers Hi fi
their role autonomously and with enough flexibility offer

services that best meet their clients’ needs.

The government must recognize the knowledge andrdse

that service providers can bring to the policyeabl

The government should contribute to, rather thambih a

learning environment where social organizations dewvelop

innovative solutions to address social issues. Qrg#ons

should be encouraged to take risks in servicehafadthy social
future without fear of retribution.

accountable, you
can't just put
something in
place and never
look at it again...
but | think it could
be done better. ”

I
I
“The public
service has
become more of
a protector of the
public purse as
opposed to an
avenue by which

« Government should learn from best practices demaest the public
both within government and externally. accesses the
» Political resources should be dedicated to theat@zonomy "
that are indicative of its importance in societyheTrecent u

appointment of Tom Hedderson in Newfoundland a
Labrador as the minister responsible for the vaenand non-
profit sector sets a good example.
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Making Our Islandness Work for the Social Economy

Operating within the social economy in a small idlgurisdiction has both challenges and benefits.
Social organizations must be resourceful in usingislandness to their advantage, through effeatae
of networks and our strong sense of community.

« Organizations could draw on their personal netwtokanlist supporters that may have access to
government policy makers, or those people who naas lsome influence.

« Organizations need to be self-aware of both thatipesand negative social and political
structures that may exist. Satisfactory relatigpsitan be capitalized upon, and conversely,
historical differences may need to be recognizeatder to move forward.

e In fulfilling community commitments, individuals mpahold many roles and be a part of
numerous spheres of influence. Organizations woeldefit from an assessment of individual
skill sets and experience to determine how to bsstthese resources to their advantage.

Acting Collectively

Given the numerous systemic inefficiencies and pawdalances associated with the bureaucracy, it
would be simple, even justifiable, to assign blaméhe government for the problems that plaguederin
Edward Island’s social economy. The interview g#stints noted however, that our collective problems
can only be effectively addressed through collectaction. This means that solutions will be best
generated and implemented through the partnersingscollaborative efforts of social organizations,
governments and communities.

» Social organizations must overcome the competit™ -

funding environment and join forces to strengthba 1

social economy’s capacity, to identify prioritiendato “If we don’t start
present a united voice to government. This collation working together
must preserve and reflect the diversity of the peo we are all

served within the social economy.

» Strategic partnerships between government and Isc
organizations must be established. The partnershijss
involve mutual consultations; define agreed up
objectives, rolesand responsibilities; and be flexibl
enough to adapt to the changing priorities withie t
social economy.

» A better connection between levels of governmerdtrbe established to ensure that jurisdiction
is not a barrier in addressing social issues.

» Communication between government departments masmproved, and policy makers must
empower government staff so that the limitationstlod bureaucracy do not hinder social
progress.

» Public awareness of social issues and the impatahthe social economy must be raised so that
communities can be engaged in finding solutions.

screwed.”
I
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/5) CONCLUSION

There are many challenges facing Prince Edwardd&asocial economy. Resources are limited; funding
and policy structures are inadequate; and thereirengfficient opportunities to voice regional and
collective needs with policy makers. Perhaps thetnd@sturbing finding of this study, however, ith
increasing acceptance that the current level ofipifvestment in the social economy is “as goodtas
gets”.

This is not meant to imply that social organizasiaare unjustified in their sense of resignatione Th
systemic trend of increasingly inaccessible fundimighin an incommunicative policy environment
naturally takes a toll on social organizations gafing to survive. With the lack of adequate innesht

by government, despite the same issues being exbgataised in studies, and considering the
demonstrated value of the social economy in fillihg gaps in government services, it is no wonkiat t
social organizations often feel that their voices ot heard. What is surprising is that an accegtaf
the status quo is not more pervasive.

Amid the sentiment that the social economy may néweetruly valued, that governments may never
listen and that public investment may never be aatx) there exists a stubborn persistence ancbasuti
optimism. As evidenced by their willingness to shtireir stories and to expel a “collective groas'bae
participant put it, the organizations that makethg social economy are striving to both work witttie
current levels of support and to attempt to efédetnges to make the system work better for us all.

This study does not purport to have the answethe@roblems that face Prince Edward Island’s $ocia
economy. The data were gathered from one perspedttiat of social organizations, which means that t
viewpoints of other community organizations, theve&ymment and the public at large have not been
included in this report. This study does, howeveflect the composite experiences of the thirtaridl
organizations that participated and we hope thaslmring this perspective, we may inspire further
inquiry into the state of our social economy.

This study also illustrates that the solutions tw oollective problems will only be found throughet
dedication and expertise of the stakeholders whandting to come to the table to build bridgesvibetn

our social organizations, our governments and sland’s communities. Together, we can ensure that
social value is the dividend of public investmanttie social economy on Prince Edward Island.
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f‘fj) Appendix A. Summary of the ‘Bridging Public
Investment and Social Value’ Learning Event

On November 27, 2007, members of the social econguliticians, government staff, researchers and
interested citizens were invited to attend a lemynévent to discuss the funding and policy support
challenges that face Prince Edward Island’'s s@tahomy as described in the rep&tidging Public
Investment and Social Valu€he participatory seminar was held in Charlottetavith thirty people in
attendance. The event was divided into two pattg. first section included a presentation of thel\ggi
purpose, design and findings, followed by a plerd@ainstorming session to expand upon each area for
action. After a networking lunch, the remaindertioé event was spent in small group workshops to
discuss the factors and possible strategies inddlvéeringing selected recommendations to fruition.

Plenary Session

The presentation included a brief summary of theriiew findings with a focus on the eight main
recommendations, @reas for actioncontained in the report:

* Funding for sustainability;

» Developing the infrastructure for continuity;

e Setting priorities based on social need;

» Reconstructing the government’s role;

e Being accountable;

» Making ourislandnessvork for the social economy;

» Acting collectively; and

» Valuing the social economy.

Each area for action, with its associated recommagars, was discussed in plenary and then the group
was asked to generate additional strategies théd ¢orther each goal. Many of the suggestions onéa

and validated the research findings, and refletttednterdependent nature of the potential stratetp
establish adequate public investment in the soei@nomy. The group made the following
recommendations:

Developing infrastructure for continuity
» Discourage the pressure to create partnershipsnth#talize the ability to work towards
change in public policy.
 Examine the necessity and implications of applyiag more funding than is needed, a
practice which is pervasive and taken for granted.
» Eliminate inappropriate micromanagement.
» Restructure time allotments for funding applicasion
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Setting priorities based on social need

Avoid competition among social economy service gsofor funding and concentrate on the
value of loyalty and healthier principles.

Increase funding for research on social needsramalation.

Base priorities on evidence and research results.

Support research on the public value of social mmgdions and how the government can
benefit.

Reconstructing government’s role

Inspire a change in mindset regarding public fugdin terms of its being an investment as
opposed to an expenditure.

Re-examine government initiatives that have workedl in the past but that have been
discontinued for various reasons (e.g. shifts wmegoment priorities, changes in government,
the perception that a finite initiative could adetply address the need, etc.)

Explore meaningful solutions, beyond ‘Band-Aid’ ties, for the lack of connection between
front-end social economy services and the govertimg@reaucracy.

Being accountable

Extend accountability beyond the financial accobititst of service organizations, to include
a meaningful assessment of the impacts of sergicdgrograms.

View accountability through a social economic depehent lens, to recognize that social
issues are complex, multi-factorial and long-tennmature.

Emphasize that measurement criteria should nosfoawshort-term reductions in the number
of people in need of a service, which can leachéodrroneous assumption that funding for
the service need not continue.

Request funding that reflects the reality of insieg needs rather than trying to please
funders by shouldering heavier work loads withghme level of support.

Ensure that funding is available to do meaningfalleation of a funded service or program.
Question the assumptions that underpin evaluaBwaluations should be done in order to
assess the ‘value’ of what has been done. Thanarisntly a focus to show successful short
term results as opposed to building social valuédiog term positive change.

Making our islandnesswork for the social economy

Communicate effectively with the media. This in@ddusing the media positively, training
organizations on how to use the media, and exganion-traditional media to disseminate
messages.

Capitalize on access to Island politicians, paldidy in terms of how relationships with the
province may assist social organizations collaleovdth the federal government.

Acting collectively

Improve communications among social organizations.

Create a central agency for volunteer organizatiassdescribed in the New Brunswick
model.

Improve the knowledge about what public investmgraccomplishing, on the part of both
the public and politicians, and think beyond ecoiwot@rms.
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Valuing the social economy
» Raise awareness that social organizations may adétter position to provide services at an
arms length to government. There were some conceated about modeling social
organizations on government.
* Look at new ways of engaging the public. The pullizvironment has changed and the
Island’s social economy must have an impact afatieral level.
» Consider more than just the economic return ostiwal economy.

Small Group Workshops

The purpose of the learning event was not only iszu$s the issues described Bridging Public
Investment and Social Valuebut to provide an opportunity to work collabovaty on the
recommendations arising from the research. Toghdf space was set aside in the room for eacheof th
areas for action, and the event participants wskedto congregate around the topic that held thst m
interest for them. Each small group was askeddrkshop potential strategies for their area foroact
and the following prompts were provided to guide discussion:
1. Discuss possible strategies to move this areactosraforward.
2. Who needs to be engaged to move the recommendedsafdrward?
3. Identify potential challenges and barriers with bk solutions and supports. Identify
areas needing further research
4. Is there anyone in this discussion willing to pdwevileadership in moving this area for
action forward?

Participants were advised that the discussion weaite place in two rounds. For the second round,
participants could choose to workshop another adiea, or they could continue the discussion dyrea
in progress. In the first round, the small groupsused on four topics (percentage of total pawitip in
parentheses): making oiglandnesswork (35%); reconstructing the government’'s rd@&9%); valuing
the social economy (18%); and acting collectivdi®%). For the second round of discussion, partitipa
were divided equally among the topics of making islandnesswork, reconstructing the government’s
role, acting collectively, and setting prioritieaded on social need.

The groups were asked to document their resultgyuesther the paper provided or an audio recoiliee.
breadth of ideas that was generated from thes¢ disoussions is indicative of the power and paaéid
collaboratively develop strategies for a vibrand &ealthy social economy. Notes from these disonssi
are summarized below, with the exception of thekimg ourislandnesswork’ group, as there was no
record of that discussion. In subsequent conversatith one participant from thslandnesgroup, the
author was advised that the group purposefully elmm to document their ideas, noting that the vimys
which islandnesds employed through personal connections is noesgarily something that should be
publicly recorded.

Reconstructing the Government’s role

The group suggested that there be a minister ®stitial economy sector. This minister would have t
be a champion for the social economy, effectivelyresent of various sectors and work collaborativel
The goal would be to recruit someone with this tgp@utlook. A government champion for the social
economy must leave a legacy of policies and letiisiaso that a system is built that is not depehde
upon the specific person in the position of powdrere must be continuity and consistency regardiess
the individual.
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Not everyone in the group agreed with the recommtonl that there be a specific ministry. The
opposition explained that decisions should be nadsommunity experts and not by government. Rather
than creating a minister, service providers shtm@dempowered to make policy decisions that affeet t
social economy. It was suggested that an agencgprésentatives from all sectors be created, ssch a
that recommended by Bradshaw (2007).

Regardless of whether there is a specific minighrg,group agreed that the civil service and bureds
need to understand social economic values. As anipant put it, we must “inoculate the ministrie
with a social economic perspective”. The silos #hast within government must be broken down st tha
government can explore useful ideas that come fsoth within various agencies and from outside of
government. Positions within government should xenéned to ensure that they support social goals.
The group noted that the individual bureaucrats beyvell intentioned and well educated, but thelir |
descriptions may not include the considerationoafa factors in decision-making processes.

The importance of collaborative strategies and iakting the ‘we vs. they’ approach was emphasitted.
should be recognized that the problem of unprodaatonflict is everyone’s responsibility and tHagre
is a need to change not only public policy but alsmmunity attitudes. We must overcome the cultdire
blame, noting that many social problems are nopkirihe government’s fault.

Accountability is a balance between opening thdipydurse and answering to the public; there igadh

to consider both the needs of society and the diioits of government capacity. Social impact
assessment mechanisms are needed, similar to #mrenental impact assessments that are used to
examine public projects. A revised tax system wdmdbeneficial, with a more flexible classification
system for non-profits, as not every social econemtgrprise can be classified as strictly not-fiafip
under the current system. A pre-requisite for teistructuring is the need to think beyond eitheshc
generation or cash consumption, in that some ozgtians will do both in service of social goals.

The group noted that it is important for socialanizations to have a good business plan when agking
funds and to know the client base. There mustladsstrong leadership from within the social economy
Inter-sectoral conflict within the social economasnoted; what is needed are true partnerships, tru
collaborations and transparency. It was suggesggdite need to think more broadly than simply akvay
asking for government money. We need to investighé possibility of the sector sustaining itseff b
other means.

Several questions were raised in discussion: Hawacaountability be maintained? How can community
input be integrated? How can communities be endadg¢alv do we make sure that public policy is
coherent and holistic?

Acting collectively

Strategies generated from the discussions on actiigctively included the need to have an overall
facilitator for the sector, such as the role thatVolunteer Initiative served. The Initiative welsninated

by the federal cutbacks in 2006, but while it eedsthe staff provided workshops as well as oppdarisn

to collaborate and to disseminate information.

A collaborative approach is required wherein noofifs, co-operatives and the labour movement chn al
work together; there is a latent synergy waitindgpéotapped. There should be an effort to find doittv
groups want to work together and to identify soarakflexible funding that accommodates innovatidn.

the social economy network was developed firstoitld then reach out to other sectors, to build the
collective effort one step at a time. The commumigeds to be educated about and engaged in such
collaborations, and provincial and federal governteénvolved at a basic level.

44



Public Investment, Social Value

The social economy must be a coherent movementhdmtieverage. This can be achieved through
organized public effort that brings to the forefrtime continued relevance of social issues. Tharst fve

a willingness of government to work with social eomy groups and to be informed by the front line
service providers on what issues are critical engifound. It would be helpful for government ageado

be linked in a horizontal effort. The Seniors Staniat was offered as an example.

Several barriers to working collectively were not€ehe group mentioned that we must examine our own
research biases and think outside standard assumapti order to progress. There are also structura
problems and limitations, not the least of whick financial. There is some reluctance on the part o
larger organizations to partner with smaller onles;benefits of working collectively are not realiz We
need to recognize that although not all necessagialsservices are available on the Island, theee a
instances of overlapping services, which createsnadvertent environment of competition. Because
groups do not know what the others are doing, vedeugnwith both gaps and redundancies.

Valuing the social economy

The main strategies described for valuing the $@cdanomy were related to advocacy and the raising
public awareness. The social economy needs to coiata the value of its work in tangible ways.
Museum outreach programs were offered as an examphiés regard. In order to overcome the selective
hearing of the government, needs assessments egaldine cost effectiveness of community based
service delivery and how future costs can be avbiddat said, there is also a need to complicage th
view of the world that is based on monetary vallmme The social economy must learn to evaluate
economic spin off, but there is a danger of beamting and discontinuing services after a shomnter
decrease in numbers of persons requiring a sefffeeright things to measure, report and value rbest
established and criteria for measuring the sucoés®cial economy organizations must be developed.
One essential message to be conveyed is that @derprapensation for workers, reasonable workloads
and enhanced human resources are required indfs service sector.

The value accorded to sports in our society andwhgs in which sports organizations deliver their
messages was raised as a contrast to the wayottiat erganizations work and are perceived. Thee/al
of sports is never questioned, and the sport séctoomfortable in emphasizing its economic spifs;of
whereas the social economy is naturally criticatrefating an economic argument. Sport is apoljtizal
social issues are not because we live in a culhaieblames the victim.

The value of the social economy can be demonsttatedgh research, but funds are needed to support
research and skills development. Social economwrizgtions are challenged to find ways to secure
funding while focusing on their mandates, with bied resources left for research. We need to engage
university researchers in social economy work amdrtdthem from more academic pursuits. Instead of
external consultants, the government should cononisi®cal experts, such as the Institute of Island
Studies, to conduct research. Not only is this nomst effective, but it brings in a component oblp
consultation and a social perspective. This metlmmtentrates on the value of engaging citizens.

We need to examine the language used when disgussirsocial economy and find new ways to deliver
messages, such as through drama and creativdlagtsocial economy must be valued both by the publi
and by government. Our work needs greater visjtdiid we want people to understand not only ‘what’
the social economy does but also ‘why’.

The Government often says that private dollars Ishdill the funding gap experienced by social
organizations, but private funds generally go tgdamainstream organizations with fundraising cépac
not to groups working for social action or on corgrsial issues. The more controversial an issubés
more complicated the relationship is with funditgistures.
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Questions that arose from this discussion includ&tat are the unquestioned priorities? How can we
reframe the value system? How do we instill corforeesponsibility? How do we adjust to the
governments’ ideological filter? Should we makes thiljustment?

Setting priorities based on social need

Social priorities must be demonstrated throughlstamding for core needs related to social justig.

care giving; shelter; women’s equality and equatifyunder represented groups; basic needs such as
food; and adequate resources to live in healthdigrty. There will always be needs that stem framd

are caused by, social injustice. Better procesaess&ructures must be put into place to consider th
satisfaction of social needs as a priority, amd¢hshould be inclusive of a variety of groups esider

a variety of strategies.

There is a need to assess the types of groupseavides that exist and to come up with stratedies t
create networks, reduce isolation of marginalizedpte and increase public empathy and compassion.
Communities need to be inspired to prioritize theeting of social needs. Strategies must give vimce
marginalized individuals and groups.

There is a need for research to re-examine wheihigersal programs function more effectively to mee
needs as compared to programs based on measwsdtena (this is related to meeting citizens’ nged
first and bureaucratic needs second). Often thadimg agency/funder ‘decides’ what the social needs
are. There has to be flexibility to create new sohs and to takes risks and move in new directiblu

all social needs can be satisfied by money, seasmd funding is not always the solution. Socialdse
should be assessed not only by counting the nundigoeople requiring a service; assessment should
also address the quality of planned services aretheh they are an effective response to actuahkoci
needs.

There needs to be a greater awareness and undéngtaf social issues, including those that peajue
not want to face. The importance of social supfmrbuilding inclusive communities that cultivatedith

and well-being must be emphasized. The challenga @fging population is looming and the implication
of this demographic trend on the social economy sowal organizations, particularly in terms offsel
renewal, is unknown. What happens when a socianizgtion disintegrates for any reason? (Other than
when the social need no longer exists.)

We must challenge the mindset that the people ddryend involved in the social economy are ‘cként
they are first and foremost citizens. The termigglaused should reflect this inclusiveness and
universality. There is also a need to challengecthieria used to set priorities and examine whiogisg
excluded, noting that respect for individuals ig.ke
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f\l Appendix C. Research Study Information Letter

INFORMATION LETTER

Dear Potential Participant,

You have been invited to participate in tlapping Supports for the Social Economy on Prinde&d Island
research project, conducted by researcher Barbgran®y under the direction of Dr. Irené Novaczekhaf Social
Economy & Sustainability Research Network

The purpose of this project is to map the levdederal and provincial government funding and poiapports that
exist for social economy organizations on Princev&d Island. The project will also measure the iotgd any
changes in these levels of support in the pastylaes. Your participation has been requested Isecas a member
of a non-profit organization on PEI, your accouhyaur organization’s experiences with provinciatidederal
supports and any changes will provide valuableyimtsinto this study.

The project will culminate in a final report whighill be shared with the participants of the studith other
organizations in the social sector, with publicippimakers and the public at large. The project goto raise
awareness about the supports that exist for thalsmonomy and about the importance of informedaolicy.
The ultimate aim is to empower and strengthen timedge base of social economic institutions lmothPrince
Edward Island and other jurisdictions.

The study method will be a face-to-face interviewthwyou and other interested members of your omgiun,
conducted by the researcher, at a time and locafigour choice. Interviews are tentatively schedufor July and
August 2007. The interview will take up to one hamd will be tape recorded. The researcher with &ke notes
during the interview. The researcher will have st bf questions that can be made available in agvan your
request. You may refuse to answer any questionscandliscontinue the interview and/or recordin@my time
without reason. Neither your name nor the nameooir yrganization will be disclosed or cited in fireal report.
Organizations will be referenced in the report dojythe general category of goods or services flieyide. The
researcher will keep all individual interview resuhnonymous and confidential, and will take eweffgrt to ensure
anonymity and confidentiality of group interviewg kequesting that all participants sign a pledgenfanterview
tapes and documents will be stored in a lockeddilcabinet and will be labelled with codes that caty be
identified by the researcher and principal investgs.

Dr. Irené Novaczek of the University of Prince Edevdsland’s Institute of Island Studies is respbfesifor the
administration of this research, and you are wekdm contact her (902 566-0386 ioovaczek@upei.gaor
Barbara Wynne at (902-566-9974 or blgroome@pei.gjiop.ca), if you have any questions.

Thank you for considering this request to partitgpia this research project. A copy of the resegnaposal is
available at your request.

This research is being conducted as part of ThéaBBconomy and Sustainability Research Netwonrdgcup of
researchers from universities, government and comnitjhagencies across Atlantic Canada. This Redearc
Network is based at Mount Saint Vincent Univer@t$VVU), under the direction of Dr. Leslie Browngdaa funded
by the Social Sciences and Humanities Researchdl@mirCanada. The University Research Ethics BQAIREB)
of MSVU reviews and approves the ethical comporardach project conducted as part of the Netwarkéearch.

If you have any questions about how this studgiisgoconducted, you may contact the Lynne MacPhéwaJPEI
Research Ethics Board ( 902-566-0673roacphee@upei.gaYou may also contact the Chair of the UREB at
MSVU Research and International Office, who isdiggctly involved in this study, at 902-457-6350v@ e-malil
atresearch@msvu.ca

48



