
The Saskatchewan Voluntary
Sector in the Context of 
Social Enterprise:
A Case Study of Family Service Regina

by James M. Pitsula

May 2005
Public Policy Paper 33
$5.00; ISBN# 0-7731-0525-5 

SIPP

Public Policy Paper Series

www.uregina.ca/sipp

The Saskatchewan Institute of Public Policy



 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

The Saskatchewan Voluntary Sector in the Context of Social Enterprise:  
A Case Study of Family Service Regina 

 
 

SIPP Public Policy Paper No. 33 
May 2005 

 
James M. Pitsula 

Department of History, University of Regina 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ISBN# 0-7731-0525-5 
ISSN# 1702-7802 



 1

Introduction 
 

Using a prominent community-based organization as a case study, this paper argues that a 

well-rounded conceptualization of the voluntary sector in Saskatchewan includes recognition of 

social entrepreneurship as a historical and contemporary reality.  Discussions of the voluntary 

sector that focus exclusively or primarily on volunteerism omit an important dimension of the 

social and economic life of the province.  As the Government of Saskatchewan and the voluntary 

sector move forward to formalize their relationship, consideration should be given to 

incorporating acknowledgement of social entrepreneurship as a valued component of the 

government/voluntary sector partnership.  In the same way that government, through its policies 

and programs, seeks to encourage private business investment in the for-profit sector, it might 

also consider the active promotion of social enterprise in the nonprofit sector. 

The paper is divided into four main sections.  The first part defines and indicates the 

scope of the voluntary sector and sketches its current relationship with government.  At the 

federal level, attention focuses on the genesis and contents of the “Accord Between the 

Government of Canada and the Voluntary Sector” (2001) and the subsequent “Code of Good 

Practice on Funding” (2002) and “Code of Good Practice on Policy Dialogue” (2002).   In 

Saskatchewan, public policy centers on the Premier’s Voluntary Sector Initiative, which has 

given rise to an ongoing dialogue based on the “Framework for Partnership Between the 

Government of Saskatchewan and Saskatchewan’s Voluntary Sector” (2002).  The second 

section of the paper addresses the reasons for the surge of interest since the 1980s in the 

voluntary sector, tracing the development in large part to the deficit problems faced by 

governments and their consequent need to rethink the scope of the welfare state.  While this 

change can be portrayed negatively as the government’s attempt to download social services 
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onto under-funded voluntary organizations, it can also be perceived positively in that it 

highlights the entrepreneurial capacity of the sector, that is, its ability to innovate and redefine 

the social landscape.  This observation leads to the third section, which explores the concept of 

social entrepreneurship as it is emerging in the already-abundant literature devoted to the subject.  

The paper argues that our understanding of the voluntary sector is incomplete, if it fails to give a 

prominent place to social enterprise.  The fourth section makes the argument concrete through an 

historical analysis of Family Service Regina, a Saskatchewan voluntary-sector organization that 

has existed in one form or other since 1913. The case study illustrates what is meant by social 

entrepreneurship, and it throws light on relations that have existed in the past between 

government and voluntary-sector organizations in Saskatchewan.  The conclusion asserts the 

need for the insertion of social entrepreneurship discourse into the government/voluntary sector 

dialogue.  As a corollary, it suggests that the government and the voluntary sector include in a 

code of best practices governing their relationship a strong commitment to encourage social 

enterprise in the province. 

 
The Voluntary Sector and Its Relationship with Government 

 The voluntary sector, also known as the non-profit, non-governmental, community-

based, charitable, or third sector or the social economy, is large and diverse.1  It encompasses a 

wide range of institutions and organizations including “hospitals, universities, social service 

organization, shelters for the homeless, arts councils, food banks, organizations that raise funds 

to support medical research, self-help groups such as Alcoholics Anonymous, bodies that 

provide recreation to youth, places of worship, social clubs, trade associations, and advocacy 

groups.”2  The number of non-profit organizations in Canada is estimated at 180,000 non-profit 

organizations, of which 80,000 were registered as charities.  In addition, there are hundreds of 
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thousands of unincorporated volunteer groups.  Taken as a whole, the sector employs 1.3 million 

people and engages the services of 6.5 million volunteers.3  In addition, it generates about $90 

billion in annual revenues and has assets worth $109 billion.  Revenue comes from a variety of 

sources:  donations from individuals and corporations, governments, foundations, charitable 

funding organizations (e.g., United Way), service fees, product sales, investment income and 

other charitable fund-raising activities.  The largest single source is government (federal, 

provincial, territorial and local), which provides more than half of the voluntary sector’s total 

annual revenue.  Of this amount, provincial and territorial governments contribute 85 per cent.4   

The relationship between the voluntary sector and the federal government has, at times, 

been rocky.  Beginning in the 1980s, the debt crisis and consequent restructuring of the welfare 

state led to the downloading of services to the sector and cuts to the core funding of a variety of 

organizations, especially advocacy groups.  In order to come to grips with these difficulties, the 

voluntary sector in Canada took steps to restructure itself.  Traditionally, it had been organized in 

“relatively isolated silos of activity based on subsector.”5  There had been no truly national 

organization to speak for the sector as a whole.  In 1995 a group of sector leaders came together 

to form the Voluntary Sector Roundtable (VSR) comprising 12 representatives of the main 

subfields of voluntary activity.  Shortly afterwards, the Liberal party, preparing for the 1997 

federal election, made a Red Book commitment to “increasing the capacity of the voluntary 

sector to contribute to Canadian life.”6  After the election, the government created a Voluntary 

Sector Task Force housed in the Privy Council Office to reach out to the voluntary sector and 

build a better relationship.   

The October 1999 Speech from the Throne signaled the government’s intention to “enter 

into a national accord with the voluntary sector, laying the foundation for active partnership with 
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voluntary organizations in the service of Canadians.”7  The Joint Accord Table (part of a broader 

Voluntary Sector Initiative) consisted of seven representatives from each of the federal government 

and the voluntary sector.  The representation from the government side was straightforward; the 

government selected committee members to speak on its behalf.  On the voluntary side, the 

situation was more obscure.  The committee members represented the sector in a general way, but 

did not exercise delegated authority, since there was no organized national body in a position to 

delegate authority to them.  Despite this handicap, the JAT proceeded with its work, reaching an 

Accord on 5 December 2001.   The media treated the signing as a non-event.  National newspapers 

and broadcasters ignored it, while local media gave only limited coverage.8 

The Accord opened with an affirmation that “the voluntary sector is one of three pillars 

that constitute Canadian society, together with the public and private sectors.  Our quality of life, 

our economic strength and the vitality of our democratic institutions depend on the vibrancy of 

these interdependent sectors and the support they provide to one another.”9  It then identified 

“common values, principles and commitments that will shape future practices.”  The “values” –

democracy, active citizenship, equality, diversity, inclusion, and social justice – are fairly 

abstract, the “principles” only slightly less so.  The Accord stated that “the independence of 

voluntary sector organizations includes their right within the law to challenge public policies, 

programs and legislation and to advocate for change” and that “advocacy is inherent to debate 

and change in a democratic society and, subject to the above principles, it should not affect any 

funding relationship that might exist.”  It was agreed that “dialogue [between the government 

and the voluntary sector] should be open, respectful, informed, sustained, and welcome a range 

of viewpoints.”10 
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The mutually approved values and principles led to shared “commitments to action,” 

notably the government’s undertaking to “recognize and consider the implications of its 

legislation, regulations, policies and programs on voluntary sector organizations including the 

importance of funding policies and practices for the further development of the relationship and 

the strengthening of the voluntary sector’s capacity.”  This included a commitment to “develop 

in a timely fashion…codes or standards of good practice to help guide interactions between 

government departments and voluntary sector organizations such as policy dialogue, funding, 

and other issues as identified.”11  “A Code of Good Practice on Funding” emerged in October 

2002.  The government subscribed to a long list of good practices to promote sustainable 

capacity in the voluntary sector and to “enhance the consistency, stability, and transparency of 

the federal funding process.”12  For example, it promised to “use multi-year funding agreements 

and develop and implement mechanisms to facilitate their use, in appropriate circumstances, in 

order to enhance organizations’ stability and capacity for longer-term planning” and to “allow a 

reasonable and flexible transition period when major changes are made to a funded activity 

underway.”13 What the government did not do was guarantee levels of funding or a role for the 

voluntary sector in all policy developments.  The sector, for its part, made a commitment to 

“appropriate financial reporting and sound financial management,” as well as to ethical 

fundraising practices, diversification of funding sources, efficacious monitoring and control 

systems, effective board governance, the development of evaluation tools for measuring long-

term outcomes of funding, and investment in organizational and human resource development.14 

The “Code of Good Practice on Policy Dialogue,” also adopted in October 2002, called 

on both the government and voluntary sector “to engage in regular, open and ongoing dialogue 

about public policy; to be inclusive in how it does so; and to develop the policy capacity to 
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strengthen the quality of such engagement.”15  Again, the prescriptions were rather vague, but at 

least the Code legitimized the role of the voluntary sector as a contributor to the formation of 

public policy.  For example, it obliged the government to “develop ways (e.g., a voluntary sector 

lens) to ensure that all departments and agencies recognize and consider the impacts and 

implications for the voluntary sector and voluntary sector organizations of new or modified 

legislation, regulations, polices and programs” and to “respect and seek out the expertise and 

input of the voluntary sector and include it in the analysis and design of policy initiatives.”16  The 

sector agreed to “develop and strengthen knowledge and policy capacity in their areas of 

expertise… take specific steps to ensure that diverse groups within the sector are given an 

opportunity to consider issues and provide input… [and] where appropriate and where possible, 

build consensus by improving coordination within the sector.”17 

The Accord and subsequent Codes of Good Practice, while not inconsequential, fell short 

of a fundamental reconfiguration of the government/voluntary sector relationship.    They did not 

constitute the Canadian equivalent of British Prime Minister Tony Blair’s “Third Way” 

communitarianism, with its goal of promoting civil society and ending the “contract culture” in 

which voluntary sector organizations are insecurely dependent on and subordinate to 

government.  The English and Scottish Compacts were more specific than the Canadian Accord 

in the commitments the government sector made to the voluntary sector.18  In addition, in 

Canada the question of who can speak authoritatively for the voluntary sector at the federal level 

has not been resolved.  There is still no organization sufficiently inclusive and democratically 

structured to claim the title.  This raises a basic question: does the voluntary sector exist as a 

distinct entity, or is it merely a loose agglomeration of diverse organizations that have little in 

common except that they belong to neither the public nor private (for-profit) sector? 
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The situation is further complicated by the fact that Canada is a federation with two 

orders of government, each sovereign in its own jurisdiction.  In Quebec, for example, the 

pattern of relations between the public sector and the social economy (the term of choice for the 

voluntary sector in that province) is quite different from that of the rest of Canada.  The year 

1992 marked a turning point when the Quebec government for the first time “recognized that 

community organizations working in the health and social services sector were an integral part of 

this sector.”  This “paved the way to greater institutionalization19 of all independent community 

organizations interacting with the Quebec government.”20  At the Sommet sur l’economie et 

l’emploi (a summit on the economy and employment) in October 1996, agreement was reached 

on a definition of social economy: 

Social economy organizations produce goods and services with a clear social 
mission and have these ideal-type characteristics and objectives: 

•  The mission is services to members and communities and non-profit 
oriented 

•  Management is independent of government 
•  Democratic decision-making by workers and/or users 
•  People have priority over capital 
•  Participation, empowerment, individual and collective responsibility21 

 
Driving these initiatives in Quebec, and at the same time critiquing them, have been powerful 

feminist, trade union and community movements.  The result has been substantial gains for the 

social economy in such fields as childcare, home care and social housing.  What the future holds 

is uncertain, but it seems fairly clear that there has emerged in Quebec a development model 

distinct from both the traditional social democratic vision that sees social progress as “the 

extension of the public sector into all spheres of activity requiring human services” and the neo-

liberal vision in which the state sheds its responsibility for social services “in order to save 

money and transfer everything to the market.”22 
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The recent Saskatchewan experience with the voluntary sector has been quite different 

from what has unfolded in Quebec.  Premier Lorne Calvert, in April 2002, launched the 

Saskatchewan Voluntary Sector Initiative.  The first priority was “to develop a Framework to 

guide provincial government interaction and participation with the voluntary sector.”  The 

initiative as also intended to “build capacity in our voluntary sector.  It will help build a stronger 

volunteer community.”23  A Voluntary Sector Initiative Steering Committee was appointed with 

Doreen Hamilton, MLA, serving as chair and David Forbes, MLA and Keith Goulet, MLA as 

co-chairs.  It consisted of 14 representatives from the voluntary sector and 13 (not including the 

Chair or co-chairs) from the provincial government.  In November 2002, the provincial 

government released a document titled “The Premier’s Voluntary Sector Initiative: A Framework 

for Partnership between the Government of Saskatchewan and Saskatchewan’s Voluntary 

Sector.”  It defined the voluntary sector as follows: 

The voluntary sector in Saskatchewan consists of self-governing non-for-profit 
(including charitable) organizations and community-based groups that benefit 
Saskatchewan’s communities by contributing their expertise and resources, and 
the time and talents of volunteers working on their behalf.  Voluntary sector 
organizations and groups do not distribute any profits to members.  Although 
many voluntary sector organizations rely on professional staff to carry out their 
work, all depend on volunteers, at least on their boards of directors.24 
 

The emphasis, both in definition and in the other parts of the document, was on volunteering 

rather than on those who are gainfully employed in the voluntary or nonprofit sector.25 

The “Framework for Partnership between the Government of Saskatchewan and 

Saskatchewan’s Voluntary Sector” affirmed a set of values (active citizenship, autonomy, 

democracy, diversity, equality, equity, excellence, community, inclusion, innovation, respect, 

responsibility, social justice) and principles (accountability, advocacy, community, consensus, 

cooperation and collaboration, independence, interdependence, open communication, shared 
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leadership), not unlike those found in the federal Accord.   More specifically, a number of 

recommendations were made, including that the government “develop and adopt a policy 

rationale for engagement with and support of the voluntary sector” and that it “commit to an 

ongoing relationship with the voluntary sector through the appointment of a permanent 

chairperson (a Legislative Secretary) to oversee the work of the initiative.  It was further 

suggested that the Government of Saskatchewan commit ongoing resources to support Working 

Tables, which were to address initiatives directed towards three objectives: (1) to build a formal 

relationship between the public sector (Government of Saskatchewan) and the voluntary sector; 

(2) to build capacity within Saskatchewan’s voluntary sector; and (3) to build awareness of the 

sector.”26  The Framework document also contained an inventory of government departments 

and the organizations with which they interacted.  This was updated in December 2004 in a 

report titled “The Premier’s Voluntary Sector Initiative: An Inventory of Government of 

Saskatchewan Interaction with the Voluntary Sector.”27 

A number of other measures were taken.  The Premier in April 2005 (April is volunteer 

month) affirmed his intention to make the values and principles of the Framework document part 

of the working culture of government.  Doreen Hamilton was designated the permanent 

Chairperson to oversee the continuing progress of the initiative, the 2005 budget contained a line 

item of $175,000 dedicated to the purpose (although the item appears in the budget of the 

Department of Culture, Youth and Recreation, the initiative is inter-departmental in scope) and, 

following the expiry of the terms of appointment of the Voluntary Sector Initiative Steering 

Committee, a new committee was appointed, some of whose members had served on the 

previous committee and some of whom had not.  Consultants were hired to prepare a report on 

best practices in government/voluntary sector relations, and a forum bringing the two sectors 
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together to discuss matters of common interest was scheduled for June 2005.  Three immediate 

goals presented themselves:  to establish a mechanism for an ongoing relationship between the 

government and the voluntary sector, to support the federally sponsored Canadian Volunteerism 

Initiative, and to have an annual forum of the two sectors modeled after the June 2005 event. 

 

What is Behind the New Focus on the Voluntary Sector? 

Many commentators attribute the surge of interest in the voluntary sector that began in 

the 1980s to government deficit problems and pressures, both pragmatic and ideological, to scale 

back or restructure the welfare state.  Ronald Reagan and other American politicians championed 

volunteerism and market solutions to social, as well as economic, problems.28  British Prime 

Minister Margaret Thatcher heaped praise on the voluntary and for-profit sectors, calling upon 

them to deliver social services previously dispensed by government.29  Brian Mulroney told a 

Progressive Conservative convention in 1983 that: “One of the major priorities of my 

government will be a complete revision of social programs in order to save as much money as 

possible.  One way of meeting that objective is to encourage the voluntary sector to participate 

more in the implementation of social programs.  Volunteer work is the most efficient method of 

work in Canada.”30  And, as we have seen, when Jean Chrétien came to power in 1993, his 

government entered into a serious and ongoing dialogue with the voluntary sector.31 

Part of the new focus on the voluntary sector is on the concept of “social capital.”  

University of Chicago sociologist James Coleman introduced the term in 1990, but is most 

prominent exponent its Robert D. Putnam, political scientist and director of the Center for 

International Affairs at Harvard University.  Putnam defines social capital as those “features of 

social organization, such as trust, norms and networks, that can improve the efficiency of society 
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by facilitating coordinated actions.”32  It is the glue that holds society together, the capacity for 

people to work together in constructive ways.  Analogous to physical capital (machines, 

technology, etc.) and human capital (a skilled, educated and motivated work force), social capital 

is a prerequisite for a prosperous, well-functioning, democratic society. 

Social theorist Harry Boyte approaches the topic from a slightly different angle.  He 

identifies as “free spaces” those institutions that occupy the territory between business, 

government and family.  They are “the environments in which people are able to learn new self-

respect, a deeper and more assertive group identity, public skills, and values of cooperation and 

civic virtue.”33  Free space is “not the space where business and economic gain are the order of 

the day or the bureaucratic space where the workings of governmental authority and organization 

prevail,” but rather the area “between the private lives and large-scale institutions where ordinary 

citizens can act with dignity, independence and vision.”34  The words “free space” and “social 

capital” portray the voluntary sector in a positive light.  Instead of defining the sector according 

to what it is not – non-profit, non-governmental – they describe it in terms of what it is.  The term 

“voluntary sector” has a faintly deprecating air.  Volunteering is something done “on the side,” 

in the time left over after the serious business of life has been take care of.  That is why authors 

such as Boyte and Putnam search for different words to describe the sector to give it the dignity 

and importance they believe it deserves. 

Neo-conservatives have argued that the welfare state crowds out the voluntary sector.  

They posit an inverse relationship between the government and voluntary sectors.  When one 

grows, the other shrinks.  Historical evidence does not bear out this contention.  Shirley Tillotson 

shows that during the 1930s, 1940s and 1950s, when Canadians paid increased taxes to support 

the emerging welfare state, federated charities (such as the United Way) also grew much larger.35  
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Josephine Rekart highlights the fact that voluntary organizations proliferated in Canada during 

the 1960s and 1970s, at the very time that the welfare state underwent significant expansion.36   

The cutbacks to government programs and government funding of nonprofit organizations 

that occurred in the 1980s and 1990s did not generate a stream of private giving to replace the 

absent government dollars.  As nonprofit organizations struggled to make up for lost revenues, 

many of them experienced a cultural shift.  As Jacquelyn Thayer Scott observed in 1992:  

The most common voluntary association response in the U.S. to the neo-
conservative shift has been—surprise!—to attempt to reflect the values inherent in 
the revised public philosophy.  Nonprofit managers crowded university and 
private-sector management training programs.  ‘Marketing’ became an acceptable 
term, and advertisements for competing social and cultural services appeared in 
the media and on billboards.  In an effort to replace government revenues, 
agencies hired fundraising and development consultants, entered co-marketing 
arrangements with the business sector, and merged with other nonprofits or 
diversified their services, and developed fee-for-service products targeted to the 
middle class and those able to pay.37 
 

These developments reflected the “spirit of the times.”  With the fall of the Berlin Wall and the 

collapse of the Soviet empire, market thinking and business values were in the ascendant.38 

 

What is Social Entrepreneurship? 

The shakeup that has occurred in the voluntary sector has generated a literature based on 

the concept of social entrepreneurship.  The recently founded Canadian Centre for Social 

Entrepreneurship at the University of Alberta Business School has as its mission “to work with 

all three sectors – voluntary, government and business – to build the foundations necessary to 

encourage entrepreneurial approaches to social development.  Leaders in the new philanthropy 

agree that solutions to critical social issues lie in dissolving boundaries between the sectors to 

share insight, knowledge and commitment for the development of our communities.”39  Defining 

social entrepreneurship is no easy task, and a consensus on the meaning of the term has not yet 
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emerged.  Some define it as “bringing business expertise and market-based skills to the nonprofit 

sector in order to help this sector become more efficient in providing and delivering these 

services.”  Others conceptualize it more broadly, arguing that “social entrepreneurship can occur 

within the public, private or nonprofit sectors, and is in essence a hybrid model involving both 

for-profit and nonprofit activities as well as cross-sectoral collaboration.”40 

Alan Fowler suggests three broad categories of social entrepreneurship.  The first, 

“integrated social entrepreneurship” refers to situations in which economic activities are 

expressly designed to generate positive social outcomes.  Fowler cites as an example the 

Grameen Bank, which extends small loans for self-employment projects to poor people in the 

Third World.  A second type of social entrepreneurship is “reinterpretation,” where existing 

nonprofit capacity is utilized in ways that either reduce costs or increase income.  For instance, 

an organization engaged in delivering meals to the elderly and infirm might find a market for 

delivering meals for profit to an affluent clientele.  Thirdly, Fowler identifies “complementary 

social entrepreneurship,” referring to nonprofit organizations that have a for-profit operation that 

does not itself produce a social benefit, but whose earnings can be used to subsidize the 

organization’s nonprofit social mission.41 

Generally speaking, social entrepreneurship means the creation of social value through 

entrepreneurial solutions, whether in the public, private or nonprofit sector or in some 

combination thereof.  As such, the term can embrace a wide range of activity – everything from 

“the soup kitchen in the basement of a church where all the labor is voluntary and all the 

materials are donated” to “a for-profit company that is engaged in an undertaking that has some 

embedded social purpose,” such as “a Body Shop or a Starbucks, with their stated mission of 

helping disadvantaged communities or preserving the environment.”42  
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Scholars have tried to isolate the essential characteristics that define a social 

entrepreneur.  Ganesh Prabhu argues that they are “persons who create or manage innovative 

entrepreneurial organizations or ventures whose primary mission is the social change and 

development of their client group” rather than the pursuit of profit.  Social entrepreneurs 

involved in for-profit activities see profit as a means to an end, while economic entrepreneurs see 

profit as an end in itself.  Or, to put it another way, the social entrepreneur sees meeting needs as 

the end and looks to money as a means to achieving this end, while the commercial entrepreneur 

sees wealth creation as the end and looks to needs as opportunities or means to the end.43 

The role of social entrepreneur is a demanding one, requiring “a special ambidextrous 

person who can maintain a focus on the twin logics of mission and commerce.”  There is 

potentially a clash of cultures between the for-profit and nonprofit sectors.  The clash can 

manifest itself in the “distrust of money-making activities.”  According to Jerr Boschee, 

President and CEO of the National Centre for Social Entrepreneurship in the United States, “the 

belief that capitalism and profits are evil [is] the single greatest obstacle in the implementation of 

entrepreneurial strategies.”  Carl Cannon adds that nonprofit managers need to “get in touch with 

their inner capitalist child.”44 

Despite the lack of a precise definition, the concept of social entrepreneurship has 

considerable momentum.  Ten years ago, few business schools offered formal training in the 

field.  Today, many business schools in the United States (Harvard, Stanford, Columbia, Duke, 

etc.) have a program, and Oxford University in England recently opened the Skoll Centre for 

Social Entrepreneurship with a grant from Jeffrey Skoll, the first president of eBay.45  As already 

mentioned, the University of Alberta Business School has led the way in this country with the 

establishment of the Canadian Centre for Social Entrepreneurship. 
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The Harvard Business School, which launched its Social Enterprise Initiative in 1993, 

adopts a comprehensive strategy.  According to its mission statement,   

Social enterprise encompasses the contributions any individual or organization 
can make toward social improvement, regardless of its legal form (nonprofit, 
private, or public-sector).  This approach challenges the traditional view of 
nonprofit organizations and corporations as largely dichotomous (or even 
adversarial), focusing instead on the belief that these organizations individually 
and collaboratively can generate significant social value.  Engagement with 
communities and the social sector is viewed as crucial and strategically important 
for businesses in order to realize their private goals and their societal role.  
Nonprofit organizations, like businesses, are viewed as complex enterprises 
requiring sophisticated management and superior leadership.46 
 
The Center for the Advancement of Social Entrepreneurship (CASE) at Duke University 

opts for a more focused approach.  It rejects the notion that social entrepreneurship is 

synonymous with “corporate social responsibility,” “sustainable enterprise,” or “social impact 

management” (the so-called “double bottom line”).  Such practices, while at times 

complementary, do not, in Duke’s view, constitute social entrepreneurship per se.  Equally, 

CASE takes issue with those who see social entrepreneurship as referring exclusively to income-

generating activities in the nonprofit sector, for example, in the form of nonprofit business 

ventures.  CASE considers this to be too limiting a definition.  Instead, it proposes the following: 

Social entrepreneurship is the process of recognizing and relentless pursuing 
opportunities to create social value.  Social entrepreneurs are innovative, 
resourceful, and results oriented.  They draw upon the best thinking in both the 
business and nonprofit worlds to develop strategies that maximize their social 
impact.  These entrepreneurial leaders operate in all kinds of organizations: large 
and small; new and old; religious and secular; nonprofit, for-profit, and hybrid.  
These organizations comprise the ‘social sector.’47 
 
David Bornstein in How to Change the World: Social Entrepreneurs and the Power of 

New Ideas seems more attuned to the Duke than to the Harvard approach.  While acknowledging 

that most of the social enterprise literature “focuses on how business and management skills can 

be applied to achieve social ends – for example, how nonprofits can operate for-profit ventures to 



 16

generate revenues,” he emphasizes the transformative aspect of social enterprise.  He sees social 

entrepreneurs as “people with new ideas to address major problems who are relentless in the 

pursuit of their visions, people who simply will not take ‘no’ for an answer, who will not give up 

until they have spread their ideas as far as they possibly can.”48  Social entrepreneurs “advance 

systemic change”; they “shift behavior patterns and perceptions.”49 

  Canadians Parker Mitchell and George Roter are examples of what Bornstein is talking 

about.  The two young engineering-school graduates put together an outfit they dubbed 

“Engineers Without Borders” (EWB).  Within three years it had sent more than 100 Canadian 

volunteers to work on more than 50 projects in 25 countries around the world.  The small-scale 

enterprises – the repair of rice-milling facilities in Ghana, the construction of household water 

purifiers in Cambodia, improvement of hygiene practices in Madagascar – all involved the 

training of local technicians to carry on the work once the Canadians had left.50  Bornstein 

believes that social entrepreneurship of this kind is emerging as a vocation, not only in North 

America and Europe, but also in Asia, Africa and Latin America, as the number of NGOs 

[nongovernmental organizations] involved in development and social work is multiplies rapidly 

around the globe.51 

 

Family Service Regina: A Case Study 

While social enterprise has a new salience, it is hardly a new phenomenon.  Nor is it alien 

to Saskatchewan.  A case in point is Family Service Regina, an agency almost as old as the 

province itself.52  It began as the Bureau of Public Welfare and held its first meeting at Regina 

city hall on 3 March 1913.  Despite the official sounding name, the Bureau was a voluntary 

sector organization.  It had two main goals: to supply material relief to those living in poverty 
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(whose numbers had increased because of a sharp recession in 1913) and to coordinate the 

activities of churches and charity groups in order to prevent the overlapping of services.53  With 

First World War, the economy gradually improved and the demand for relief declined.  As a 

result, the Bureau of Public Welfare closed its doors in 1918.54 

It was dormant until the 1930s Depression.  On 29 September 1931 ninety-eight 

representatives of service clubs, lodges, and benevolent societies gathered at the Prairie Room of 

the Hotel Saskatchewan to establish the Regina Welfare Bureau, which opened an office on the 

second floor of the Alexandra School building on the east side of Hamilton Street between 

Victoria Avenue and 12th Avenue.  Unlike its predecessor, the Bureau did not distribute relief to 

the unemployed.  This function was left to the Civic Relief Board, which was appointed by City 

Council.  Instead, the Welfare Bureau operated a social service exchange (a central card index of 

relief recipients, the purpose of which was to prevent duplicate giving) and offered family 

counseling to those in need of this type of service.  A stated goal of the Bureau was “to restore to 

independence and a normal life disadvantaged families, and to take part in the community’s 

program for social betterment, seeking – in council with other agencies – to lessen those abuses 

which are causal factors in undermining the well-being of individual families.”55  To this end, the 

Bureau appointed a trained social worker as its executive-director, one of the first professional 

social workers hired in Regina.  Previously, poor relief had been the domain of well-meaning 

amateurs, who volunteered their services.  The Regina Welfare Bureau tried something new.  It 

took the risk of investing money to buy the expertise of a trained social worker at a good salary 

($1,600 in 1931) in order to achieve a better social outcome.  The government sector later 

followed this model, and the employment of professional social workers became standard 

practice.  This was an early instance of social entrepreneurship, what Bornstein calls a shift in 
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behavior, a brand new way of doing things.  The term “voluntary sector” falls flat.  It does not 

capture the dynamism of the historical process within the sector.  

During the Second World War, the Bureau offered counseling to families disrupted by 

the enlistment of fathers for military service, and in the post-war era it helped veterans to re-

adjust to the norms of civilian life.  Simultaneously, conditions were ripe for the formation of the 

welfare state. The federal government introduced unemployment insurance in 1940 and family 

allowances in 1945.  The new CCF government in Saskatchewan in 1944 initiated numerous 

changes to child welfare, mothers’ allowances, old age pensions, and deserted wives’ and 

children’s maintenance legislation.  Marjory Bernard, executive-director of the Regina Welfare 

Bureau, reflected on the atmosphere of reform and government expansion that prevailed at the 

time.  The provincial Department of Social Welfare was “like a young giant, striding the earth, 

knowing neither its strength nor his limitations.  Sometimes we were amazed, always interested 

and often frustrated for we never knew where this young giant would burst out next.”56 

The government unilaterally took over functions that the Bureau had previously carried 

out.  For several years, social workers from the Bureau had attended the Regina Police Court to 

help women in trouble with the law.  In 1951, the Provincial Corrections Branch sent members of 

its own staff to take over this responsibility.57  A second incident occurred in 1953.  The 

Department of Social Welfare appointed a caseworker to take control of all mothers’ allowance 

cases.  The workers from the Bureau, who had been supervising the cases, knew nothing about the 

change until clients brought it to their attention.  When the agency asked the Department to clarify 

its policy in the matter, it received no reply.  The agency had no idea what other services the 

department might suddenly, and without warning, take over.58  At the initiative of the Bureau, a 

meeting was held between members of its public relations committee and representatives of the 
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Department of Social Welfare.  The deputy minister admitted an oversight on the part of the 

department in not informing the agency about the extension of casework to recipients of mothers’ 

allowances.  The parties agreed that officials of the Regional Administrator of the Department of 

Social Welfare for the Regina area and the executive-director of the Bureau would confer in order 

to work out cooperative arrangements between the government and the agency.  But the meaning 

of the episode is clear.  The government at that time assumed it had the right to move into the area 

occupied by the voluntary sector solely at the government’s discretion and without giving 

consideration to the work the voluntary organization was doing.   

In addition to casework, the Bureau engaged in social advocacy.  In 1943 it urged the 

government to increase the amount of the mother’s allowance, arguing that the increased 

expenditure would save money in the long run because less would have to be spent on correction 

centres, rehabilitation programs and prisons.59  On another occasion the Bureau addressed the 

problem of children suffering from malnutrition in the Glen Elm district of the East End of the 

city because there was no delivery of fresh milk, and many families lived too far from the 

grocery stores to be able to buy an adequate supply.  Partly at the Bureau’s instigation, one of the 

local dairies began milk delivery three days a week during the winter and daily beginning in 

April 1946.60  The Bureau also took the lead in calling to the attention of the wider community 

the importance of addressing the needs of senior citizens.  The executive-director, as early as 

1952, advocated a move away from institutional care:  “Except for the very ill and the very aged, 

the old type of institutional care no longer provides an adequate solution, and provision needs to 

be made for more care in their own homes.”61 

The next major innovation carried by the Bureau was the inauguration of a homemaking 

service.  Executive-director Marjory Bernard first broached the subject in 1947, when she 
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pointed out in her annual report that over the course of the year, 37 situations had arisen in which 

a qualified homemaker, working under the supervision of a caseworker, could have performed a 

useful family service.62  These were usually instances when the mother was temporarily absent 

due to illness of for some other reason.  In March 1951, the first visiting homemaker was 

appointed to give supervised service in four homes.63  During the year a total of 48 families with 

160 children participated in the program.  Whenever possible, the family was expected to pay the 

amount expended on the homemaker’s salary.  When this was not possible, the family 

contributed according to its ability to pay and some families could not bear any portion of the 

cost.  Subsidies were obtained for them from the provincial Social Welfare department or the 

City Health department.  The original policy statement for the supervised homemaker service 

made no reference to care for elderly people.  The focus was on support for motherless families.  

However, in April 1953 a clause was added:  “Service may be given to elderly people under 

special circumstances, providing arrangements can be made without interfering with family 

service cases and subject to repayment by the clients, the City or Provincial funds.”64 

During the 1960s and 1970s the homemaker program experienced a major expansion.  

The number of cases jumped from 73 in 1960 to 1,020 in 1980.65  At the same time there was a 

shift in the clientele.  Increasingly, homemaker service was requested by senior citizens who 

wished to remain in their own homes as long as possible.  In addition, two developments had the 

effect of making the service more widely available.  The first was the inauguration of the Regina 

Community Home Care Program in 1964 to provide nursing care to patients in their own homes, 

thereby relieving congestion in hospital wards.  The new program contracted with the Family 

Service Bureau of Regina (as the Regina Welfare Bureau had been renamed in 1956) to provide 

visiting homemaker services, such as house cleaning, meal preparation and helping patients in 
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and out of bed.  Secondly, the provincial Department of Social Welfare agreed in 1963 to 

purchase homecare services from the Bureau on behalf of recipients of social assistance.66 

Another instance of social entrepreneurship was the introduction in 1972 of the 

Aboriginal homemaking program.  Marion Crowe was hired to train and organize Aboriginal 

women to work as visiting homemakers with Aboriginal families.67  The Bureau’s annual report 

in 1973 praised the unit for its service to 96 families, many of whom were negotiating the 

transition from reserve life to the urban environment.  An indication of the success of the 

program was the number of out-of-town inquiries from those seeking advice about how to set up 

a similar service in their own area. 

In 1978 the Government of Saskatchewan moved to reorganize and extend home care 

services.68  The social services minister announced the details of a provincial home care plan to 

be administered by 45 local boards directly responsible for the delivery of services.  The basic 

components were homemaking, meals services, nursing and minor home maintenance.  

According to government policy, decentralization of deliver of home care through local boards 

enhanced local autonomy and community control.  Services from existing providers, such as the 

Regina Family Service Bureau, were integrated into the new home care system.  The minister 

emphasized the government’s support for the voluntary sector: 

I want to stress that this program seeks to build and support the ability of families 
to care for themselves.  This goal is closely related to our intention to strongly 
encourage volunteer care.  It is our belief the locally appointed boards can better 
promote self-care within families, with the assistance of volunteers.69 
 
While homemaking emerged as a dominant activity, the Bureau continued to innovate in 

other areas.  Following a pilot project, it introduced in 1970 a city-wide Meals-on-Wheels program.  

Hot meals were delivered at noon hour to persons who, because of age, poor health, disability, or 

some other reason, were not able to prepare their own meals.  Although the Bureau administered the 
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service, it depended on volunteers from church groups, the Red Cross, the I.O.D.E and other 

voluntary-sector organizations to do the actual delivery.  The program proved extremely popular, 

the number of meals provided rising from 4,009 in 1971 to 33,062 ten years later.70 

The budget of the Family Service Bureau increased remarkably in the 1960s and 1970s.  

Annual expenditures, which stood at about $36,000 in 1960, approached one million dollars in 

1982.  Of the latter amount, $161, 328 was expended in providing family counseling services, 

$614,107 for homemaking, and $116,188 in operating Meals on Wheels.71  The Bureau had long 

received financial support from the United Way and the City of Regina.  The new development 

in the 1970s was the larger infusion of funds from the provincial government.  This support 

made possible the huge increase in the scale of the agency’s activities. 

In January 1972 the Bureau’s board of directors met with the minister of social services.  

Their immediate concern was the shortage of funds for counseling services.  In July of that year 

the minister established a Public-Private Task Force on Family Services in Saskatchewan and 

asked it to “draw up a frame of reference for the short-term and long-term study of City, United 

Way and Department of Social Services fiscal relationships with family serving agencies.”72  The 

Task Force presented an interim report in May 1973, which included a strong endorsement of the 

voluntary sector:  “A most significant value of voluntarism is its involvement of the individual in 

serving his fellow man… the voluntary sector is noted for its option to experiment, to be 

objective, to recruit specially trained and/or talented personnel.  It does so in an atmosphere of 

flexibility, economy and efficiency.”  The only alternative to a pluralistic array of voluntary 

organizations was a monolithic system “in which government does it all.”73 

The report went on to outline three functions performed by voluntary sector organizations.  

Their role was that of watchdog and advocate, “encouraging the public sector to develop programs 
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and services relative to the needs of the community, and to bear witness to what is done and what 

is not done.”  Second, voluntary organizations offered an alternative to those individuals who, for 

one reason or another, preferred to seek help from a private agency rather than a government 

office.  Third, voluntary agencies filled gaps in the pattern of government services, that is, they 

complemented as well as supplemented government social services.  Taken together, the three 

points allowed a role for the voluntary sector, but one that was clearly inferior to that of 

government.  The report envisaged not a partnership sectors sharing a common mission, but rather 

a system that was essentially run by the government with the voluntary sector performing residual 

functions of watchdog, gap-filler, and place of last resort for those who, for some reason or other, 

did not want to avail themselves of government services. 

The Task Force’s final report, released in May 1974, recommended that the provincial 

government subsidize the operation of family service agencies.  The province in turn would be 

able to obtain a transfer payment from the federal government, which had committed itself to 

giving financial support for preventive social services of this type.  In 1975, the province 

announced its policy.  Grants of up to 40 per cent of the amount raised in the community would 

be given for counseling services.  As for homemaking, the local community was supposed to 

raise 20 per cent of the cost.  Finally, the government committed itself to paying 40 per cent of 

the meals-on-wheels budget.74  In 1979, the family service agencies of Regina, Saskatoon and 

Moose Jaw jointly made the case in a brief to the minister of social services that the level of 

government subsidy of their operations be increased, and that the formula for determining grants 

be changed.  The agencies proposed that the grant be based on a percentage of the cost per unit 

of service provided rather than a percentage of the amount of money received through 

community support, but this proposal fell on deaf ears.75   
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As the Bureau tried to sort out its relationship with government, it made a change to its 

internal financial procedures.  It had been customary to charge those with ability to pay for the 

homemaking or meals-on-wheels benefits they received, but counseling, the Bureau’s oldest 

service, had always been free.  After considerable discussion, it was decided to charge 

counseling fees on a trial basis from July 1970 to the end of the year.  The fees were determined 

on a sliding scale based on ability to pay.76  The experiment was deemed a success, and it was 

continued, though from time to time the sliding scale had to be revised in accordance with 

changes in the cost of living.  Thus, by the end of the 1970s, the agency’s revenue came from 

four sources: the City of Regina, the United Way, clients’ fees, and the provincial government, 

with the latter providing the largest share. 

The 1980s were not kind to Saskatchewan.  Drought, low grain prices, and weak 

revenues from potash, oil and gas combined to depress both the economy and the morale of the 

population.  The economic situation had a negative effect on the finances of the province.  After 

a string of deficit budgets, the accumulated debt in 1989 stood at over $4 billion, crippling the 

province with heavy interest payments.  The provincial government introduced welfare reform 

with the stated aims of moving single, fully employable, long-term clients into work and training 

programs and making the Saskatchewan Assistance Plan more effective and efficient by reducing 

fraud and abuse.  Between 1981 and 1988, the real purchasing power of social assistance benefits 

declined by 54 per cent for single employable people and by 28 peer cent for families with 

dependent children.77 

The Saskatchewan experience was part of a larger picture.  Around the world, 

governments were wrestling with deficits and rethinking the welfare state.  The ideological shift 

was variously termed “neo-conservatism,” “neo-liberalism,” “the new right,” and the “farewell 
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state.”  Whatever label was preferred, the basic idea remained the same: a reduction in the role of 

the state coupled with greater reliance on market mechanisms.  Voluntary sector organizations, 

which relied on government for financial support, became casualties of budget cutbacks.  When 

Canada’s Coalition of National Voluntary Organizations surveyed its members in 1991, 41 per 

cent of the 64 members who responded said that their core grants had been reduced, 46 per cent 

said their grants had been frozen, and 11 per cent had applied for funding and been refused.78 

The Regina Family Service Bureau was no exception to this pattern.  It too felt the 

consequences of a chilly financial climate.  The crisis was most acute in the counseling 

department.  Until the fiscal year 1982-83, the Government of Saskatchewan based its grant on a 

formula that gave the agency 40 per cent of what it raised from the community.  In 1983-84, the 

formula was altered.  The Department of Social Services now promised to pay the salaries of 

three social workers.  The new formula seemed, on the surface, to be much better, but it too was 

flawed.  The agency believed it had to employ well-qualified staff, which meant paying salaries 

that were competitive with what social workers employed by the government could earn.  The 

Bureau’s salaries were tied to the Saskatchewan Government Employees Union (SGEU) pay 

scale.  The contract provided for annual increments as workers gained more experience and 

advanced up the steps of the salary grid.  The agency’s social workers were entitled to the same 

yearly increments that their SGEU counterparts received.  Unfortunately, the grant formula did 

not take this into account.  Florence Driedger, who had been appointed executive-director of the 

Bureau in 1982, noted in her 1985-86 budget submission that provincial funding had eroded to 

the point that it paid for the equivalent of only two staff members, despite the fact that the clear 

intent of the formula had been to pay for three.79  The agency was caught in a squeeze.  As the 
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funds dried up, the demand for services increased.  The recession took its toll on family, more 

people sought counseling, and waiting lists lengthened. 

As a result, the Bureau became more entrepreneurial on the fundraising side of its 

operations.  Other voluntary sector organizations had reached the same conclusion, and the race 

for charitable dollars was on.  The Bureau established a fundraising committee, which met for 

the first time in September 1986.  It identified a need to raises $12,000 for the counseling 

program and began to think of ways to achieve the target.80  The committee recognized the 

importance of refurbishing the image that it presented to the general public and most especially 

potential donors.  Consideration was given “to do some exploring of people in the visual arts 

field as possibilities for our board and perhaps, working on the development of visual 

material.”81  One of the first efforts was to send letters inviting contributions from former board 

and staff members and friends of the agency.  The mail-out netted $600, well short of the 

$12,000 the committee was trying to collect.82  The next venture was a variety show held at 

Darke Hall on 13 March 1988.  It raised a meager $3000.83 

The committee decided in September 1988 to focus their next meeting “around the 

availability of someone who has fundraising skills.”  They hoped that “this person can help the 

committee members become more comfortable and gain skills and understanding in fundraising 

activity.”84  It was agreed that the major fundraising project needed to be “a very professional 

high level presentation” due to the “competitive fundraising” environment and the fact that there 

was “no shortage of good causes.”85  The major fundraiser was supposed to secure $100,000 for 

the agency in 1989-90, but in the interim the agency pursued smaller fundraising projects.  One 

was the sale of bedding plants in cooperation with Prairie Lily Greenhouses; another was the 

placing of envelopes for in memoriam gifts at Regina funeral homes.86 
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In November 1989, a management consulting firm presented to the board a fundraising 

plan based on a five-year pledge system.  The idea was to recruit a corps of volunteers who 

would in turn persuade large numbers of people to make a financial commitment to the Bureau 

over a five-year period.  The consultants declared that, if the campaign were to succeed, the 

culture of the agency would have to change: 

The majority of staff and Board members seem to be of the opinion that Family 
Service Bureau funding should be solely a governmental responsibility.  
Enthusiastic willingness to work hands-on toward the fundraising goal is lacking.  
As an enthusiastic, synergistic effort is vital to the campaign’s success, current 
attitudes are a matter of concern.  It is vital to the success of this campaign that 
leadership flows from the top; Board members must fully endorse the fundraising 
concept and goal and contribute their support, time and effort to the program’s 
success.  If this is done, staff support will be forthcoming.87 
 

The board, for many years, had had a service orientation and was not accustomed to spending 

much time in fundraising.  Now it appeared that the culture of the agency had to undergo a 

fundamental transformation. 

Another major development deepened the financial crisis.  In 1983, the Bureau entered 

into a contract with the Wascana Home Care Board for the provision of homemaking and meals-

on-wheels services.  The agency had previously received funding for this purpose directly from 

the Department of Social Services.  The funding under the new system came from the 

Department of Health via the Wascana Board.  On 26 October 1984, the Wascana Home Care 

Board made a public announcement that the contract with the Family Service Bureau would not 

be renewed after 31 March 1985.  The Bureau issued a press release the same day: 

We are extremely shocked by a verbal message from the Chairman of the 
Wascana Home Care Board indicating that they will be canceling their contract 
with the Family Service Bureau to provide meals on wheels and homemaking 
service as of March 31, 1985.  We have not been consulted and have been led to 
believe that we are providing an excellent service.  We have at no time been 
informed of any dissatisfaction in the way service has been provided.  As a 
community-based agency that is strongly supported in service provision by many 
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volunteers, we are concerned about the impact of this announcement on people 
receiving services and volunteers.  We have been given no reason for this 
cancellation.  We believe this is unacceptable.88 
 

As a result of community and government pressure, the Wascana Board backed down and 

entered into negotiations with the Bureau.  A contract extending to 1 April 1988 was signed and 

was to be renewed on a year-by-year basis.  It was but a reprieve.  The agency was informed that 

the contract would be terminated after 31 March 1990. 

The Family Service Bureau, as a social entrepreneur, had originated the homemaking and 

meals-on-wheels programs.  It had a proven track record of 38 years in homemaking and 20 

years in meals on wheels, offering exemplary service and attracting the support of hundreds of 

volunteers.  With the loss of the contract, the agency’s annual revenues were reduced, at a stroke, 

from $2,600,000 to just over $1,000,000.  The number of staff under supervision declined from 

120 to 20, and new occupants had to be found for vacated office space.89  The incident points to 

the vulnerability of voluntary-sector organizations where there are no formal guidelines 

governing the relationship between the government and the sector. 

With the loss of the home care contract, the Bureau faced a deficit of $130,000 in 1990-91.  

The executive-director took a salary cut of 20 per cent, the Family Life Education coordinator was 

reduced to half time and rent payment was deferred.  The agency ran a “Summer Dreamin’ 

Lottery” in the spring of 1991.  Board and staff members set up tables in shopping malls and spent 

their evenings on the telephone trying to sell the tickets.  In the end, the lottery, far from realizing a 

substantial profit, lost $10,000, further increasing the already-heavy debt load.90  The Bureau 

appealed to the minister of social services for a special grant of $140,000.  The minister declined, 

but offered instead to pay for a management review of the agency by a professional consulting 

firm.  The consultants’ report advised the Bureau to “examine program priorities within the context 
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of mandate and mission and revisit the stated advocacy role, its relationship to direct service and 

funds available.”91  As we have seen, the 2001 federal Accord and Funding Code explicitly 

protects voluntary sector organizations from this type of pressure, but no such protection existed in 

Saskatchewan at the time or subsequently.    

The management review also advised the Family Service Bureau to “undertake the task of 

defining ‘Agency’ product and develop a marketing strategy.”  This was in keeping with the trend 

for voluntary sector organizations to become more entrepreneurial in the sense of imitating their 

counterparts in the for-profit sector.  The Bureau had already taken some steps down this path, and 

now it continued in the same direction.  Despite the near-disaster of the first lottery, it launched the 

“Good Neighbor Lottery,” which made $77,000 in 1992 and close to $93,000 in 1993.92  Profits 

tapered off later in the 1990s as other organizations entered the lottery business.  In 1996 there 

were fifteen different lotteries running in Saskatchewan at the same time.93  While the lottery was 

the most lucrative fundraiser, it was not the only one.  The agency was endlessly inventive in 

devising smaller-scale, revenue-generating activities.  They included selling Saskatoon berry 

chocolates at Christmas time, raffling Grey Cup shirts, and holding billiards tournaments.  In 1993, 

the Bureau decided to work bingos, though the minutes recorded that not all members of the board 

of directors were in favor of doing so.94  Twenty to twenty-five volunteers, usually board and staff 

members, had to be recruited for each bingo evening.  It was a struggle to find willing workers, but 

there appeared to be no other way to maintain vital social services.  As the coordinator of the 

victims of domestic violence program noted, “I work bingos so my resource group facilitators get 

paid because I know that bingo money keeps that resource group going.”95 

With lottery revenues dwindling, the Bureau in 1997 inaugurated an annual gala evening 

of dining, music, entertainment, guest speaker and silent auction.  Relying upon corporate 
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donations and partnerships, the gala drew two hundred or more participants each year and raised 

between $12,000 and $16,000.96  Fundraising assumed a more methodical character.  Members 

of the board and staff attended fundraising seminars presented by experts in the field.  They 

attended a conference in 1999 that covered such topics as “Trends in Fundraising,” “Planned 

Giving,” “Making Direct Mail Work for You,” and “Annual Giving and Donor Development.”97  

Professionalism replaced amateurism in the agency’s approach to fundraising, leading in 2001 to 

the appointment of a Director of Resource Development and Public Relations, whose job, in part, 

was “to communicate Family Service Regina’s vision and services to clients, strategic partners 

and the community.”98  The communications department of Crown Life Insurance Company 

donated its expertise in helping the Bureau design a new logo and corporate image.  As part of 

the process, the agency changed its name in 1998 from Family Service Bureau of Regina to the 

more streamlined Family Service Regina.99 

The agency innovated in providing new services, some of which had a for-profit 

dimension, something previously unheard of in the organization’s long history.  In 1982, it 

entered into its first Employee Assistance Program (later called the Employee and Family 

Assistance Program) contract.  Many employers began to recognize that it was to their advantage 

to ensure that employees experiencing personal difficulties received prompt and professional 

counseling.  The money invested in EAP paid dividends in lower costs related to absenteeism, 

accidents, reduced productivity, medical claims and poor morale.  The Bureau hired a full-time 

EAP services coordinator in 1986.  Discovering that the EAP market in Saskatchewan was 

poorly developed, as much as five years behind Eastern Canada and ten years behind the United 

States, he helped set up a provincial network of EAP counselors, an important feature since 

many organizations had employees scattered across the province and did not want to enter into 
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separate contracts for each location.  The EAP market became intensely competitive in the late 

1980s as increasing numbers of private practitioners “hung out their shingle” and aggressively 

pursued contracts.  The Bureau’s reputation in the community for professional service gave it an 

advantage, enabling it to earn profits on EAP operations, which could then be used to subsidize 

clients who could not afford to pay the full cost of services.   In 2000 executive-director Corinne 

Bokitch wrote a report on EAPs in Saskatchewan, recommending that the eight family service 

agencies in Family Service Saskatchewan (FSS) collaborate on a for-profit business and 

marketing strategy.  The FSS decided to go forward with the plan, fully acknowledging that it 

moved them into a new entrepreneurial, risk-taking mode of operations.  The report concluded: 

Most nonprofit organizations today find themselves challenged to diversify their 
funding sources and to market their products, their services and their organizations 
more effectively.  Critical for nonprofit survival in the face of decreasing public 
funding is business-like thinking and activity.  Entrepreneurial thinking can help to 
bridge the funding gap and to provide organizations with a valuable self-generated 
revenue stream.  Establishing a new business venture can be a risky endeavor and 
organizations have to be honest about their willingness to accept the risk.  The 
process afforded by this project has allowed the members of Family Service 
Saskatchewan to clearly analyze their willingness to take the risk.100 
 
In addition to EAP, the Bureau diversified its not-for-profit operations, introducing, 

among others, family education programs (marriage preparation courses, parenting workshops, 

anger-management sessions, etc.), support for teenage mothers, a spousal assault intervention 

program (later renamed the domestic violence early intervention project), and “When Love 

Hurts,” a prevention and counseling service for teenagers involved in violent and abusive 

relationships. 

The history of Family Service Regina has been one of flexibility, adaptability, and 

change – in short, entrepreneurship.  When programs outlived their usefulness or were taken over 

by government, they were dropped.  At the same time, there has been constant innovation in 
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response to community need.  While there was change, there was also continuity in the sense that 

programs consistently aimed to support families, whether in the form of preventive education at 

one end of the spectrum or crisis intervention at the other.  In addition, the agency embraced 

advocacy as part of its raison d’etre.  Each staff member was required to belong to at least one 

community organization, and the executive-director was a high-profile member of the local 

social services network.  As a result the agency earned a reputation of community involvement 

and leadership. 

The developments of the 1980s and 1990s brought a new dimension to social 

entrepreneurship.  Competition, customer satisfaction and market imperatives increasingly 

shaped the environment in which Family Service Regina functioned.  The line between the 

nonprofit and for-profit sectors was more blurred than it had been in the past.  Many of the new 

programs were financed through short-term grants or contracts.  The government’s preference 

for targeted over core funding introduced an element of insecurity into the life of the agency.  A 

great deal of time and energy was expended in filling out grant applications, which, at the end of 

the day, might come to nothing.  Government generally followed its agenda and funded what it 

wanted to fund.  If it was interested in developing programs in a particular area, it was possible 

for the agency to work in a collaborative fashion, but it was difficult to “sell” a program that the 

government had not identified as a priority.  The uncertainty of the funding environment required 

a honing of survival instincts.  As executive-director Florence Driedger recalled: 

For a while there I thought no matter what kind of proposals we were putting 
forward, it felt as though the gods were against us and then, all of a sudden, bang, 
bang, bang a whole bunch of things came our way.  You work.  Some things are 
on target.  Some things you know are right, but the time isn’t right.  The needs are 
there, but there still needs to be more education and you need to be extremely 
alert… Your senses have to be very acute to take advantage of the moment while 
planning long term, but you have to take advantage of the moment.101 
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Driedger’s successor, Corinne Bokitch, added: “There isn’t a day goes by that I’m not 

thinking about, or when I listen to people talk, how might that resource, that talent fit somewhere 

in our agency.  It’s always to have to be really listening to what people are saying and then trying 

to interpret that in some fashion at our agency.”102  The irony, Bokitch points out, was that the 

entrepreneurial attitude she needed to have in order to succeed at her job was at odds with her 

social work training.  “We weren’t trained to be competitive.  We were trained to be 

cooperative.”103  A delicate balance must be maintained between entrepreneurship and the social 

service ethos.  As William P. Ryan warns in the Harvard Business Review, “…the danger is that in 

their struggle to become more viable competitors in the short term, nonprofit organizations will be 

forced to compromise the very assets that made them so vital to society in the first place.”104  On 

the other hand, the benefits of social entrepreneurship are clear.  The financial crisis of the 1980s 

and 1990s forced Family Service Regina to engaged in rigorous self-examination, to think about 

what is was doing well and what it could be doing better, to refine and streamline the image it 

presented to the public, to forge new relationships with the corporate sector, and to reach out to the 

community by providing new services that met hitherto unaddressed social needs.  And it did all of 

this with minimal support from the government sector. 

 

Conclusion 

Since the 1980s in Canada, the United States and other countries around the globe, 

increased attention has been given to the voluntary sector.  The heightened interest arose, in part, 

from the fiscal problems faced by many governments as they struggled to balance lower-than-

expected revenues with mounting public expenditures.  With the fall of communism and the rise 

of neo-conservatism (or neo-liberalism), market solutions to social and economic problems 
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acquired a near-universal cachet.  Voluntary sector organizations came under severe pressure 

when government grants were either reduced or withdrawn.  Special grants and short-term 

contracts replaced core funding.  In order to survive, voluntary agencies devised new methods of 

fundraising and engaged in for-profit ventures.  They reinvented themselves in partial imitation of 

the market sector. 

While this was a painful, wrenching process, it did have a positive aspect.  It focused 

attention on a sector that, for too long, had been overshadowed by the government and for-profit 

sectors.  It was now acknowledged as one of the three pillars sustaining society and the economy.  

The federal government entered into a dialogue with the sector, culminating in an Accord and 

codes governing their interaction.  In Saskatchewan, the Premier launched a Voluntary Sector 

Initiative to accomplish similar objectives at the provincial level. 

One element of the new voluntary sector discourse centers on social entrepreneurship.  

While the term has been defined in various ways, it means, essentially, the creation of social value 

through entrepreneurial solutions.  In the context of the voluntary sector, it often involves the 

blurring of sectoral boundaries, as when a nonprofit agency borrows techniques and modes of 

operation from the for-profit sector.  Social enterprise is transformative; it changes the way things 

are done to achieve a better social outcome.  For example, when Family Service Regina decided 

in the depths of the 1930s depression to spend money on the salary of a professional social worker 

to assist families in distress, it re-imagined how social services could be delivered.  At a time 

when conventional wisdom understood the problem entirely in terms of material relief, the agency 

proposed that there were issues that could not be remedied through that means alone.  Similarly, 

in the early 1950s, when institutionalization was the dominant paradigm for looking after the aged 

and disabled, Family Service Regina introduced homemaking services, which later merged with 
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the broader strategy of home care to enable individuals to stay in their own homes as long as 

possible.  In the 1990s the agency adapted its image and mode of operations to conform more 

closely to the business sector, including the marketing of some of its services to generate profits. 

These are but a few instances of the social entrepreneurship that occurs in the voluntary 

sector.  It has very little to do with volunteers or volunteering.  The entrepreneurial zeal comes 

from paid professionals who strive to achieve social goals with the same energy that other 

entrepreneurs dedicate to the pursuit of wealth.  The main volunteer element is that these 

professionals work in the nonprofit sector under the direction of boards composed of volunteers.  

It must be added that government has not always nourished or facilitated this type of 

entrepreneurship.  As we have seen, the historical record provides instances of government 

conduct that breached the standards now contained in the federal codes pertaining to the 

relationship between the government and voluntary sectors.   These included the takeover of 

agency functions, the withdrawal of funding without consultation or warning, and the questioning 

of advocacy activities on the part of voluntary organizations in receipt of government grants. 

It seems evident from the foregoing that the concept of the voluntary sector needs to 

embrace social entrepreneurship.  This both acknowledges the reality of the situation and puts 

Saskatchewan in harmony with what is now a global trend.  It also provides an opportunity to take 

inspiration from the progress that has been made in Quebec towards developing a social economy 

model as an alternative to welfare state or market-oriented solutions to social needs.  As the 

Saskatchewan government and the voluntary sector in this province move to formalize their 

relationship, social entrepreneurship merits close attention.  It has been and continues to be a 

dynamic factor in the social economy, deserving of recognition and worthy of support. 
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