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Summary 
 
One of a series of five reports covering Canada’s principal regions, this 
report sets out the most recent detailed figures available from Statistics 
Canada about the levels of volunteering and donating by various types of 
individuals and for various types of nonprofit organizations in Québec, 
based on the 1997 and 2000 National Survey(s) of Giving, Volunteering 
and Participating. To help nonprofit groups replenish their reserves, it then 
spells out the results of some sophisticated statistical analyses which 
reveal the distinguishing characteristics of the volunteers and donors who 
made the greatest contributions of their time or money in this region, and 
explores the significance of these findings from a target marketing 
perspective. 
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1 Introduction 
 
This report sets out the latest, best data1 available from Statistics Canada about the levels of 
volunteering and donating by various types of individuals and for various types of nonprofit 
organizations in Québec. It also offers strategic advice on how to recruit the types of 
individuals most likely to volunteer more than 66 hours annually or donate more than the 
median amount, in this region. 

  

It accompanies the report, Strategic Information for 
Community Organizations on Volunteering and Donating 
in Québec, which summarizes the main findings of this 
more detailed document. 
 
There are six main Sections. Following this introductory 
section, Section Two begins by documenting the overall 
levels of volunteering in the five main regions of Canada as 
of 2000, using standardized measures (participation rate, 
total hours, number of volunteers, size of eligible 
population, average and median hours per volunteer). It 
then shows how volunteering has been distributed amongst 
the different types of nonprofit organizations (such as 
Social Services) in Québec in particular, and how that 
compares with the other regions. It also explores what the 
different average contributions of time per volunteer might 
mean to the different types of nonprofit organizations from 
a human resources management point of view. 
 
As a cautionary note, Section Three documents how much 
volunteering has declined in Canada as a whole and among 
the various demographic groups in Québec over the space 
of just a few years (from 1997 to 2000). 
 
To help try to arrest this decline, Section Four presents the 
results of a sophisticated statistical analysis revealing the 
distinguishing characteristics of the most active volunteers 
in Québec, in three different community sizes (rural, small 
urban, and large urban). These findings are discussed from 
a target marketing perspective, with concrete suggestions to 
help nonprofit organizations devise recruitment methods to 
keep up their stores of these more dedicated volunteers who 
give the biggest portions of their time to keep voluntary 
organizations functioning. 

A note on the data source and 
data quality for this report: 

    The data is drawn mainly from 
the National Survey(s) of Giving, 
Volunteering and Participating of 
1997 and 2000, a supplement to 
Statistics Canada’s monthly 
Labour Force surveys conducted 
in November of those years, 
which applies to household-
dwelling Canadians (excluding 
those living in army bases, 
reserves, and institutions) aged 15 
years and older. 
    The data file from the 1997 
‘NSGVP’ contains detailed 
information from a total of 
18,301 Canadian respondents, 
including 3,300 from Québec. For 
the 2000 NSGVP, the sample 
sizes are 14,724 from Canada and 
2,360 from Québec. Surveys with 
sample sizes this large are 
considered quite reliable. For this 
region, the result have margins of 
error of plus or minus up to 1.7% 
(in 1997) or 2.0% (in 2000) at the 
95% level of confidence, depen-
ding upon how fine-grained the 
subset under consideration is. 
    The findings on the distin-
guishing characteristics of the 
most active volunteers and donors 
are all statistically significant at 
the 95% level of confidence. 



An Information Sourcebook for Community Organizations on Volunteering and Donating in Québec 

- 2 - 
 

 
Section Five is on donations, and has a similar structure as the previous three. First it 
documents the current levels of donations in the five principal regions of Canada (as of 2000). 
Then it examines how the donations from Quebecers were distributed across the twelve 
subsectors at that point, and how that compared to the other regions. It also explores some of 
the implications of the different sized average donations to each subsector from an 
administrative point of view. After that, it tracks the relative changes in donations since 1997, 
both in Canada and its five regions as a whole, and among the main demographic groups in 
Québec. Finally, it points out which demographic groups could be targeted for larger 
donations, based on Reed and Selbee’s analysis of the distinguishing characteristics of above-
the-median donors, which may be of valuable service in subsequent fundraising efforts. 
 
The concluding Section Six pulls it altogether with an integrated picture of the current levels 
and major changes in both volunteering and donating in this region, with some figures and 
tables not included in the main text to consolidate the data, including a series of tables and 
charts showing the relative contributions from each major demographic group set against its 
proportion of the population.
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2 The Current Levels of Volunteering and its Distribution among 
the Different Types of Nonprofit Organizations in Québec 

2.1 Total Volunteering in Québec compared to the other regions of Canada in 
2000 

Nearly a fifth of Québec’s population over the age of fifteen had volunteered for a nonprofit, 
charitable, or voluntary organization between Oct. 1, 1999 and Sept. 30, 2000, according to 
the National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating (or ‘NSGVP’) conducted by 
Statistics Canada. This participation rate was not nearly as high as in some other regions of 
Canada, however – especially the Prairies (39%). (Please see Table 2.1) 
 
There were an estimated 1,135,470 ‘formal’2 volunteers in Québec, who put in over 180 
million hours, between them. That represents slightly over seventeen percent of Canada’s 
formal volunteers for that year, and 17% of its hours, which was not in keeping with the fact 
that Québec had nearly one quarter of the eligible population, at that point. 
 
Those totals work out to an average of 159 hours per volunteer over the course of a year, 
which would be three hours per week, if distributed evenly over the year. That may be a little 
misleading as an indicator of the typical volunteer’s contribution, however, since the median 
(or ‘middle of the pack’) value was much lower than that – just 69 hours. One way of looking 
at that is that over half of Québec’s volunteers actually put in less than an hour-and-a-half per 
week (69 hrs./52 week = 1.3 hrs.). Although this was comparable to the median contribution 
in two other regions of Canada, the Atlantic provinces and British Columbia surpassed it. 
Table 2.1: Formal volunteering rates and total, average, and median hours volunteered in 

Canada and its five main regions, 2000 

Variable Atlantic QC ON Prairies B.C. Canada 
Volunteer rate 31.8% 19.1% 25.5% 39.2% 26.0% 26.7% 
Total hours volunteered 
    (in millions) 116.2 180.5 393.5 220.4 142.6 1,053.2 

Share of total hours 11.0% 17.1% 37.4% 20.9% 13.5% 100% 
Total no. of volunteers  
     (in thousands) 606 1,135 2,378 1,548 845 6,513 

Share of total volunteers 9.3% 17.4% 36.5% 23.8% 13.0% 100% 
Total eligible pop. aged 
15+  (in thousands) 1,946 6,060 9,421 4,088 3,326 24,911 

Share of 15+ population 7.8% 24.3% 37.8% 16.4% 13.3% 100% 
Average hours per 
volunteer per year 192 159 166 142 169 162 

Median annual hours 88 69 70 68 92 72 
Median hours/52 weeks 1.7 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.8 1.4 

Source: Statistics Canada, the National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating (or ‘NSGVP’), 2000 
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2.2 Distribution among the Different Types of Nonprofit Organizations 

There are many different kinds of nonprofit organizations, of course, and we do not all 
volunteer for the same types to the same degree. To keep track of the differences, the NSGVP 
uses the now standard International Classification of Nonprofit Organizations (or ‘ICNPO’) 
system of classifying nonprofit organizations pioneered by Johns Hopkins University.3 
 
In the survey, the respondents were all asked whether they had volunteered for a nonprofit 
organization in the past year, and if so, to name which ones – for up to three organizations, 
each. Afterwards, the organizations cited in the responses were coded into one of the ICNPO 
categories, which fall into twelve main types.4 But one type – Arts and Recreation – is so 
huge in Canada in terms of volunteers that it more useful to sub-divide it into its three main 
components: “Arts and Culture,” “Sports,” and “Other Recreation” (which includes fraternal 
organizations, service clubs, veterans’ associations, and other recreation and social clubs). 
 
The following Figures and Tables show how Québec’s volunteers divided their time among 
these different types, with the initial charts portraying different aspects of the more compre-
hensive data presented in Table 2.2. These results are for the aggregate – that is, for all the 
volunteers, and for all the organizations the respondents indicated volunteering for in the 
previous year. Thus, again, they are based on up to three engagements with a particular 
nonprofit agency mentioned per respondent, for the entire household-dwelling population in 
Québec aged 15 or over. We begin with Figure 2.1, which shows the biggest shares of all the 
1,650,346 volunteer engagements in nonprofits in Québec in 2000 went to the Social Services 
(27.3%); Service Clubs or Other Recreation (13.3%), and Health organizations (9.9%). 
Figure 2.1: Total number of distinct volunteer postings, engagements, or ‘events’ per type of 

nonprofit organization, Québec, 2000 
Legend reads from left to right, starting with Arts & Culture at the 1 O’clock position 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
 
Figure 2.2 shows that the Social Services received the most volunteer hours in total, but not 
nearly as much per volunteer as International and Arts & Culture organizations did. 

Total No. of Volunteer Postings or Engagements
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Figure 2.2: Average, median, and total hours volunteered per type of nonprofit in Québec, 2000 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sources: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
 
Figure 2.3 shows the 14 types of nonprofit organizations in ascending order of popularity in 
terms of the total number of volunteer placements they filled in Québec, along with their 
relative shares of actual volunteers (who may be filling multiple positions) and hours. 
Figure 2.3: Relative distribution of volunteer postings, volunteers, and total number of hours 

volunteered per type of nonprofit organization in Québec, 2000 (in %) 
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Table 2.2: Number of volunteers, volunteer engagements, and average and median hours volunteered by type of nonprofit organization, 
Québec, 2000  

 
 
ICNPO Type 

No. of 
volunteer 
events* 

% of vol. 
events* 

Rank for 
no. of vol. 
events* 

Total hours 
volunteered 

% of  
total hours

Rank for 
total hours

Average 
hrs./vol. 

Rank for 
ave. hrs. 

Median 
hrs./vol. 

Rank for 
median  

Arts & Culture 65,169 3.9% 8 10,635,284 5.9% 7 163 2 104 1 
Business or Professional  
Associations & Unions 28,616 1.7% 12 2,164,276 1.2% 13 76 13 48 9 

Education & Research 141,358 8.6% 5 7,255,332 4.0% 8 51 14 22 14 
Environment 39,703 2.4% 10 3,014,594 1.7% 11 76 12 40 11 
Foundations & Vol. Ctrs. 
(i.e., Philanthropy and 
Voluntarism promotion) 

34,296 2.1% 11 3,141,604 1.8% 10 92 10 30 13 

Health 163,323 9.9% 3 14,693,104 8.2% 5 90 11 40 11 
Housing & Development 140,981 8.5% 6 14,263,884 8.0% 6 101 8 60 6 
International 14,149 0.9% 13 2,977,310 1.7% 12 210 1 70 3 
Law, Advocacy & Politics 45,611 2.8% 9 5,396,706 3.0% 9 118 4 56 7 
Other / NEC 12,518 0.8% 14 1,263,048 0.7% 14 101 9 80 2 
Religion 155,493 9.4% 4 21,846,433 12.2% 3 140 3 52 8 
Service Clubs, Other Rec. 219,813 13.3% 2 25,294,276 14.1% 2 115 6 62 5 
Social Services 450,329 27.3% 1 51,965,497 29.0% 1 115 5 47 10 
Sports 138,987 8.4% 7 15,432,465 8.6% 4 111 7 64 4 
Total classified by type 1,650,346 100%  179,343,811 100%  158  69  

* In this context, ‘events’ are not confined to special events, like fundraisers. It refers to individual postings or engagements by particular 
volunteers at specific nonprofit agencies taking place within the reference year. They could encompass a variety of roles (e.g., board 
members), and might last all year. Note, too, that these figures on volunteer events or engagements do not necessarily represent an equal 
number of distinct volunteers, since the individual respondents of the NSGVP may have indicated volunteering for up to three different 
organizations each, including organizations of the same type. In Québec, there were an estimated 1,650,346 formal volunteering events in 
total, but only 1,135,470 volunteers, altogether, meaning that they volunteered for an average of 1.45 organizations, each: the lowest in 
Canada (It was 1.52 in B.C., 1.54 in Ontario, and 1.62 in the Prairies and 1.65 in the Atlantic). 
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In addition, now that the National Survey of Nonprofit and Voluntary Organizations (Hall et. 
al. 2004) has been completed, we can also get a sense of how those hours might have been 
distributed among the different subsectors at the organizational level, now.  
 
An important part of the advance work for that survey involved producing Canada’s first 
accurate count of how many incorporated nonprofit organizations there are of each type in 
each province – excluding those which are actually government entities, such as crown 
corporations, public libraries, schools, and schools boards, but including public universities, 
colleges, and hospitals. In some respects, then, this won’t be a perfect complement to the 
NSGVP for some subsectors: especially Education & Research and Arts & Culture, since the 
NSGVP includes the contributions people made to several types of organizations which may 
be excluded from the NSNVO (or survey of organizations): schools, libraries, museums, and 
art galleries. In addition, the NSNVO counts all the nonprofit organizations which were 
believed to be in existence in 2003, whereas the reference year for the NSGVP under 
consideration is 2000. Each year there may be several thousand organizations which either 
begin or cease operations…but not necessarily of the same types. That said, we can still use it 
to get a revealing glimpse of what all those hours and volunteer placements might work out to 
per organization, when we average them out.  
Table 2.3: Number of organizations, volunteer engagements, average time volunteered, and 

number of full-time equivalent (FTE) volunteer positions per organization, by type of 
nonprofit organization, Québec, 2000 

 
 
Type of nonprofit 
organization 

Number of 
organi-
zations 

Average 
volunteer 

engagements 
per org. 

Ave. hours 
volunteered 

per org. 
annually 

Ave. hrs. 
per vol. 
position 
per org. 

Ave. FTE 
volunteer 
positions 
per org. 

Rank for 
ave. FTE 
volunteer 
positions 

Arts & Culture 3,575 18 2,975 163 1.5 9 
Business or Professional 
associations and Unions 3,099 9 698 76 0.4 13 

Education & Research* 1,656 85 4,381 51 2.3 5 
Environment 1,575 25 1,914 76 1.0 10 
Foundations or Vol. Ctrs. 4,316 8 728 92 0.4 12 
Health 2,000 82 7,347 90 3.8 3 
Housing & Development 3,793 37 3,761 101 2.0 7 
International 245 58 12,152 210 6.3 1 
Law, Advocacy, or Politics 944 48 5,717 118 3.0 4 
Other / NEC 1,198 10 1,054 101 0.5 11 
Religion 5,253 30 4,159 140 2.2 6 
Sports & Recreation** 11,923 30 3,416 114 1.8 8 
Social Services 6,749 67 7,700 115 4.0 2 
Total, for all classified hrs. 46,326 36 3,871 109 2.0  

* Treat with caution, since the no. of orgs. may omit public schools included in the volunteering data 
** The ‘Sports’ and ‘Service Clubs and Other Rec.’ categories used elsewhere had to be combined into one 

‘Sports & Recreation’ category to match the NSNVO’s groupings, here 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000, for the 

volunteering data, and the National Survey of Nonprofit and Voluntary Organizations, 2003, for the 
number of organizations. Full-time equivalence (FTE) is calculated at 40 hours per week times 48 
weeks to allow for statutory holidays and 2 weeks vacation. 
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2.2.1 The relative disparities in volunteer hours and resultant human resources 
management burdens to coordinate the volunteers for different types of 
nonprofits in Québec 

As you may have noticed in Figure 2.3 or Table 2.2 above, cornering a larger share of 
volunteer placements doesn’t necessarily result in a larger share of total hours volunteered. 
Education or Research nonprofits, for example, filled nearly nine percent of Québec’s 
volunteer positions, but only received four percent of its hours. This might happen if many of 
their volunteers were mainly involved only in short-term fundraising events, for example. 
 
The relative size of this gap between a subsector’s share of total volunteers and its share of 
total hours may provide some indication of the logistical and human resources challenges it’s 
facing: a larger gap likely represents more turnover and more recruitment and training 
requirements. Table 2.4 provides a snapshot of this, by showing the point gaps between the 
shares of volunteer placements and total hours for each subsector that were portrayed in 
Figure 2.3, and the magnitude of that difference relative to the total number of hours for each 
type. Basically, this compares each subsector to a hypothetical norm, wherein the number of 
volunteer positions an organization fills is perfectly in keeping with the number of annual 
hours they contribute – namely, where the average contribution per volunteer would work out 
to the average per volunteer placement for the overall region: 109 hours per posting, here. 

Table 2.4: Disparity between shares of volunteer placements and hours volunteered for each 
type of nonprofit organization in Québec in 2000, in absolute and relative terms 

 
 
 
    ICNPO Type  
    or sub-type 

Percentage point 
gap between each 
subsector’s share 
of volunteer hours 
and its share of 
volunteer postings

Relative deficit or surplus 
in volunteer labour, if the 
hours were in keeping 
with the no. of warm 
bodies (the pt. gap as a % of 
subsector’s share of hours) 

Relative burden or boon 
in processing all the 
warm bodies (the point 
gap in proportion to the 
subsector’s share of 
volunteers, in percent) 

Education & Research -4.5 -112 -53 
Biz, Prof Assoc's, Unions -0.5 -44 -30 
Environment -0.7 -43 -30 
Health -1.7 -21 -17 
Foundations, Vol. Ctrs. -0.3 -19 -16 
Other / NEC -0.1 -8 -7 
Housing & Development -0.6 -7 -7 
Sports 0.2 2 2 
Service Clubs, other Rec. 0.8 6 6 
Social Services 1.7 6 6 
Law, Advocacy, Politics 0.2 8 9 
Religion 2.8 23 29 
Arts & Culture 2.0 33 50 
International 0.8 48 94 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
 
In relative terms, the greatest disparity was for those Education or Research organizations 
(which includes schools). They might have received 112% more hours if that 4.5 point gap 
between their shares of hours and volunteers had been made up by more contributions per 
volunteer. And the fact they were receiving such low average contributions from their 
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volunteers (about an hour a week, compared to up to four times that for other types) made it 
about 50% more difficult on them from a human resources management (HRM) point of view 
compared to if their volunteers had all put in the regional average, instead. It takes time to 
recruit, screen, train, orient, and coordinate volunteers – even if they only put in a little bit of 
time, each. 
 
The province’s Business or Professional associations or Unions and Environmental organi-
zations were also relatively burdened. They might have received over 40% more volunteer 
hours and potentially had to process 30% more volunteers than organizations whose volun-
teers ‘punched their weight,’ or put in the same proportions of hours and positions. Similarly, 
Health organizations, philanthropic intermediaries, and to a lesser extent, ‘Other’ and Housing 
and Development organizations were also relatively under-served by volunteer hours. 
 
Over half the subsectors in Québec received a greater share of hours than volunteers, how-
ever, which indicates a correspondingly smaller HRM load. The three with the greatest 
‘surpluses’ of between 23% and 48% more hours volunteered relative to their number of 
volunteers are Religious, Arts & Culture, and International organizations, respectively. 
 
It wasn’t always the same types of nonprofits that were the best off from an HRM perspective 
in the different regions of Canada, however. Nor were their relative surpluses of the same 
magnitude – which is to be expected, however, given that the regional averages these 
calculations are based on also vary considerably: all the way from 86 hours per volunteer 
engagement in the Prairies to 115 in the Atlantic region. 
 
You can see this in Table 2.5 below, which shows the three ‘most blessed’ subsectors per 
region. For example, of Québec’s top three, Arts & Culture appeared in two other regions (in 
B.C., where it did a little better; and the Atlantic, where it did a little worse), but Religion was 
only as privileged in one other place (Ontario), and International only fared as well as it did in 
Québec itself. There were a couple of types – Law, Advocacy, or Political organizations, and 
‘Service Clubs or Other Recreation’ – that appeared among the top three in three or four other 
regions, but there wasn’t much overlap, apart from that. 
 
Similarly for the three most short-changed or burdened subsectors per region from the HRM 
vantage point: that is, the ones with the lowest average hours per volunteers, and so the great-
est logistical burdens to manage them (shown in Table 2.6). Québec’s most under-serviced 
type, Environmental or Animal Protection, did appear among the bottom three in two other 
regions (the Prairies and the Atlantic), with similar and even worse relative disparities, and its 
other two (Education and Research, and work-related associations) were largely mirrored in 
B.C. But a total of seven different types wound up among the bottom three types of the five 
different regions, with the majority only common to two regions. And the magnitudes of the 
relative deficits in the hours varied considerably even for these worst-ranked types, all the 
way from nearly 350% less than par (in the Prairies), to minus 112% (in Québec), with the 
attendant HRM burdens varying between 78% and 53% harder, respectively. 
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Table 2.5: The three top-ranked types of nonprofit organizations with the most favourable 
disparities between their shares of volunteer placements and hours volunteered in 
Canada in 2000, per region 

 
Region 

 
Rank 

 
ICNPO type or sub-type 

Relative surplus in 
volunteer hours (in %)

Relative human resources 
management boon (in %) 

Atlantic 1 Other/Not Elsewhere Class. 54 117 
 2 Service Clubs, other Rec. 32 48 
 3 Arts & Culture 28 39 
Québec 1 International 48 94 
 2 Arts & Culture 33 50 
 3 Religion 23 29 
Ontario 1 Religion 12 13 
 2 Law, Advocacy, Politics 21 27 
 3 Service Clubs, other Rec. 32 48 
Prairies 1 Other / NEC 34 52 
 2 Law, Advocacy, Politics 34 51 
 3 Service Clubs, other Rec. 23 31 
B.C. 1 Service Clubs, other Rec. 55 124 
 2 Law, Advocacy, Politics 53 113 
 3 Arts & Culture 41 69 

Sources: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

Table 2.6: The three types of nonprofit organizations with the worst disparities between their 
shares of volunteer placements and hours volunteered in Canada in 2000, per region 

 
Region 

 
Rank 

 
ICNPO type or subtype 

Relative deficit in 
volunteer hours (in %)

Relative human resources 
management burden (%) 

Atlantic 1 Foundations, Vol. Centres -250 -71 
 2 Environment -113 -53 
 3 Health -73 -42 
Québec 1 Education & Research -112 -53 
 2 Biz. or Prof. assoc’s, Unions -44 -30 
 3 Environment -43 -30 
Ontario 1 Other / NEC -163 -62 
 2 International -81 -45 
 3 Foundations, Vol. Centres -57 -36 
Prairies 1 Foundations, Vol. Centres -347 -78 
 2 Health -118 -54 
 3 Environment -41 -29 
B.C. 1 International -217 -68 
 2 Education & Research -75 -43 
 3 Biz. or Prof. assoc’s, Unions -50 -33 
 
 
One mustn’t put too much stock in these actual numbers, however. As noted, they are fairly 
ad hoc measures, trying to get a preliminary handle on, and standardized measures of, what 
the different average contributions per volunteer among the different subsectors might mean 
to the volunteer coordinators ‘on the ground,’ in terms of the logistical or HRM challenges 
they may be facing. They should be taken with a large grain of salt, since there are so many 
factors they do not take into account, such as the different tasks the volunteers are asked to do, 
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the differing appeal of the various causes from a recruitment perspective, and so on – not to 
mention the differing numbers of actual organizations of each type doing the recruiting. That 
said, we might want to go on to make some other regional comparisons using other 
standardized measures which are a little more tried and true. 
 

2.2.2 Regional comparisons in volunteering for the different types of organizations 

So, how well did Québec do in comparison with the other regions of Canada in terms of the 
relative amounts of volunteer support the different types of nonprofit organizations received 
from its citizens in 2000, when the National Survey of Giving, Volunteering, and Partici-
pating was last conducted? 
 
The short answer is, “Not that well.” If we abstract away from the absolute figures on the 
totals (which vary considerably among regions with different populations) and concentrate 
upon standardized measures such as the average contribution per volunteer, it turns out that 
many of Québec’s subsectors are ranked at or near the bottom on many measures, compared 
to the other five regions. (Table 2.7) 
 
For a global snapshot, we could just look at those inter-regional rankings on these variables, 
and average up the averages that each subsector received for all the measures combined 
(making no attempt to weight the relative importance of each). (Shown in the right-most 
column of Table 2.7.) Québec ends up with a 3.4 out of 5, which puts it last. Although there 
was no clear winner or loser right across the board, the other regions’ overall average ranks 
ranged between 2.7 for the highest (B.C.) to 3.1 for the second lowest (Ontario). For the other 
regions’ ranks and their actual values on each of these areas (including those for Canada as a 
whole), please see Appendix 4 (starting on page 129).* 
 
Of course, some subsectors did much better than others, thereby reflecting where Quebecers 
placed their values, in terms of lending their volunteer support more to some types of causes 
than the other regions’ residents did. Internally, Québec allocated a larger proportion of its 
volunteers and their total volunteer time to three types: Housing & Development; Service 
Clubs and Other Recreation; and Social Services. And when we consider all the measures at 
once, although there weren’t any types which received the most overall support in Québec, 
there were half a dozen types which received the second-most support here: Arts & Culture; 
philanthropic intermediaries such as Centraides and volunteer/benevoles centres; Housing & 
Development; International; Service Clubs & Other Recreation; and Social Services. 
 
On the flip side, there were five types which received the least support in Québec in 
comparison with the other parts of Canada: Business or Professional Associations & Unions; 
Education & Research; Law, Advocacy & Politics; Other/Not Elsewhere Classified; Religion; 
and Sports. 
 

                                                 
* Note (if you missed it in the Executive Summary), if you are reading this in electronic format, the various page, 

Figure, Table, Tables of Contents and Endnote references (for most of the remaining notes) in this report are all 
hyperlinks, which means you can just click on them to be carried forward to them. Then you can use the “Previous 
View” arrows in the Adobe Acrobat or Reader program or the Note numbers to be returned to the text. 
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Table 2.7: Québec’s rankings among the five regions of Canada on standardized variables on 
volunteering for the different types of nonprofit organizations in 2000 

 
 
 
    ICNPO Type  
    or sub-type 

Vol.  
Rate 

% of 
region’s 

vols. 
engaged in 
this type 

Share of 
total vol. 
hours for 
this type 

Ave. Hrs. 
per Vol. 

Median 
Hrs. per 

Vol. 

Ave. hrs. 
Per 

Capita, 
for the 

15+ pop. 

% of vol’s 
for this 

type 
vol’ng for 
2 or more 

orgs of 
this type 

Average 
ranking 

(unweigh-
ted, read 
horiz’ly) 

Arts & Culture 5 2 2 2 1 4 4 2.9 
Business or Professional 
Associations & Unions 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4.9 

Education & Research 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 4.7 
Environment 5 5 4 3 2 5 4 4.0 
Fndtns. & Vol. Ctrs.  4 4 1 1 1 2 3 2.3 
Health 5 5 2 2 1 5 3 3.3 
Housing & Development 4 1 1 4 1 3 1 2.1 
International 4 4 2 2 2 2 3 2.7 
Law, Advocacy, Politics 5 4 3 4 1 5 5 3.9 
Other / NEC 5 5 4 4 2 5 1 3.7 
Religion 5 5 5 1 5 5 5 4.4 
Service Clubs, Other Rec 3 1 1 3 4 3 2 2.4 
Social Services 4 1 1 3 3 4 1 2.4 
Sports 5 5 5 3 3 5 4 4.3 

Average rankings  (un-
weighted, read vertically 4.6 3.7 2.9 3.0 2.5 4.1 3.1 3.4 

Total first places (of 14) 0 3 4 2 5 0 3  
Total last places (of 14) 9 7 4 2 2 8 3  

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
 
Of course, to really compare the relative importance of each subsector in each region, the 
most meaningful measure to use is probably the per capita average. (Third column from the 
right in the table above.) It implicitly takes many of the other factors into account: the 
volunteer participation rates, the contributions per volunteer, the number of overlapping 
volunteers within the sector, and, of course, the total size of the eligible population the 
volunteers are drawn from. 
 
Unfortunately, none of the nonprofit organization types did the best in Québec on this score, 
although two types – philanthropic and International organizations – had the second-highest 
per capita averages here. The absolute values for all the subsectors and regions on this 
measure are depicted on the next page, in Figure 2.4. 
 
Aside from the absolute differences, the spectrum between the top drawing and least popular 
subsectors on this measure also varied somewhat between the regions in relative terms. This is 
shown in Table 2.8, using the rankings for the most to least hours volunteered per capita 
within each region, which are shown alongside one another. 
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Figure 2.4: Average hours volunteered per type of nonprofit organization per capita among the 
household-dwelling population aged 15 or over, by region, Canada, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
 

Table 2.8: Rankings on the per capita average contribution per volunteer for each type of 
nonprofit organization within each region of Canada in 2000, compared 

ICNPO Type or sub-type Atlantic Québec Ontario Prairies B.C. Canada Amount of 
variation 

Social Services 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 
Service Clubs, Other Recreation 4 2 5 5 7 5 5 
Religion 2 3 1 2 2 2 2 
Sports 3 4 6 3 3 3 3 
Health 6 5 4 6 6 6 2 
Housing & Development 7 6 8 8 8 8 2 
Arts & Culture 8 7 9 9 4 7 5 
Education & Research 5 8 3 4 5 4 5 
Law, Advocacy, Politics 9 9 7 7 11 9 4 
Foundations & Volunteer Centres  13 10 12 14 14 13 4 
Environment 12 11 10 11 9 10 3 
International 14 12 13 13 13 14 2 
Business or Professional  
Associations & Unions 10 13 11 10 12 11 3 

Other/Not Elsewhere Classified 11 14 14 12 10 12 4 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

(This table is sorted according to the top ranked subsectors for Québec, rather than alphabetically) 
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As you can see in Table 2.8, Québec’s most to least well-supported types of organizations 
varied somewhat from the totals for the country as a whole, with only the first, seventh, and 
ninth ranked subsectors in complete accord. Some of the most notable variations between the 
various regions included: 

• the Service Clubs/Other Rec. category ranking somewhat higher in Québec (2nd) and 
Atlantic Canada (4th) than in the rest of English Canada (5th to 7th); 

• Education & Research organizations ranging anywhere from third to eighth place; 

• Arts & Recreation fluctuating all the way from 4th place (in B.C.) to 9th in two regions; 

• Sports rating so much lower in Ontario (6th) than elsewhere (3rd in the rest of English 
Canada and 4th in Québec); and, 

• Environmental and animal protection organizations having much less prominence (12th) 
on the East coast than on the West coast (9th), and not doing too well, in-between. 

 
Finally, Québec lagged behind the other regions on another measure concerning the individual 
types of organizations which has been mentioned in passing in some of the preceding tables: 
the average number of agencies the region’s volunteers volunteered for (1.45). But Québec 
surpassed most regions on another variable: the amount of time its volunteers put in for 
individual agencies (109 hours). Its averages were about 7% lower than the national average 
on the first score (1.56) and 6% higher on the second (where it was 103 hours per volunteer 
engagement for Canada as a whole). 

Table 2.9: Average number of nonprofit agencies volunteered for and average hours per 
volunteer engagement per region, 2000 

 Atlantic Québec Ontario Prairies B.C. 
Ave. number of nonprofit 
organizations volunteered for 1.65 1.45 1.54 1.62 1.55 

Rank among regions 1 5 4 2 3 
Average hours per volunteer 
engagement in any given agency 115 109 106 86 108 

Rank among regions 1 2 4 5 3 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

 
Readers seeking more data on these inter-regional comparisons on volunteering for the sub-
sectors are again referred to Appendix 4 (starting on p. 133), and the Table 2.2’s in each of 
the other regional reports in this series (to compare the rankings on each measure for each 
subsector within each region, or to see some other totals). That Appendix also has tables 
contrasting the number of full-time equivalent volunteer positions per subsector at the 
organizational level in each region. There may also be a forthcoming report on this issue 
with more tables, charts and analyses by Drs. Reed and Selbee. 
 
But in the meantime, with that as background on where and how much people have been 
volunteering of late, let’s proceed to examine how much less many people have been 
volunteering, both in the various regions of Canada and in Québec in particular. 
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3 The Recent Decline in Volunteerism in Canada and Québec 

As a whole, about a fifth of Quebecers over the age of fifteen volunteered for nonprofit 
organizations in 2000, for an average of 159 annual hours each and a total of a little over 180 
million hours. Clearly, this is a significant investment in time, energy, and goodwill of the 
public, and it serves as a crucial contribution to the functioning of voluntary organizations. 
 
However, these more global figures on the participation rates and total and average number of 
hours volunteered only tell a limited part of the story. A more careful analysis of the data 
from the three major national voluntary activity surveys Statistics Canada has conducted to 
date5 actually shows a significant decline in volunteer support both in Canada as a whole and 
in Québec, particularly when we take the relative contributions of the individual volunteers 
into account. 
 
In a nutshell, the problem is that most volunteers are dedicating fewer hours each, now, while 
the most dedicated inner core are having to take up the slack and put in that many more. 
 
That is, although there are more actual volunteers now than there were fifteen years ago in 
most regions, they are tending to volunteer significantly less time than they used to. Rather 
than volunteering month in, month out, many people’s volunteer experiences are now 
confined to “episodic” volunteering, such as pitching in for ‘one-off’ fundraisers or special 
events.6 
 
In the short term, the effects of this have been partially offset by the population growth, in 
some regions of Canada (more people volunteering less still adds up to slightly more). But it’s 
an open question whether the continued influx of new volunteers will be enough to offset the 
inevitable losses when the existing “core” volunteers become too burned out, tired or ill to 
continue, whether from age, infirmity, or “compassion fatigue.”7 
 
Let’s examine the data documenting this decline, beginning at the national level. 
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3.1 The national reduction in volunteering 
 
Between 1987 and 2000, Canada and its voluntary sector grew quite a bit. There was a sixteen 
percent increase in the total Canadian population, and probably twice that increase in the 
number of nonprofit agencies to volunteer for.8 
 
At the same time, there was a twenty-two percent increase in the sheer number of volunteers 
over this period, which seems roughly in keeping with that. And yet the total size of the 
Canadian volunteer work force didn’t increase by nearly that much, once we take their actual 
contributions into account. In fact, if we standardize the measurements by converting the total 
hours volunteered in each survey year to full-time equivalent (FTE) jobs, we’ll find it only 
grew by 3.6%. (See Table 3.1, bottom row) 
 
Table 3.1: Overall rates and amounts of volunteering in Canada for 1987, 1997 and 2000 

 Year of Survey Change 
Variable 1987 1997 2000 1987 to 2000 1997 to 2000
Total number of volunteers 5,337,000 7,472,000 6,513,000 22.0% -12.8% 
 Participation Rate 26.8 31.4 26.7 -0.4% -15.0% 
Total annual volunteer hours 1,017,548,000 1,108,924,000 1,053,200,000 3.5% -5.0% 
Average annual hours per vol. 191 149 162 -15.2% 8.7% 
Volunteer service hours per 
capita (relative to eligible, 
household-dwelling 15+ pop.) 

51.1 46.6 43.2 -15.5% -7.3% 

FTE size of vol. labour force* 530,000 578,000 549,000 3.6% -5.0% 
* Assuming 40 hours of work per week, for 48 weeks, to calculate Full-Time Equivalence 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000; 
and Volunteer Activity Survey, 1987 (Duchesne, 1989) 

 
There’s also been a serious slippage in volunteering on a per capita basis, even with more than 
a million more warm bodies volunteering. When we divide the total number of hours volun-
teered by the total number of eligible people in the population who might have volunteered, it 
turns out that collectively, Canadians have reduced their efforts on behalf of nonprofit organi-
zations by over fifteen percent. In other words, we’re putting in about a sixth less time than 
we used to, when the population growth is taken into account. 
 
Mind you, there was a notable spike in volunteering in 1997, when nearly a third of the 
population participated. But there’s been a considerable decline in volunteering since that 
high-water mark. There were nearly a million fewer volunteers in 2000 (a 13% decrease); 
almost 56 million fewer hours contributed in total, and a net decrease in the FTE volunteer 
workforce of almost thirty thousand jobs (a 5% decrease); and 3.4 hours less per volunteer on 
a per capita basis (a 7% decrease). 
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3.2 The steady decline of formal volunteering in Québec 

Turning to the regional level, now, formal volunteering has suffered quite a bit in Québec, 
both in terms of the participation rates and the total amounts volunteered. 
 
Québec experienced a slight decrease in its overall formal volunteering participation rate in 
2000 relative to 1987, which was the lowest in Canada at that point – and still is. (Figure 3.1)  
It also registered a fourteen percent relative decline in its citizens’ participation rate between 
1997 and 2000, which exceeded the relative changes in two other regions. 

Figure 3.1: Formal volunteering rates in Canada by region, 1987, 1997 and 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Sources: Statistics Canada: National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 

2000; and the Volunteer Activity Survey, 1987 (Duchesne, 1989) 
 
When we look at some of the other, more detailed volunteering data in Québec, the news is 
mostly bad, as well. 
 
On the plus side, there has been a thirteen percent increase in its total number of volunteers, 
between 1987 and 2000. That exceeded the nine percent increase in its total population9 –
although not the fourteen percent increase in its age-15 plus population during that time. 
 
On the other hand, there was almost a thirteen percent decline in the total hours volunteered 
for nonprofit organizations in Québec between 1987 and 2000 (and thus of the corresponding 
size of the total FTE volunteer labour force). And there was a twenty-three percent decline on 
a per capita basis, among the entire eligible population. 
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Moreover, its total number of volunteers and volunteer participation rate both decreased by 
nearly fourteen percent between 1997 and 2000, and the FTE size of its volunteer labour force 
shrank by over eight percent. (Table 3.2) Québec was the only major region of Canada that 
hasn’t seen an increase in its total hours since 1987. (Figure 3.2 and Figure 3.3) 
 
Table 3.2: Overall rates and amounts of volunteering in Québec for 1987, 1997 and 2000 

 Year of Survey Changes 
Variable 1987 1997 2000 1987-2000 1987-1997 1997-2000 
Number of volunteers 1,005,000 1,313,000 1,135,000 12.9% 30.6% -13.6% 
Total volunteer hours ('000s) 206,911 196,974 180,500 -12.8% -4.8% -8.4% 
Volunteer rate (%) 19.2 22.1 19.1 -0.5% 15.1% -13.6% 
Average annual hours per vol. 205.9 150.0 159.0 -22.8% -27.1% 6.0% 
Volunteer service hours per 
capita (for the eligible 15+ pop.) 39.6 33.2 30.3 -23.4% -16.3% -8.5% 

FTE size of vol. labour force* 107,766 102,591 94,010 -12.8% -4.8% -8.4% 
* Assuming 40 hours of work per week, for 48 weeks to calculate Full-Time Equivalence 

Source: Statistics Canada, Volunteer Activity Survey, 1987; National Survey of Giving, 
Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 

 

Figure 3.2: Volunteer service hours per capita among the household-dwelling population aged 
15 or over, by region, in 1987, 1997, and 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Statistics Canada, Volunteer Activity Survey, 1987; National Survey of Giving, 
Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 
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Figure 3.3: Relative changes in the total annual volunteer hours and FTE size of the volunteer 
labour forces per region in Canada between 1987, 1997, and 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Statistics Canada, Volunteer Activity Survey, 1987; National Survey of Giving, 
Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 

 
Of course, it’s possible that these rather discouraging overall results at the national and 
regional levels may be obscuring some important differences between urban and rural living. 
Perhaps it’s just the contributions in major urban centres such as Montréal which have been 
slipping, where the population is more transitory and may be less rooted to the community? 
 
However, unfortunately, it appears to be much the same story when we consider how the rates 
of volunteering vary according to the size of the community. Reed and Selbee (2001) have 
shown that at the national level, at least, volunteering isn’t only down (by -14%) in the big 
cities: there was an even worse relative decrease (of -17%) outside them. (Table 3.3) 
 

Table 3.3: Formal volunteering rates in Canada by community size, 1987-2000  

 
Region or 

% of 15+ population who volunteered for 
at least one nonprofit org. in previous year 

 
Change 

community size 1987 1997 2000 1987-2000 1997-2000 
Canada  27 31 27 -0.4% -15.0% 
Large urban areas 
(over 100,000 pop.) 24 29 25 4.2% -13.8% 

All other areas  31 36 30 -3.2% -16.7% 
Sources: Statistics Canada: Reed and Selbee (2001), using the National Survey of Giving, 

Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000; and Survey of Volunteer Activity, 1987 
 

Unfortunately, the latest breakdowns for the small-town versus rural rates are not available as 
of this writing, nor for the urban/rural differences in all the individual provinces or regions. 
However, a new report by the Canadian Centre for Philanthropy (Barr et al., 2004) has found 
that there has indeed been a corresponding decline in the volunteer participation rate in the 
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non-urban areas of Ontario, as well, and moreover, the average contributions per volunteer are 
also lower outside its urban areas. (Table 3.4) 

Table 3.4: Formal volunteering rates and amounts in Ontario by community size, 1997-2000 

 
Region or 

% of 15+ pop. who volunteered for at 
least one nonprofit org. in previous year 

Change in 
participation 

Ave. hrs. 
volunteered 

Community size 1997 2000 rate in 2000 
Ontario  32.0 25.5 -20% 165 
Urban areas (over 30,000 
pop.) of Ontario 30 24 -20% 168 

All other areas of Ontario 37 31 -16% 157 
Sources: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating,  

1997 and 2000, and Barr et al. (2004) 
 
And the indications from an independent research program are that volunteering is very much 
in decline in rural areas in other provinces, as well, and is at considerable risk, especially 
since their most prevalent volunteers are getting much older.10 
 
Thus, it appears likely that volunteering has probably also continued to decline in both the 
rural and urban areas of Québec, alike. 
 
 
Now, it’s still a bit of an open question whether these various decreases in volunteering in 
2000 are indicative of a downward trend, as opposed to merely being a onetime, natural 
correction to an unusually high rate in 1997 due to high unemployment or other conditions 
then. We won’t know this for sure for another a year or two, until after the next iteration of 
the NSGVP survey has been conducted and analyzed, but the preliminary indications are that 
volunteering is indeed continuing to decline, particularly among the older Boomers.11 
 
If so, there’s certainly ample cause for concern. With the remaining core volunteers doing so 
many more hours each, now, it appears there’s a serious risk of burnout and future shortages 
of volunteers, particularly of some of the most vital and dedicated ones – the board members. 
 
Considered in conjunction with the increased demands many organizations have been 
experiencing – to serve more clients, frequently with more reporting requirements, and often 
for less money than they had in the past12 – this human resources shortage may constitute an 
extremely serious threat to the voluntary sector’s sustainability. 
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3.3 The recent declines in volunteering among specific demographic groups 
in Québec 

 
We can also examine which segments of Québec’s population as a whole recently showed the 
greatest reductions in volunteering between 1997 and 2000, by examining the data covered in 
the two Caring Canadians, Involved Canadians highlight reports of these surveys. 
 
Unfortunately, the volunteering participation rates were down for nearly every one of 
Québec’s major demographic groups that there was full data for, and the total hours were 
down for the vast majority of them, as well. (Table 3.5) 
 
We’ll just quickly go over some of the greatest relative decreases here in the text. For more 
detail, the relative changes for all the demographic groups are set out in Table 3.5 below, and 
for your convenience the actual rates or amounts from 1997 and 2000 and the net changes for 
all twenty-seven demographic groups are documented in Table 7.1 through Table 7.3 in 
Appendix 2. 
 
To begin with, the participation rates dropped by between one and three percentage points in 
absolute terms (e.g., from 23% of males volunteering in 1997 to 20% volunteering in 2000) 
for nine demographic groups: males; adults between 25 and 34 years old; those from 
households grossing either under twenty, sixty to eighty, or over eighty thousand; full-time 
workers; those with less than a full high school education, or whose highest level of education 
was a college diploma; and married people, or those living common-law. That was bad 
enough, since the participation rates in Québec were pretty low to begin with, compared to the 
rest of Canada. But they also decreased by about a fifth or more in relative terms for at least 
ten demographic groups: 

• females, whose volunteer rate dropped by 18% (to eighteen percent, as it happens); 

• the employed, for whom it dropped 21%; 

• the $20,000–$39,999 gross household income group, where it dropped 27%; 

• the $40,000–$59,999 household income group, where it dropped 28%; 

• the 15 to 24 and the 45 to 55 year-old age groups, where it dropped 31%; 

• those with a “single” marital status, for whom it decreased 32%; 

• those working part-time, and people whose highest level of educational attainment 
was a high school diploma, whose participation rates dropped 38%. 

 
These involved drops of between four and twelve percentage points in absolute terms, such 
that only 20% or less of all these groups ended up volunteering, except for adults between 35 
and 44 (21%), and those with a university degree (27%). 
 
Similarly, the total hours volunteered for nonprofit organizations also dropped for most 
demographic groups. Only four groups in Québec showed definite increases in total hours: 
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• Those whose highest level of educational attainment was a post-secondary certificate or 
diploma or some university,13 who collectively contributed almost 6% more hours in 2000 
than they had in 1997, despite the fact that their participation rate had dropped two points. 
Hence, the remaining ones put in an extra half-hour a week, on average. 

• Adults between 35 and 44 years of age, whose total hours also increased six percent, while 
also suffering a four point drop in their participation rate, such that they, too, wound up 
putting in over a fifth more hours than they had a few years earlier (when it was the lowest 
among all the demographic groups, at 112 annual hours). 

• People employed part-time, who contributed twelve percent more hours, despite a twelve 
point drop in their participation rate, which brought their average up to 178 hours. 

• People whose gross household income was between sixty and eighty thousand, whose 
total hours increased over 25%, despite a three point drop in their participation rate. In this 
case, however, it wasn’t so much because they were putting in so many more hours each: 
that only nudged up one hour on an annual basis. Rather, it was because there were so 
many more people falling into this category in the general population – over a quarter 
million or 42% more – likely owing to the considerable improvements in Québec’s 
economy over this period.14 Consequently, there were over forty thousand or almost 25% 
more people from this income bracket volunteering in 2000, but there was also a compar-
able decrease in the number and percentage of people volunteering in the income bracket 
immediately behind that, where many of these nouveau upper-middle-class Quebecers 
presumably came from. 

 
For the eighteen remaining major demographic groups where there were a sufficient number 
of respondents to meet Statistics Canada’s quality standards to release the results, the total 
hours volunteered were down in 2000, relative to their 1997 levels – by at least ten percent, 
for two-thirds of them. 
 
Fortunately, the declines were fairly limited for those who were married or living common-
law (less than -1%), or without a full high school education (-3%), or not in the labour force  
(-4%). There were also a few groups with intermediate losses: males (-7%); people from 
households grossing over eighty thousand (-8.5%); and the group mentioned above, people 
from the forty to sixty thousand dollar household income bracket (-9.3%), which had many of 
its members elevated to the sixty-plus bracket. 
 
But there were twelve demographic groups whose total hours dropped by at least ten percent. 
(Figure 3.4)  Indeed, there were at least five whose contributions decreased by a fifth or more: 

• youth between 15 and 24 years of age, whose total hours decreased by 19.7%, or 
nearly six million hours; 

• those working full-time, whose hours decreased 23% (nearly nineteen million hours); 

• adults between 45 and 54 years of age, whose hours decreased 27% (-11 million); 

• those of “single” marital status, whose hours decreased 28% (-16 million); 
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• people whose highest level of educational attainment was some college, whose hours 
dropped 34% (-8 million); and, 

• adults between 25 and 34 years of age, whose collective contributions decreased 45% 
(for nearly fifteen million fewer hours than this group had volunteered in 1997). 

 
Figure 3.4: Demographic groups in Québec with relative declines of ten percent or more in the 

total number of hours volunteered in 2000 compared to 1997 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 
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participation rates and total hours. It’s quite a different story with the averages and medians, 
however. As you can see in Table 3.5, the averages were actually up by at least ten percent for 
a third of the demographic groups, where the fewer remaining volunteers were putting in 
more hours, each. And the medians were up at least that much for over half of them. 
 
In some respects, this may be a good thing, inasmuch as the greater contributions per 
volunteer likely translate to fewer volunteers for the individual agencies to have to process 
(i.e., recruit, screen, orient, train, and co-ordinate – which can all cost time and money). On 
the other hand, when the averages or medians do go up quite dramatically for any given 
demographic group, it likely indicates that a disproportionate burden is being borne by many 
of the individual volunteers in that group, and that poses a real risk of burning many of them 
out and losing them as volunteers, altogether. 
 
For example, the group showing the greatest increase in the average hours volunteered in 
much of Canada was seniors (age 65+), whose average went up by over 50% in some regions, 
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reaching more than double the regional averages. This may be the case in Québec, as well. In 
2000, its seniors volunteered 283 annual hours, on average, which was 1.8 times higher than 
the provincial average (159). Unfortunately, the corresponding data for this group from 1997 
has been suppressed due to sample size limitations, so we can’t track the changes precisely, 
but they did end up with the highest averages and medians in 2000. But if we look to the 
group with the highest available changes, a similar point can be made. Volunteers from 
households with under twenty thousand in gross income ended up averaging 57% more hours 
in 2000 than they or their counterparts had a few years earlier, reaching 224 hours annually 
(or over four hours a week), which was forty percent higher than the regional average. And 
the median for this group went up 140% (also the greatest relative increase), leaving them 
with the highest median (120 annual hours) of all the household income groups in Québec, by 
far (the lowest was 50). In fact, there’s likely a great deal of overlap between these two groups 
(seniors and low-income), so the same concern applies here: it appears a disproportionate 
share of volunteering is being shouldered by the poor and the elderly, who will not be able to 
keep it up indefinitely. 
 
The other side of this coin is that the average contributions went down quite a bit for several 
demographic groups in Québec, many of which had previously contributed a very significant 
portion of the total hours volunteered. The largest relative reductions in the averages were for: 

• Full-time workers, who contribute about a third of Québec’s total volunteer hours; 
their average contributions decreased 14% to 118 hours per year in 2000, which was 
35% lower than the provincial average (159). 

• Those with a university degree, who’re responsible for a fifth of the total hours; their 
average decreased 18% to 98 hours per year – 20% lower than the provincial average. 

• People from households grossing over $80,000 annually, who give an eighth of the 
total hours; their average decreased 21% to 110 annual hours, or 45% below average. 

• Those with some college education (but no diploma), who contributed 12% of the total 
hours in 1997, but just 8% in 2000; their average contributions decreased 24%, to 24% 
below Québec’s average, at 128 hours. 

• Adults from 25 to 34 years old, whose share of total hours dropped from almost 17% 
to 10%; their average went down over a third, to 98 hours, or 62% below average. 

 
Finally, a bit of good news to leave you with in reviewing these changes. There were some 
demographic groups where sample size and data quality considerations prevented the results 
from at least one of the two survey years from being released, so their relative changes can’t 
be shown either. These are for two age groups (between 55 and 64 years old, or 65 or older); 
two marital status groups (separated or divorced, and widowed); and the unemployed. How-
ever, with a little ingenuity, we can estimate the changes for some of these as considered as 
larger, combined categories (by grouping some related demographic groups together, figuring 
out what the combined totals were for the remaining demographic groups in their larger 
category that do have full data for, and subtracting the differences). If we do so, it appears that 
both the total and average hours actually went up for adults of age fifty-five and up; for the 
separated, widowed, or divorced; and for the unemployed. The values for the unemployed 
still can’t be released, but the others have been tacked on to tables for the various demo-
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graphic groups, starting here in Table 3.5 for the relative changes, and in Appendix 2 (starting 
on p. 124) for the actual values. 
 

Table 3.5: Relative changes in volunteering for the major demographic groups in Québec in 
2000 in comparison to 1997 (in percent) 

Personal Characteristic 

 
Volunteer 

rate 

Total hours 
the group 

volunteered 

Share of total 
hours 

volunteered 

 
Average  
Hours 

 
Median 
Hours 

Total Provincial -13.6 -8.4 - 6.0 23.2 
Age 15–24 -30.8 -19.7* -12.4* 16.7* 36.4* 

 25–34 -5.0 -45.0 -40.0 -36.4 -4.0 
 35–44 -16.0 6.0 15.7 22.3 7.1 
 45–54 -30.8 -26.9 -20.2 -1.3 3.3 
 55–64 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
 65 and older n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Sex Male -13.0 -6.9 1.6 4.3 12.9 
 Female -18.2 -10.0 -1.8 7.2 30.8 

Marital  Married or common-law -9.1 -0.7 8.3 4.0 28.1 
Status Single -32.0 -28.5 -21.9 0.0 9.1 

 Widowed n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
 Separated or divorced n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Education  Less than high school -6.7 -3.4* 5.4* 19.5 23.4 
Level High school diploma -38.1 -15.6* -7.9* 20.7 15.6 

 Some college 0.0 -34.4* -28.4* -23.8* 11.1* 

 
Post-secondary diploma or 
some university13 -8.7 5.6 15.2 22.3 48.1 

 University degree -25.0 -12.6 -4.6 -18.0 12.5 
Labour  Employed -20.8 -15.0 -7.2 -2.2 9.1 
Force Full-time -13.6 -22.8 -15.7 -13.9 3.7 
Status Part-time -37.5 12.0* 22.2* 44.7* 57.4* 

 Unemployed n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
 Not in labour force 0.0 -3.6 5.2 8.7* 35.5* 

Household  Less than $20,000 -6.3 -17.9 -10.4 56.6 140.0 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 -27.3 -14.3 -6.5 -2.8 -3.2 
Level $40,000–$59,999 -28.0 -9.3 -1.0 18.1 33.3 

 $60,000–$79,999 -10.7 25.6* 37.1* 0.7 -16.7 
 $80,000 or more -3.4 -8.5 -0.1 -21.4 12.5 

Age 55 and up 11* 23* 34* 6*  
Separated, widowed, or divorced -1* 1* 11* 33*  

“n/a” means the figure is not available because the sample size was too small to express the results 
in either the 1997 or 2000 Caring Canadians reports or both 

*  means the figure should be treated with caution because the sample size was quite small 
Source: Statistics Canada: National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 
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3.4 Regional comparisons on the demographic groups’ total and average 
volunteering 

 
One might wonder how well Québec did in comparison with the other regions on probably the 
two most fundamental measures of volunteer contributions by the twenty-seven major 
demographic groups that the NSGVP surveys track: the relative increases or decreases in their 
total hours, and their current averages. The answer is, “Not very well.” (Table 3.6) 

Table 3.6: Relative changes in the total hours volunteered in each region in 2000 in comparison 
to 1997 and the number of major demographic groups showing the greatest or least 
changes in those totals in each region, and the number of demographic groups with the 
highest or lowest average and per capita average hours volunteered per region in 2000 

Variable Atlantic Québec  Ontario Prairies B.C. 
Change in total hours volunteered  16.8% -8.4% -6.7% -0.5% -15.8% 
Rank for best (1) to worst (5) change 1 4 3 2 5 
No. of demographic groups showing the 
greatest relative increases (out of 27) 16 4 1 6 0 

No. of demographic groups showing the 
worst relative changes (out of 22, since the 
data were suppressed for some groups) 

0 9 3 1 9 

No. of groups with the highest averages 
among the five regions (of 27) 19 2 2 1 3 

No. of groups with the lowest averages 
among the five regions (of 25) 1 7 0 14 3 

No. of groups with largest per capita 
averages among the regions (of 27) 19 0 0 7 1 

No. of groups with smallest per capita 
averages among the regions (of 25) 0 22 1 0 2 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 

Québec suffered the second-greatest loss in total hours, overall. And it had the poorest relative 
changes for most age groups (15-24, 25-34, 45-54); and for females; full-time workers; single 
people; those with some college education, at most; those with a university degree; and those 
from households grossing $80,000 or more. These reductions ranged between about eight and 
forty-five percent, for an average of -23%. Québec only led for the relative improvements for 
four demographic groups: the 35 to 44 age bracket, and people whose highest level of 
education was a post-secondary diploma or some university, whose increases were both 
relatively modest (about 6%); those working part-time (up 12%), and those from households 
with less than $20,000 in total income (which was actually down 18%; this was the smallest 
reduction for that group among all the regions, but that wasn’t necessarily a good thing, since 
the reason this went down in most regions was that there were a lot fewer people in that 
income bracket, due to the improved economy). 
 
Québec also had a poor showing with regard to the average volunteer contributions. Only two 
demographic groups volunteered the most hours in Québec, on average: people with lowest 
house-hold income, and part-time workers. And at least a quarter of the demographic groups 
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had the lowest averages among the major regions of Canada, here, and the vast majority (22 
of the 25 there was full data for) had the lowest averages in Québec on a per capita basis. 
 
The Atlantic region clearly did the best for volunteering. It was the only region whose total 
hours increased overall, and by a goodly portion (17%) at that. It also led for the relative 
improvements in total hours contributed by three-fifths of the demographic groups, for an 
average improvement of 30% for them. In addition, Atlantic Canada had the highest averages 
of both kinds for two-thirds of the demographic groups, and the lowest average for only one 
group (the lowest-income households, again). 
 
The Prairies had mixed results. They wound up with pretty much the same total hours as 
they’d had in 1997 (which put them ahead of most regions), and they had the best relative 
increases for half a dozen demographic groups, and only trailed in one (those with less than a 
full high school education). But they also showed some large declines for some groups 
(particularly the middle-aged) and they ended up with the lowest averages for half the groups, 
including the two largest ones: males and females. Considering their high participation rates, 
they did much better on a per capita basis, though. The Prairies led for seven groups (quite 
handily, in most cases), and didn’t have the lowest per capita average for any group. 
 
Ontario suffered middling losses in overall hours, and only led in the relative changes in total 
hours for one demographic group (albeit one of the most sought-after ones: those with a 
university degree – up 35%!). It also had the worst changes in total hours for three groups: 
those with just a high school education; those not in the labour force; and those from house-
holds grossing less than $20,000. It only ended up with the highest averages for two groups: 
the 25 to 34 year-old bracket (where it was only slightly ahead of B.C.) and the widowed. But 
that was only among those who actually volunteered; if we take the participation rates into 
account, it wasn’t ahead for any demographic group on a per capita basis, and it did the worst 
for one: the lowest-income group. 
 
British Columbia did worst with regard to the changes in total volunteer hours, however. It 
suffered the greatest loss overall (-16%), and it did not appear to have the best changes in any 
demographic group (although there were four smaller groups – the 55-64 bracket, the 
widowed, separated or divorced people, and the unemployed – where the 2000 data had to be 
suppressed, so that may not be the last word on that). And it tied Québec for the most groups 
(nine) exhibiting the greatest reductions in their total hours, with decreases ranging between  
-11% and -40%, for an average of -26% for these particular groups. B.C. only had the highest 
averages for three groups (seniors, separated or divorced people, and those with a college 
diploma or some university education), and the best per capita average for one (the separated 
or divorced). 
 
Note, the actual values for the relative changes in the total amounts of volunteering by the 
major demographic groups in each region and the latest values on the average hours per 
demographic are all provided in Appendix 3, beginning on p. 129. 
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4 Targeting the Distinguishing Characteristics of the Most Active 
Volunteers in Québec 

4.1 Introduction to the Method for this Analysis 
 
Given the vital role volunteers play in our organizations and society as a whole, it would be 
nice if we could slow or reverse these declines in volunteerism by working out a way to 
recruit more. But given the limited resources of most voluntary organizations, it can be 
prohibitively expensive to mount an across-the-board recruitment campaign in newspaper, 
television, or radio ads, for example. Hence, savvy groups may want to adopt a strategy 
employed by many businesses and fundraisers alike, by conducting a more targeted marketing 
campaign: in this case, one aimed specifically at those demographic groups most likely to 
produce the most active volunteers: that is, those most likely to put in more than just a 
nominal amount of an hour or so a week, at best. 
 
Who should we be looking for, then? Is there anything in the NSGVP survey data indicating 
there’s something distinctive about the most active volunteers which sets them apart from the 
rest of the population, such that we can zero in on them in recruiting campaigns? Fortunately, 
Paul B. Reed and L. Kevin Selbee have addressed this very question in their Distinguishing 
Characteristics of Active Volunteers in Canada, a study first published in 2000. Its 
methodology can be briefly summarized as follows. 
 
First, Reed and Selbee ‘distilled’ the complete sample of the 1997 NSGVP by sorting its 
respondents into three sets that are progressively ‘purer’ from the volunteering point of view. 
The largest one – the sixty-nine percent who indicated they had not formally volunteered at all 
– was set off in one group, to be the contrast class in the ensuing analyses. The remaining 
31%, representing the total body of Canadian volunteers, was then divided into two equal 
groups, according to which side of the median they fell: that is, on either side of the midway 
point on the number of total annual hours volunteered per individual when they are arranged 
in rank order.  
 
On one side of that median (which stood at 66 hours in 1997) there were the volunteers who 
gave relatively little of their time and labour, that year. Collectively, they accounted for just 
ten percent of all the hours volunteered (rather than half, if everyone had volunteered 
equally). Individually, most had volunteered under an hour a week; in fact, some may have 
put in as little as an hour, altogether, over the entire year (for a special event, for example). 
Because many of these individuals probably do not vary very much from the general populace 
who do not volunteer at all, this group was set aside, so as not to muddy the waters.15  
 
It’s the other half we’re really interested in, here: the most active volunteers, who accounted 
for 90% of the volunteer work, at the national level, by contributing at least over an hour a 
week, each, with some giving hundreds of hours over the course of the year. This is the 
sample Reed and Selbee’s analysis concentrates upon, to try to boil its constituents down to 
their core elements or key traits. 
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To do this, they examined the possible influence of dozens of personal and socioeconomic 
traits implicit in the NSGVP survey,16 by applying a statistical procedure called “calculating 
the logistic regression.”17 This procedure is used to uncover whether some variables in the 
data are significantly more likely to occur along with a given condition (in this case, being an 
active volunteer), while also holding other things constant or controlling for the other 
variables in the study. 
 
Is active volunteering more likely to be exhibited by women than men, for example, assuming 
there were equal numbers of each in the sample, and holding other things such as their income 
or family structure equal? Or by religious or non-religious people, or by certain occupations? 
And is this the same right across the board in Canada, in all regions and community sizes, or 
are there significant geographic variations, as well? 
 
Reed and Selbee addressed all these questions, as they performed a series of trial and error 
calculations on a total of forty-seven characteristics, testing the strength of each as predictors 
of whether the respondents having those traits are also active volunteers. The results of these 
tests produced various ‘models’ or sets of traits implicated in active volunteering, for a 
number of different subsets of the total body of Canadian volunteers. 
 
Ultimately, they found there were indeed some significant differences, even at the national 
level, where about ten traits showed up as more likely to be held by the most active volun-
teers, when all the other variables are controlled for. Combined into a descriptive profile,  
 

In broader terms, the picture that emerges from the many empirical details here is that an 
active volunteer in Canada is a person who: engages not only in volunteering but also in 
other forms of helping, contributing, and participating, especially through a religious 
organization; has children under age 17 living in a larger than average household; is other 
than a Catholic; has an above-average education and occupation; has been involved in 
civic activities as a youth; feels a sense of satisfaction and control in their life; and feels a 
sense of personal responsibility for or interest in civic affairs.  (Reed and Selbee, 2000) 

 
Besides that profile at the national level, Reed and Selbee also found some more detailed 
significant differences on the distinguishing traits of the active volunteers not only between 
the five main regions of Canada,18 but also between three main sizes of communities (big city, 
large town to mid-sized city, and everything else) within each region. 
 
In addition to those two major geographic dimensions, it quickly became clear that one of the 
most prominent traits distinguishing the most active volunteers in any given region or 
community size is their degree of religiosity. At the national level, in 1997, Canadians who 
rated themselves as very religious were not only far more likely to have volunteered than 
those who indicated they were not very religious (with participation rates of 44% and 30%, 
respectively), but they also contributed many more hours, on average (slightly over 200 hours 
among the very religious volunteers, versus 138 hours among the not-very).19   
 
In fact, the apparent influence of religiosity made such a substantive difference in trying to 
isolate the other distinguishing traits of active volunteers that it’s most productive to think of 
them as two distinct groups: those with either a high or a low degree religiosity. In this study, 
that’s defined as, “the self-assessed importance of one’s religious beliefs in one’s life.” But 
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basically, it’s just whether someone said “very or “somewhat” (for “high religiosity”) or “not 
very” or “not all” (for “low religiosity”) when asked how religious they were. Thus, it’s not a 
matter of whether they subscribe to any particular established religion, or attend a given 
institution such as a church with any given frequency. Of course, there’ll be a lot of overlap 
with that, but needless to say, many not-very religious people attend church, too. 
 
Thus, besides that main national profile, Reed and Selbee’s analysis yielded a total of thirty 
models or clusters of traits to pick out those most likely to volunteer more than the median 
amount. For each of Canada’s five main regions, there are six models, involving not only the 
three community sizes (large urban, small urban, and rural), but also those with either a high 
or low degree of religiosity within them. The results for Québec’s six models will be 
presented shortly below, following a discussion of how to interpret and apply the results. 
 

4.2 How to Interpret and Apply these Results and How Far Religiosity Extends  
 
This subsection covers what the various results in the models mean; how to go about applying 
them; how prevalent “high religiosity” is among the population; and how that trait relates to 
volunteering for both religious and non-religious organizations. 
 
In each model, there’s a list of which traits which were found to distinguish the more active 
volunteers from the non-volunteers in that context. They are listed in rank order, according to 
how important each factor is as a predictor of who is an active volunteer in that model (that is, 
in that community size, and among the people who are either at least somewhat religious or 
not very religious at all, within the communities of that size).  
 
Each characteristic is also followed by an “r” number: a very small one, which theoretically 
ranges between +1.0 to -1.0, but which rarely exceeds +/-0.3. For example, ironically, one of 
the distinguishing traits of the active volunteers who aren’t very religious in large urban areas 
of Québec is that they are likely to be farmers; the number attached to this is “0.123.”  In 
technical terms, Reed and Selbee note that these numbers can be read as “partial correlation 
coefficients,” which is both a mouthful and somewhat complicated to understand. 
 
Here’s how to go about interpreting these “r” numbers, then, for those unfamiliar with 
regression methods in statistics. In a word: “impressionistically.”  
 
The long and the short of it is, don’t pay too much attention to the actual numbers. Only two 
things really matter: their sign (positive or negative), and how much bigger or smaller the 
numbers are in comparison to their companions in the model – that will give you a feel for 
their relative importance as predictors. And even then, you don’t really have to look at the 
numbers, so much, since these factors are both incorporated into the other columns of the 
table. The negations have been built into the descriptions of the traits, and the order that the 
characteristics are listed in explicitly shows their rank importance.  
 
The sign, of course, indicates whether it is a positive correlation – where the odds of someone 
being an active volunteer goes up when that characteristic is present – or a negative or inverse 
correlation, where it’s unlikely that someone will volunteer more than the median amount if 
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he or she has that characteristic. As it happens, most of the correlations are positive. Note, 
though, that for those that are negative, the tables below have already incorporated the 
negative elements into the descriptions of either the traits themselves, or of the relative un-
likelihood of their being active volunteers. So to avoid confusion, please don’t construe the 
double-negatives (description and coefficient) as a positive.   
 
As for the relative size of the number, the smaller it is (ignoring whether it is positive or 
negative), the less important it is as an accurate or powerful predictor of who’s apt to be an 
active volunteer in that context.  In some regions and community sizes, there’s a relatively 
long list of distinguishing characteristics (up to 28), but bear in mind, it’s mainly the first five 
or so which are the most important, as the ones you can really hang your hats on as good 
predictors of who is more likely to volunteer extensively. The traits further down the list (if 
any), are not really very strong as predictors, especially after the tenth place or so, when they 
often had coefficients of less than 0.06. These additional, less important traits only tended to 
show up in the larger provinces, where there was a large enough sample size in the original 
survey to support some factors that were statistically significant but relatively unimportant in 
practical terms, as predictive tools. 
 
Hopefully, that will suffice. But for those whose intellectual curiosity may get the better of 
them and lead them to try to tutor themselves on the concept of partial correlation coefficients 
in the effort to better understand these numbers, there are a few more explanatory and 
cautionary notes in the endnotes, to try to ward off disappointment or confusion.20 
 
Let’s move on to how to apply these results, now. 
 
As with major donors, it’s probably best to attempt to recruit those you would like to become 
major (i.e., above the median) volunteers for your organization face-to-face, through personal 
contact with someone they know. That means everyone involved with your organization – 
including staff, board members, other members (if applicable), volunteers, and other 
supporters – should brainstorm on who they know with the characteristics for the two models 
in your community size, and then go approach them. Repeatedly, if necessary. The well-
known fundraising consultant and instructor Ken Wyman gives some guidance on how to do 
this in a more structured way, in a formal “Webbing Exercise” (Wyman, 1993/98).  
 
This general strategy is supported both by the empirical research and by the more anecdotal 
and impressionistic “How-To” manuals.  
 
For a few illustrations of the latter, first, see, e.g., Wittich (2003):  
 

Advertising Does Not Work! Let me tell you how I started my recruiting of 
volunteers. See if you have tried any of these techniques. First, I put up a massive 
poster at the back of the city hall. It said “WANTED VOLUNTEERS…If you are 
alive and well come on in!” Then, my second technique was to sit at the shopping 
mall for three hours and attempt to lasso all the ladies that passed by. My third 
technique was to visit all the service clubs in town and give out brochures. Let me tell 
you, these things don’t work. What does work is marketing, not advertising. And the 
marketing must be niche marketing… to look selectively at your potential audience 
and to understand why this group of people would want to volunteer at your place. 
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… I thought a lot about all the methods of recruiting volunteers. Recruiting contests, 
recruiting campaigns, recruiting committees to name a few of my thoughts. The truth 
of the matter is that simply the best way to recruit is to have each volunteer 
responsible to recruit. The best recruiters are your current group of volunteers…
 Wittich (2003:13-14, 21) 

 
(Wittich’s short electronic publication then goes on to give some practical guidance on how to 
coach your recruiters on how to make the pitch and close the ‘sale.’) 
 
Similarly, Rusin (1999: 33) writes,  
 

Even if you can afford it, advertising is no substitute for talking to people. As a 
volunteer recruiter you are in fact a salesman selling your volunteer opportunities. If 
your program has a continuing need for volunteers, rather than one day events, you 
must talk to people you think are good volunteer candidates wherever you meet them.  

 
And Esmond (2001: 70) has chapters on “Looking after your volunteers and involving them in 
recruiting,” and “Involving others in recruiting,” and suggests such things as,  
 

Consider holding a “you plus two” party. Ask everyone to bring along two people 
who they think might be suitable volunteers. A party is a great way to introduce 
people to your organization and to show them what great fun volunteering can be. 
They just might volunteer on the spot. Or, they may need a little more time to think 
about it, so add their details to your database and contact them a short time later. 

 
If you want to try that, obviously, the distinguishing characteristics to be considered shortly 
below should be shared with the “you’s” of your organization to consider which “plus twos” 
they might want to invite to such a gathering: the ones most apt to be a more active volunteer 
if they do become involved. 
 
This list could go on indefinitely. Although most such manuals do touch on where and how to 
advertise (in conjunction with a range of other recruiting techniques), there are some where 
the topic is scarcely even mentioned.21  The ones I have surveyed all seem to list personal 
networking at the very top of the recommended recruiting techniques.  
 
As for the empirical research supporting the proposition that the best way to recruit volunteers 
is through a personal ask, the most well-known source that’s cited in most of these manuals is 
the U.S. “Giving and Volunteering” survey that’s conducted every two years on behalf of the 
Independent Sector (an American umbrella organization akin to the Canadian Centre for 
Philanthropy).  
 
Although the proportions on this vary somewhat from survey to survey, the most striking 
results from it on this topic are from the 1996 version, in which the Gallup polling 
organization questioned about 2,700 randomly sampled respondents from throughout the 
United States. As Bowman (2004: 252) notes, the results show recruitment to be a very 
powerful factor to explain the causes of volunteering: 
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The relationship between receiving an invitation and volunteering is overwhelmingly 
positive and significant. …Seventy-six percent of volunteers … were asked to 
volunteer, whereas only 24% initiated contact. Furthermore, 80% of people ignored by 
recruiters remained dormant, whereas 83% of those who were recruited became 
volunteers. ...The odds that a person volunteers without being recruited are 4 to 1 
against, whereas the odds a person volunteers in response to an invitation are 5 to 1 in 
favor – a remarkable divergence. 

 
So who asked? That survey found it was usually a friend (51%), someone at their church or 
synagogue (31%) or a family member or relative (18%).  
 
Now, at first blush, the latest Canadian results on this issue seem to vary somewhat from the 
American ones. The Canadian Centre for Philanthropy’s latest NSGVP Fact Sheets contain 
charts on the “Percentage of Volunteer Events by Method of [First] Becoming Involved,” for 
each province. In Québec, the findings were: 

• Because someone in the organization asked them: for 30% of the volunteer 
engagements from Québec, that year 

• Because they approached the organization on their own: for 20% of the postings 

• Because they were asked by a friend or relative who wasn’t part of the organization: 
for 15%* 

• Because they were already a member of the organization and became aware of the 
opportunity or need: for 10%* 

• Because their child or spouse was already involved in the organization: 9%* 
 

 * Sample size limitations affect the reliability of this estimate.  

  Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000, CCP (2003a) 

 
Although this seems to contrast sharply with 76% of the U.S. respondents being asked, part of 
the discrepancy may be that several of these options in the NSGVP overlap somewhat on this 
issue. Whether it was someone inside the organization doing the asking (for 30% of the 
postings from this region) or a friend or relative who wasn’t actually part of it (15%), that’s 
still at least 45% of the volunteer positions that year being filled via personal requests. And if 
we add to that their connection to the organization as a member themselves (10%) or via their 
children or spouses (nearly another 10%) and either seeing the need for volunteers themselves 
or being drawn or coaxed into it by their family members, that’s a total of 65% of the 
engagements happening because of a personal connection.  
 
So, apart from the twenty percent or so who came to the organization on their own, then 
(where no overt method of recruitment was needed, aside from the agency having some 
visibility in the community), that means only fifteen percent of the positions were filled by 
other means. In Québec, the sample sizes or amounts were apparently too small to be able to 
say with any confidence what most of these were. But nationally, according to the Caring 
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Canadians highlight report (see Figure 4.1 below) and the CCP’s other provincial Fact Sheets, 
there were only three main other means of getting involved.  
 
One of the remaining methods was that the volunteers were nominated, appointed or elected 
to serve for an organization (as a board member, for example). That was for slightly over four 
percent of the positions, nationally: mostly in Ontario and the Prairies. This seems to be of a 
piece with being asked by someone they know, though – except that it’s a little more formal, 
and they didn’t necessarily know the people who nominated and approached them to serve 
personally (but they were flattered enough by the former to make up for the latter).  

Another was that their employers ‘suggested’ it, possibly because they had a corporate 
volunteering program. But while it certainly can’t hurt for a nonprofit agency to make their 
volunteer needs known to their local Chambers of Commerce and Volunteer Centres to 
facilitate that, note, this was only really a factor in Alberta and Ontario, where about three 
percent of their volunteer positions came to be filled that way.  

Third – and this is the crucial bit – it’s estimated that only about three percent of all the 
volunteer positions being occupied in Canada in 2000 came about because of a public appeal 
or advertisement.  

Figure 4.1: How Canadian volunteers aged 15 years and older first became involved in the 
positions they filled in 2000 (in percent) 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000,  
         Hall et al. (2001) 

With so few positions being filled through public appeals (it literally doesn’t even make the 
charts in Québec), that means expensive ads or even free Public Service Announcements may 
not be worth expending too much of an agency’s expectations or resources on as a serious 
recruiting tool, particularly for longer-term volunteers (as opposed to a sea of bodies needed 
for a special event).  
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There are several reasons for this. First, in today’s multi-channel, remote-controlled universe, 
it’s unlikely that an occasional PSA or even a paid ad on one’s local cable or regular broad-
cast channel will even be seen, much less attended to – particularly repeatedly, if it is to have 
an effect.22 Similarly for radio ads, as people increasingly turn to satellite and internet based 
radio stations to be free of commercials at home, or they push the tuner buttons or pop in a 
CD the ads come on, when listening in their cars.  
 
Second, even if the intended audience does see, hear, or read your appeal, it’s very easy to 
ignore, because it’s more or less anonymous and impersonal. Even a flyer hand-delivered to 
their box may fall on deaf eyes, as it were; particularly from people you’re looking for a 
major commitment from. A passage from a recent report on a community development 
project in an inner-city neighbourhood in Winnipeg that had trouble getting off the ground 
may be instructive in this regard: 

There are some simple practical reasons for this lack of knowledge of and involve-
ment with the SNA [Spence St. Neighbourhood Association]. The organization 
promotes its activities primarily by means of flyers delivered door to door. However, 
they are unable to get into most apartment blocks and rooming houses because the 
front doors are locked.…  

In some cases Aboriginal residents are not involved for reasons identical to those that 
keep most people from being involved: they are too busy … However, some of the 
people interviewed said that they were not involved with the SNA because they had 
never been personally invited to be involved, and they considered anything other than 
a personal invitation not to be an invitation. [E.g., one noted], “First of all, I was never 
extended a personal invitation, and second of all it’s hard to find out information as to 
when the meetings are....If somebody made the personal contact to say this is what 
we’re doing, this is what we need you for, you know, things like that...putting out 
posters is not really communicating.…”  Silver, Hay, & Gorzen (2004) 

 
Nor is that sentiment limited to the Aboriginal population. Blackman (1999) interviewed forty 
volunteer coordinators and thirty volunteers in Portland about the problem of recruiting male 
volunteers on behalf of a national volunteering initiative, and found that some believe it’s a 
sentiment held by North American men in general: 

[Some of the interviewees] suggested… that men simply do not think about 
volunteering, do not pay as close attention to notices for volunteer positions, or are not 
“tuned in” to stories about volunteerism. A few participants even noted that traditional 
methods of recruitment are ineffective. One person, for example, commented that 
people turn themselves off to flyers; another thought that superstars in advertising 
seem unrealistic. Three said that newspapers reach a limited audience and may only 
be effective if one is seeking specific volunteer work. Ultimately, you want men to 
realize that you are speaking to them and that your need for volunteers applies to 
them.  Blackman (1999: 28)  

 
This is not to say that advertising (including leafleting and putting up posters) for volunteers 
is never worthwhile, though. It probably depends on the context and the locale. E.g., Nancy 
Macduff, the editor of the VolunteerToday.com newsletter, steadfastly maintains that it would 
be a big mistake to give up on ads, since most adults still read newspapers at least once a 
week, and are interested in local issues. And Bennett & Kottasz (2000) cite some studies that 
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suggest twenty percent or more of the volunteers in the United Kingdom’s charity shops (such 
as our Goodwill or Value Village) were drawn by ads.23 
 
If you do decide to advertise, Bennett & Kottasz (2000) note that common media include: 

Local newspapers, specialist publications, direct mail, stalls and exhibitions, leaflets 
and other printed materials... Poster advertisements might be placed in public libraries, 
colleges, health centres and doctors’ waiting rooms, religious centres and town 
halls…[and] shop windows.  

 
And according to their study, don’t be shy about pointing out the potential benefits to the 
volunteer in your ads, rather than just trying to appeal to their altruism: 

…charities should not be afraid of broadcasting loudly and clearly the practical and 
emotional benefits that people can expect to receive in consequence of volunteering to 
work for a charitable organisation. Advertisements should provide a substantial 
amount of information about the job (cf. O’Connor, 1997) and the opportunities for 
training, work experience and social interaction that it provides. Concomitantly the 
affective advantages available to the individual (self-esteem, feeling good, and other 
‘selfish’ emotional gains) need to be emphasised. 

 
Note, too, that despite the reservations being expressed here about advertising, there’s another 
class of media exposure altogether whose value should not be underestimated. It’s sometimes 
called “earned media,” or simply “making the news.” This is what helped draw a good portion 
of that remaining 15% of the volunteers at the national level who came to the organizations on 
their own, partly because they’d heard good things about them. There are quite a number of 
voluntary sector publications which give advice on how to feed news stories about the good 
works your organization does to the local media; e.g., Esmond (2001), or AmeriCorps (2000). 
 
Finally, it should be noted that in Figure 4.1 above, there’s also an ‘Other’ category for all the 
rest, for about five percent of the volunteer engagements nationally. Apart from additional 
factors the survey respondents could specify themselves (which have not been published), this 
“other’ category mainly encompasses:  

a) referrals through Volunteer Centres or indeed other voluntary organizations which may 
not have been the right fits for these particular volunteers, or where the volunteers weren’t 
sufficiently engaged by, or wanted to branch out from, them. Thus, it probably can’t hurt 
to register and post listings with the former (although there is a membership fee), or to 
exchange recruitment posters with other agencies in your area.  

b) using the Internet to match interests/skills with an organization. Note they can do that via 
Volunteer Opportunities Exchange (VOE, at www.voe-reb.org) at the national level, and 
through some individual Volunteer Centres such as Volunteer Vancouver at the local 
level. It’s not clear how successful this is as a recruiting tool, however, even for those who 
know about the site and have occasion to visit. Murray & Harrison (2002) surveyed a lot 
of Canadians who’d visited the site over a three or four month period when many people 
contemplate volunteering (between October 2001 and January 2002), and found there was 
very little uptake: “Only 96 of the 1,745 respondents (6%) said that they had contacted 
organizations about volunteer positions through the VOE system. Of these, 93 (5%…) had 

http://www.voe-reb.org/
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actually undertaken some type of volunteer assignment.” Still, it doesn’t hurt to try… 
registration is free (see www.volunteer.ca/volcan/eng/content/vol-exchange/org-
features.php?display=2,6,3).  

 
Just to recap, then. It’s suggested that you share the two sets of characteristics* for the size of 
the community your agency is located in with everyone in or connected to your organization 
who might be enlisted in helping you to recruit volunteers. (*With one set applying to more  
religious people, and the other to those who don’t consider themselves particularly religious –
unless, of course, your agency has a strong preference for just one type over the other.)  
 
Ask them to think of anyone they know with these characteristics (presumably in conjunction 
with whatever skills or traits are needed for the volunteering tasks you’re recruiting for), who 
could conceivably do what needs to be done, whether onsite at your agency, or from where 
they are. The more characteristics in any given model that can be matched to a single potential 
recruit, the better. That is, it will become increasingly likely that such people are already 
volunteering somewhere, and you can try to draw them into your organization, as well (some 
of the most active volunteers are involved with several organizations at once); or at least 
they’ll resemble the people who do volunteer a lot in key ways, and hopefully you can turn 
them into active volunteers, as well. But don’t worry about capturing all the traits, if faced 
with too many of them. Concentrate mainly on the top-ranked ones; they’re less important as 
predictors of active volunteers after the first half dozen characteristics or so. 
 
Ideally, these will be people that you or your informants not only know of, but know 
personally – well enough to ask them to volunteer for your organization, in person, bolstered 
by a friendly account of not only how good your agency and its work are, but also how much 
good it can do them to volunteer for it. But even if no one in your organization does know 
them personally (or at least, not well enough to make an effective pitch to them), don’t 
despair. They may well know their friends or family members, and appeal to them to make the 
recruitment pitch on your behalf. That’s probably how a lot of those fifteen percent of the 
volunteer positions in this province came to be filled in this way! 
 
Note, though, that these models aren’t foolproof. They have at least two major limitations.  
 
First, they were arrived at retrospectively – based on existing volunteers – rather than pros-
pectively, based on tracking a population before and after they became volunteers. That 
means they’re probably going to be more successful at identifying people who are already 
active volunteers than people who’re apt to become active volunteers from square one. In 
other words, unfortunately, you might be using them more to poach your best volunteers from 
one another than to create new ones! 
 
Second, even on those terms, they’re not one hundred percent accurate. When Drs. Reed and 
Selbee tested the models, they found that in most models, collectively, the traits could 
successfully only pick out or predict 75% of the active volunteers, and their opposites could 
correctly predict about the same proportion of non-volunteers. In other words, about a quarter 
of the active volunteers in each sub-group will not be caught in these predictive nets, so don’t 
let them be your only recruitment guides. 
 

http://www.volunteer.ca/volcan/eng/content/vol-exchange/org-features.php?display=2,6,3
http://www.volunteer.ca/volcan/eng/content/vol-exchange/org-features.php?display=2,6,3
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Regarding how prevalent these more religious people are, now, and whether they’re only apt 
to volunteer for religious organizations, the news is pretty good on both counts.  
 
First, given the fairly liberal definition of “high religiosity” (to include those for whom 
religious beliefs are only ‘somewhat’ important to how they live their life), this is a pretty 
widespread characteristic. According to the latest (2000) NSGVP data, 52% of the total 
Canadian household population over the age of fifteen would characterize themselves as at 
least somewhat religious, although that had declined somewhat since 1997. (Table 4.1) 

Table 4.1: Prevalence of religiosity among the adult (15+) population, Canada, 1997 and 2000 

Do you consider  1997 2000 Change 
yourself to be ... Number % of pop. Number % in number in proportion
Very religious 2,863,479 12.0% 2,584,835 10.6% -10% -12% 
Somewhat religious 10,380,135 43.6% 10,082,160 41.3% -3% -5% 
High religiosity 13,243,614 55.6% 12,666,995 51.9% -4% -7% 
Not very religious 6,213,579 26.1% 5,644,261 23.1% -9% -11% 
Not at all religious 3,658,353 15.4% 4,295,385 17.6% 17% 15% 
Low religiosity 9,871,932 41.5% 9,939,646 40.8% 1% -2% 
Don't know 117,403 0.5% 278,012 1.1% 137% 131% 
Refusal 56,801 0.2% 374,728 1.5% 560% 544% 
Not stated 518,402 2.2% 1,123,826 4.6% 117% 112% 
Total 15+ population 23,808,151 100.0% 24,383,207 100.0% 2.4% 0.0% 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 
 
At the provincial level, this high religiosity (so defined) varies between 47% and 71% of the 
relevant population, as of 1997. (The more recent breakdowns are not available at this point.) 
Table 4.2: Percent of the adult (15+) population with high religiosity by province, 1997  

NF PEI NS NB QC ON MB SK AB BC 
66 67 65 63 47 60 60 71 56 47 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and Jones (2000) 

 
The very religious people among these certainly ‘punch above their weight’ in terms of their 
volunteer contributions, though, since they constituted 15% of the volunteers, and contributed 
19% of the total hours, for an average of 200 hours a year, each, compared to 156 hours for all 
those with lower levels of religiosity, combined (McKeown et al., 2004). (Table 4.3)  

Table 4.3: Volunteering rates, amounts, and percentages by strength of religious belief, 2000 
Do you consider 
yourself to be ... 

Volunteer  
Rate 

Average  
Hours 

Percent of 
Population* 

Percent of 
Volunteers* 

Percent of  
Total Hours* 

Very religious 37% 200 11% 15% 19% 
Somewhat religious 30% 163 45% 48% 49% 
Not very religious 24% 145 25% 22% 18% 
Not at all religious 21% 149 19% 15% 14% 

Total Population 27% 162 100% 100% 100% 
* Only those who complied with the request to classify their degree of religiosity were included in these 
calculations ( the ‘Don't knows’, ‘Refusals,’ & ‘Not stated’s’ were left out)  
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000, and  

McKeown et al. (2004) 
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The more religious Canadians certainly haven’t confined the hours they volunteered to 
religious organizations alone. Several reports by the Canadian Centre for Philanthropy (Lasby 
& McIver 2004 and McKeown et al. 2004) and Jones (2002), among others, have drawn this out. 
There are three main points to consider, here. 
 
First, a much larger proportion of the more religious Canadians volunteer for secular non-
profits than for specifically religious ones. (Table 4.4) 

Table 4.4: Percentage of population volunteering for religious or non-religious organizations by 
degree of religiosity, Canada, 1997 and 2000 

Do you consider  Vol. rate for Secular orgs. Vol. rate for Religious orgs Total volunteer rate 
yourself to be ... 1997 2000 1997 2000 1997 2000 
Very religious 33 28 24.1 18.5 44 37 
Somewhat religious 30 27 7.2 6.9 34 30 
Not very religious 25 23 0.9 1.2 26 24 
Not at all religious 26 21 0.7 0.9 26 21 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 
2000, and Jones (2002) 

Second, even the very religious Canadians in particular volunteer at a higher rate than the not-
so religious Canadians do for most of the largest subsectors (in terms of volunteer support): 
not only for religious organizations, as we’d expect, but also for Education or Research and 
Social Services. (Table 4.5) 
Table 4.5: Volunteer rate and proportion of volunteers by degree of religiosity and major type of 

nonprofit organization, Canada, 2000 (in percent) 

Degree of Arts, Culture, Rec. Educ. & Research Religious  Social Services  
Religiosity Rate Share Rate Share Rate Share Rate Share 
Very religious 6* 8* 7 15 18 37 10* 15* 
Somewhat,  not 
very, or not at all 9 92 5 85 4 63 7 85 

Total Population 8 100 5 100 6 100 7 100 
* Sample size limitations affect the reliability of these estimates 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000, and 

Lasby and McIver (2004a) 
 
Third, the more religious Canadians also appear to put in a fair amount of time for the non-
religious organizations: almost as much as the non-religious people do, in most cases. 
Unfortunately, I can’t furnish the actual data on this at this point, but Table 4.6 comes close. It 
shows the average hours Canada’s volunteers put in for religious or secular organizations in 
2000, according to how often they attend church (apart from special occasions such as 
weddings or funerals), rather than according to how religious they are. According to this 
source (McKeown et al., 2004), nationally, only 19% of the 2000 NSGVP respondents attended 
weekly, and another 13% attended monthly, for a total of 42% with ‘regular’ attendance – a 
much smaller group than the 56% who were at least somewhat religious (excluding those who 
didn’t respond to this question). Nevertheless, it’s the best proxy currently available for how 
many hours the more religious Canadians volunteer for all the other types.  
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Table 4.6: Average hours contributed to religious and non-religious nonprofit organizations 
among all Canadian volunteers by frequency of religious attendance, 2000  

 All 
Volunteers 

Attend 
Weekly 

Attend 
Monthly 

Rarely 
Attend 

Never 
Attend 

Ave. hours for religious orgs. 26 79 13 8 2 
Ave. hours for non-religious orgs.  136 123 141 138 146 
Ave. hours volunteered for all orgs. 162 202 154 146 148 

* Sample size limitations affect the reliability of these estimates 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000, and 

McKeown et al. (2004) 
 
Finally, if you want to estimate the total prevalence of the more religious people in your more 
specific area using the NSGVP or other Statistics Canada surveys, there are a couple of 
options to get at least a general sense of this – especially in terms of churchgoing – which are 
given in this endnote.24  
 
 

4.3 Distinguishing Characteristics of Québec’s Most Active Volunteers 
 
In Québec, a total of thirty-six traits are implicated in predicting the most active volunteers, in 
addition to the main religiosity and community size variables. (Although sometimes it’s the 
absence rather than the presence of the trait that matters, if it’s inversely related with being an 
active volunteer.) 
 
However, only one (civic participation, to be explained below) was common to most (five) of 
the profiles. A couple (social participation and informal volunteering) were shared by a few 
models, and a handful occurred in two profiles each, but twenty-eight of these characteristics 
were unique to one of the six models (e.g., for the more religious rural population). 
 
The total number of distinguishing characteristics was quite high for one particular sub-
groups in Québec: twenty-one other traits for the not very religious people in the larger urban 
areas. The runner-up was the more religious people in the larger urban centres, with eleven 
other traits. But for the other profiles, only two to seven other traits were significant enough to 
distinguish the more active volunteers. 
 
Let’s work our way through each of the six regional profiles for Québec, now, to see which 
characteristics set the most active volunteers in that sub-group apart in ways recruiters might 
be able to tie to personal networks, mailing lists, or even advertising venues, or which they 
could use to help them craft their messages in public relations or advertising campaigns. 
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4.3.1 Distinguishing characteristics of active volunteers in Québec’s Rural areas 

Let’s start with one of the simplest profiles, for Quebecers with low religiosity who live in its 
small towns or rural areas: that is, in communities with fewer than 15,000 residents. 
 
In this case, apart from the fact that we’re targeting people who don’t consider themselves to 
be very religious (although that doesn’t necessarily mean they don’t attend church), five other 
traits were statistically significant. (Table 4.7) 

Table 4.7: Distinguishing characteristics of active volunteers with low religiosity in rural areas of 
Québec, 1997 

Rank* Variable r 

1 They’re likely to be members or participants of several types of civic organizations 0.204 
2 They likely donated a lot to secular (non-religious) organizations in the past year 0.182 
3 They’re likely to be involved in several types of social activities 0.180 
4 They’re likely to be relatively satisfied with their life in general 0.086 

* Traits are listed in descending order according to the strength of their partial correlation 
with being an active volunteer 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 
and Reed and Selbee (2000) 

Let’s go over these characteristics one by one to see how they were arrived at, and/or how you 
might apply them to your recruitment efforts. 
 
1) The first item, called “civic participation” in the original study, was identified through a 
section of the NSGVP which asked respondents how many of these seven types of 
organizations they were members of, and/or if they participated in their meetings:  

• a service club or fraternal association (Kiwanis, Knights of Columbus, Shriners) 

• a work-related organization such as a union or professional association 

• a political organization 

• a cultural, education, or hobby organization (theatre group, book club, bridge club etc.) 

• a sports or recreation organization (baseball league, tennis club, etc.) 

• a religious affiliated group (e.g. a youth group associated with a church) 

• a neighbourhood, civic or community association or a school group such as a 
Parent/Teacher Association 

 
The analysis of the 1997 NSGVP results showed that the more of these types of organizations 
someone is involved in (not including possibly volunteering for them), the more likely it is 
that he or she had volunteered at least 66 hours that year. And this wasn’t only among the not 
very religious people in the less populated areas of Québec, but in nearly every model and 
region of Canada – it was by far the most common and the most powerful predictor of above 
the median volunteers. 
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In practice, most of the people connected to your organization will know people who are 
active in service clubs, YM/YWCAs, sports leagues, PTAs, and so on. And if they’re a 
professional such as a doctor, lawyer, or accountant, or if they work for the government or for 
a large factory, the odds are that they’ll belong to a professional association or a union. Ask 
everyone to draw up a list of three or four individuals who belong to as many of these types as 
possible, but who hopefully do not have extensive volunteer commitments. 
 
Even if your own collective network does come up short in this regard, there are ways to 
make your organizations’ need for volunteers known to such people via the very groups, 
clubs, and associations they belong to. This can be done through speaking engagements, 
posters, or leaflets at community clubs, union halls, and so on, or through advertisements in 
their newsletters. Your agency can do an “asset map” of which types of civic organizations 
there are in the area for the residents to belong to or participate in, then simply approach them 
about the possibility of addressing their members at large gatherings, or advertising in their 
facilities and/or newsletters. This is likely much more feasible (and less prone to ethical or 
legal problems about violating their privacy) than trying to get ahold of their mailing lists; you 
just want to reach these members to promote the idea of volunteering for you, not necessarily 
know who they are, or where they live. 
 
 
2)  Drs. Reed and Selbee also found that the more money people in this context (relatively 
non-religious people in rural or small-town Québec) donated to non-religious nonprofit 
organizations or charities, the more likely it was that they’re volunteered at least 66 hours in 
the reference year. If you or your circle of recruiters happens to know this about someone – 
that they chipped in a lot for the local community centre or hockey rink, for example, or that 
they donate a lot to Centreaide – then target them for recruitment. Otherwise, you can profile 
whether the people you know are likely to be large donors (see the discussion of the second 
item under the next small urban model, below), and assume that they’re mostly donating to 
non-religious organization if they’re not very religious people. 
 
 
3)  The next characteristic, dubbed “social participation” in the original study, refers to a 
cluster of common types of socializing. As with civic participation, it was arrived at by 
counting how many positive responses the NSGVP respondents gave, this time to four other 
questions about the extent of their participation in various types of social activities. The full 
options for the responses on how frequently they do each (e.g., “never,” or “weekly”) are 
provided in Appendix 5. But for this purpose, it doesn’t matter how frequently – just whether 
they do them at all. What does matter is how many types of them they did: the more types, the 
greater the chance they were an active volunteer.  
 
The four types of activities under consideration are whether people:  

• ...socialize with parents or other relatives? 

• ...socialize with friends who live outside the neighbourhood? 

• ...spend time with friends participating in sports or recreation activities? 

• ...spend time watching family members participate in sports or recreation activities? 



An Information Sourcebook for Community Organizations on Volunteering and Donating in Québec 

- 43 - 
 

 
Here, again, these are the types of things that you and your informants will know about the 
friends, family members, or colleagues that you might consider asking to be a volunteer. In 
fact, often you’ll know first-hand, because you and your potential recruits probably do some 
of things these together: visit, go bowling or curling, or watch your kids or grandkids at a 
soccer game or school concert. The flip side of this characteristic, of course, is that someone 
who’s been pretty much a hermit is unlikely to be – and probably to become – an active 
volunteer.  
 
 
4)  The study also found that, among the less religious people living in the small towns or 
rural areas of Québec, the more satisfied they were with their life, the more likely it was they 
volunteered at least 66 hours a year. This was determined through a section of the NSGVP 
survey on “Youth Experiences and Attitudes” which was designed to find out ‘where people 
are coming from,’ and how that might relate to their decision to contribute to or participate in 
society. In this case, it simply asked, “How satisfied are you with your life in general...,” with 
the options being either “very” or “somewhat” satisfied, or “somewhat” or “very” dissatisfied. 
Barring just asking them, which could be pretty awkward, this may be something that you can 
infer about people you are contemplating recruiting based on their sunny disposition.  
 
 
Moving now to those who would say that their religious beliefs are somewhat or very 
important to them, there are eight other characteristics that set apart the active volunteers from 
the rest of the population in the rural areas of Québec. (Table 4.8) 

Table 4.8: Distinguishing characteristics of active volunteers with high religiosity in rural areas 
of Québec, 1997 

Rank* Variable r 

1 They’re likely to be members or participants of various types of civic organizations 0.296 
2 They’re likely to be a fairly large donor 0.149 

3 They’re likely to have engaged in a number of different types of volunteering to help 
others on their own, outside organizations 0.106 

4 They’re likely to rate their health as pretty good for their age  0.092 
* Traits are listed in descending order according to the strength of their partial correlation 

with being an active volunteer 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 

and Reed and Selbee (2000) 
 
1)  The first characteristic – civic participation – has already been dealt with under the first 
small urban model, above. The only real difference for targeting very- as opposed to not-very 
religious people in this regard is that the former are more likely to belong to religiously-
oriented service clubs such as the Knight of Columbus (and not just to secular ones like the 
Rotary Club or a Legion); or to religiously affiliated groups such as a choir, Bible study, or 
prayer group.  
 
 
2)  The second most important characteristic for identifying active volunteers in this context is 
that they’re likely to be fairly big donors. The investigators established this by dividing all the 
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respondents from the NSGVP into ten ranked groups according to their total donations, and 
correlating this with whether they’d volunteered at least 66 hours. They found that the higher 
someone’s rank was as a donor, the more likely it was that he or she was an active volunteer.  
 
Ordinarily, it could be relatively difficult to put this into effect, to identify specific individuals 
in your locale who donate a lot (particularly if it’s to other organizations), since this isn’t 
something people generally talk about. Of course, there are a number of “prospect research” 
techniques that your organization may already be familiar with: monitoring the newspapers 
(and searching their archives) for notices of major gifts; reading the annual reports of the local 
hospitals, universities, and other major charities for their acknowledgements of their major 
benefactors and “friends”; and, given that we are considering highly religious people, here, 
you may also want to read the local churches’ various newsletters or communiqués for similar 
notices. (See also Appendix 15 for some other sources on doing prospect research.) 
 
However, thanks to these same two investigators (Reed and Selbee), there’s also a simpler 
way. Using similar techniques, they have identified which types of people are more likely to 
donate more than just the median amount. This topic is dealt with in the last part of Section 5 
of this report, beginning on p. 82.  Even though the results could only be found at the overall 
regional level rather than broken down by religiosity and community size as with this volun-
teering data, they’ll still give you a good starting point. If you find people with some of those 
twenty-three characteristics (such as having a professional occupation, or attending church 
weekly), it will be more likely that they donate more than about sixty percent of Canadians do 
(including both those who donated below the median and those who did not donate at all), and 
thus more likely that they could be active volunteers, as well. This information can be used in 
conjunction with the other characteristics to be on the look out for, in this profile. 
 
 
3)  The third most important characteristic for predicting who’s most apt to be an active 
volunteer among the very religious people in small towns and rural areas of Québec is that 
they’re probably already helping individuals or society in various ways on their own, quite 
apart from any connection to either nonprofits or family. This is the area known as “informal 
volunteering.” They might be cutting the lawn, shoveling the walk, or doing the shopping for 
an elderly neighbour, for example, or driving them to medical appointments. They may be 
doing free babysitting to help a single parent out; or helping someone with a low level of 
literacy or sight write letters or get through government forms; or be mentoring, teaching, or 
coaching someone in various ways. Or they may have taken it upon themselves to pick up the 
refuse when they go for their evening walk, or to keep their walking trail cleared. And among 
the very religious people, some of the informal volunteering they do may be related to their 
church (if they belong to one): such as driving people to it, or visiting sick or shut-in 
congregants. 
 
Of course, they do these sorts of things because they’re kind and big-hearted, and it’s not 
something they generally advertise or brag about – they simply do it, as a matter of course. So 
here it really comes back to your personal networks, again; often, you only find out that 
people engage in these sorts of behaviours once you get to know them pretty well. 
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4)  Finally, when thinking of the more religious people you know, be on the lookout for those 
who consider themselves to be in fairly good health for their age (even if it’s an inaccurate 
perception). The survey found the better they rated their health, the more likely it was they 
were an active volunteer. Thus, you’re not only looking for someone who is well enough to 
volunteer, naturally enough, but also the “glass is half full” types who are less likely to dwell 
on whatever infirmities or afflictions they might have. It’s easy enough to get a feel for this: 
just ask, “How are you?” 
 
 
To maximize your chances of finding someone likely to volunteer quite a bit in the small 
towns and rural areas of Québec, then, try to find people with these traits: 
 
a) Someone who’s not particularly religious, but who is involved in various types of civic, 

recreational, or social groups; who donates quite a bit to secular nonprofits or charities; 
and who engages in several types of common social activities (visiting family and friends, 
and either participating in sports or recreation events themselves, or going to watch their 
children or grandchildren do so); and who’s relatively satisfied with their life; or,  
 

b) Someone who is somewhat or very religious, who’s also involved in various types of 
civic, recreational, or social groups, and who donates a lot to charities, and helps others 
out in various ways on their own, and thinks they’re in pretty good health for their age.  
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4.3.2 Distinguishing Traits of Active Volunteers in Québec’s Small Urban areas 

We turn now to the larger towns and mid-sized cities in Québec: those with a total population 
between fifteen- and a hundred-thousand.   
 
We’ll begin with those who don’t consider themselves to be that motivated by religious 
beliefs (although that doesn’t necessarily mean they don’t belong to a church) living in 
communities of this size. There’s both good news and bad news about them.  
 
The bad news is that there really isn’t that much to distinguish the active volunteers from the 
rest of the population in this context: only two traits turned up as significantly different (see 
Table 4.9). While this might be because there really are no other substantive difference 
between the more active volunteers and the rest of the population here, it might also be 
because of sample size limitations. At any rate, this will give you less to work with in your 
recruiting exercise.  
 
The good news is that this simplifies the task at hand, of trying to think of all those you know 
with these traits who might make suitable volunteers for your organization.  

Table 4.9: Distinguishing characteristics of active volunteers with low religiosity in small urban 
areas of Québec, 1997 

Rank* Variable r 

1 They’re likely to be members or participants of various types of civic organizations 0.306 
2 They’re likely to have an occupation as a manager or administrator 0.131 

* Traits are listed in descending order according to the strength of their partial correlation with 
    being an active volunteer 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 
and Reed and Selbee (2000) 

1) The fact that those who volunteer a lot are also likely to be members or participants of 
several types of civic organizations (and vice versa) was discussed in connection with one 
of the rural models, on p. 41. 
 

2) The other distinguishing characteristic of those who volunteered a lot among the not very 
religious people in the larger towns and smaller cities of Québec is that they’re likely to be 
employed as managers or administrators. People with those occupations were significantly 
more likely to be active volunteers in this context than those from other walks of life.  
 
Thus, your circle of recruiters should try to think of those they know who manage an 
office, or run a department, and so on. Someone connected to your organization may also 
know some of the local cafés, bistros, or other haunts where these white-collar people go 
to eat or unwind, and you or your emissaries can try to befriend people and win some 
recruits there, on an ongoing basis... or at least drop off some of your brochures. 

 
There are quite a few more traits distinguishing the active volunteers among the more 
religious people living in the small urban areas of Québec, though: seven, altogether.  
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Table 4.10: Distinguishing characteristics of active volunteers with high religiosity in small 

urban areas of Québec, 1997 

Rank* Variable r 
1 It’s likely they participate in several types of social activities 0.210 
2 They likely had experience in student government in their youth 0.178 
3 They likely have children of their own ages 18 or older living in their home 0.164 
4 They likely donated a lot to secular/non-religious organizations in the past year 0.157 

5 They’re likely to have engaged in a number of different types of volunteering to help 
others on their own, outside organizations 0.139 

6 They likely donated a lot to religious organizations in the past year 0.134 
7 It’s unlikely that they’re Catholic -0.105 

* Traits are listed in descending order according to the strength of their partial correlation with 
    being an active volunteer 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 
and Reed and Selbee (2000) 

Let’s review these characteristics one by one to see how they were arrived at, and/or how you 
might apply them to your recruitment efforts. 
 
1) The first trait – the fact that the active volunteers were more likely to participate in several 

types of social activities – was discussed in connection with the first rural profile, so 
please refer back to that, on p. 41 above. 
 

2) Another important predictor for which of the more religious Quebecers in small urban 
centres are likely to be active volunteers is that they probably participated in student 
government in their youth. In the old days, when more people stayed put, this would be 
one of the easiest traits to take advantage of: particularly for men, and for those women 
who keep or revert to their maiden names. Someone connected with your organization 
will remember if one of their acquaintances was class or school president, etc., and even if 
no one does, you could simply consult the yearbooks from the schools in your area, make 
note of who was in the student council, and cross-reference that information with your 
acquaintances or the names in the phonebook. It’s a little trickier with people who change 
their names or didn’t grow up in the area, though. That may be something they only share 
with friends in a quiet social setting, especially if it was quite a long time ago. Thus, it 
comes back to personal networks, again. 
 

3) But you should probably be looking for someone who’s middle-aged now, because the 
third strongest predictor for active volunteers in this context is the number of adult 
children (age 18 and up) living in their home. The more grownup offspring they have who 
either didn’t leave or returned to their nest, the more likely it is that they volunteered at 
least 66 hours. (If only to get a change of scenery.) Thus, your circle of recruiters should 
think of who they know with older teenagers or twenty-something kids at home, who may 
be in grade 12, attending CGEPs, colleges, or universities, or involved in their family 
businesses, and so on. You can also consult recent high school yearbooks in your area to 
see which families have several siblings who’d be in that age range, now, and look up the 
family name in past and current phonebooks to see if they still have multiple lines listed. 
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If no one connected to your organization knows these families, you could send them a 
flyer or direct mail piece to let them know about your agency, and follow this up by going 
to canvass them in person. Of course, “18+” is a very large range, so senior citizens living 
with their very grownup children may also fall into this category. Thus, you should also be 
on the lookout for religious people in an extended family situation. 
 

4) The more money someone in this context donated to secular/non-religious organizations 
in the previous year, the more likely it was they’d volunteered at least 66 hours for 
nonprofits. Similarly, the odds of being an active volunteer also went up if they’d donated 
a lot to religious organizations (characteristic 6, below). Thus, you’re basically just 
targeting those who are large donors, period. This was discussed in connection with the 
more religious rural profile, so please refer back to that, on p. 43 above. 
 

5) The more religious people in Québec’s smaller urban communities who’re likely to 
volunteer a lot for nonprofit organizations are also apt to be involved in helping others in 
their community in a number of more direct ways, as well. This “informal volunteering” 
was discussed in connection with the more religious rural profile, on p. 44, above.  
 

6) Those who had donated a lot to religious organizations in the past year in this context 
were also likely to have volunteered many hours.  To tap into this, you might just want to 
profile whether they’re apt to be a large donor (see item 4 immediately above), in 
conjunction with whether you know if they attend a church. 
 

7) Finally, there was a negative correlation between Catholicism and being an active 
volunteer among the more religious people in Québec’s large towns and smaller cities. 
Those who said they were affiliated with the Catholic church were significantly less likely 
to have volunteered at least 66 hours a year than people with other types of religion (or 
indeed no religion) were. So if you’re after volunteers likely to contribute many hours, 
you should probably be targeting non-Catholics. 

 
In summary, in the small urban areas of Québec, the characteristics to look for when targeting 
those most apt to become active volunteers are:  
 
a) Someone who’s not particularly religious, but who is involved in or a member of various 

types of civic, recreational, or social groups; and who has a managerial or administrative 
job;  or,  

 
b) Someone who is somewhat or very religious – but not Catholic – who engages in several 

types of common social activities (visiting family and friends, and/or either participating 
in sports or recreation events themselves, or going to watch their children or grandchildren 
do so), who was probably involved in student government while growing up, but they’ve 
got teenagers or adult children of their own living with them at home now. They also 
donate quite a bit, to both secular and religious nonprofits or charities alike; and they help 
people out in various more direct ways, as well (by driving them to doctor’s appointments, 
for example, or clearing their walk). 
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4.3.3 Distinguishing traits of active volunteers in Québec’s Large Urban areas 

We turn now to Quebecers living in large urban areas: that is, in or very near cities which 
have total populations of 100,000 or more.  
 
We’ll begin with those with a low degree of religiosity (although that doesn’t necessarily 
mean they don’t belong to a church). Here, there’s a bit of an embarrassment of riches: with 
21 characteristics to focus on in order to target those more likely to volunteer many hours, 
here. (Table 4.11) A quarter of these involve negative correlations, though, indicating that 
certain types of people are actually quite unlikely to volunteer many hours in this context (or 
at least, they were in 1996/97). While this may not be quite as helpful as the positive 
characteristics, it can spare you some recruiting time and training effort by advising you 
where you might want to concentrate elsewhere if you’re looking for more active volunteers. 
It may also flag areas where some agencies might want to revise their programs or 
procedures, if they have unintentionally been deterring some people from volunteering more. 

Table 4.11: Distinguishing characteristics of active volunteers with low religiosity in large urban 
areas of Québec, 1997 

Rank* Variable r 

1 They’re likely to be members or participants of various types of civic organizations 0.240 
2 They’re unlikely to be married or living common-law -0.232 
3 They’re likely to have many people living in their household  0.232 
4 They’re unlikely to be working full-time -0.163 
5 They’re likely to be self-employed 0.156 
6 They’re likely to be a planned giver, deciding in advance who they’ll donate to  0.155 
7 They’re unlikely to have children of their own 13 to 17 years old living at home  -0.150 
8 They’re more likely to prefer to speak English than French -0.145 
9 They likely participated in organized team sports in their youth 0.141 

10 They’re likely to have had experience in youth groups while growing up 0.127 
11 They’re likely to be a farmer 0.123 

12 Their donations are at least partly motivated by the feeling that they owe something 
to their community  0.110 

13 They’re unlikely to have a blue-collar occupation (including skilled workers)  -0.109 
14 It’s unlikely they’re retired or otherwise outside the labour force  -0.093 
15 They’re likely to be older 0.092 

16 They’re likely to have engaged in a number of different types of volunteering to help 
others on their own, outside organizations 0.080 

17 They’re unlikely to classify their ancestry as ‘Canadian’ -0.076 
18 They’re likely to be relatively satisfied with their life in general 0.075 

19 They’re likely to feel that they have control over most decisions affecting their 
everyday life 0.064 

20 They’re likely to be of both British and French ancestry 0.051 
21 They’re likely to participate in several types of social activities 0.033 

* Traits are listed in descending order according to the strength of their partial correlation with 
    being an active volunteer 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 
and Reed and Selbee (2000) 
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Let’s go over these characteristics one by one to see how they were arrived at, and/or how you 
might apply them to your recruitment efforts. Only a few of them also showed up in one of 
the rural or small urban profiles (they are cross-referenced to the original discussions of them, 
below), with the vast majority making their first appearance here in the large urban setting. 
 
1) The fact that those who volunteer a lot are also likely to be members or participants of 

several types of civic organizations (and vice versa) was initially discussed in connection 
with the first rural model, on p. 41. The only thing that might be added in a larger urban 
environment is that you’ll probably have more opportunity to reach those in professional 
associations and unions en masse by speaking or getting your literature distributed at their 
general meetings or official functions, for example. 
 

2) All things being equal, the less religious people in the large urban of Québec who were 
married or living common-law were far more unlikely to be active volunteers than people 
with some other marital status were. That is, there was an inverse correlation between 
being married and volunteering at least 66 hours a year. Thus, if you’re primarily looking 
for many hours of commitment from each volunteer rather than a total quantity of 
volunteers, you should probably target single, separated or divorced, or widowed people 
instead, even though the married/common-law group is the largest. They might be easier 
to find in some respects, though: many of them are more apt to be out and about in clubs 
and whatnot than married folks are (who tend to ‘cocoon’), and you can even try to pull 
some of them in through the personal ads! (After all, volunteering is a good way to meet 
like-minded people.) Note, you can find out how many people in your city or health 
region were in a common-law relationship or had each type of legal marital status as of 
2001, using the first “Population” page of the “Community Profiles” on Statistics 
Canada’s site, at http://www12.statcan.ca/english/profil01/PlaceSearchForm1.cfm   
 

3) The less religious volunteers in Québec’s larger cities are more likely to be an active 
volunteer if they have a lot of people living in their household. This could mean they have 
a large immediate family, with many kids living in the house. Often, the parents are drawn 
to volunteering through their kids’ involvement in school, sports, or other activities. But it 
could also be an extended family, with kids, parents, grandparents, or in-laws living 
together in the household…or even a roommate situation. Regardless, this is something 
your circle of recruiters will likely know about their acquaintances, and often it’s 
something you can pick up yourself just by driving around the neighborhood and seeing 
how many vehicles or toys are in someone’s driveway or yard, or how many bags of trash 
they put out.  
 

4) There was a negative correlation between how many hours the less religious people in the 
large urban of Québec worked per week, and their being an active volunteer. (In general, 
the more hours of paid employment they worked per week, the less they volunteered.) 
This doesn’t necessarily mean that the active volunteers didn’t work at all, though: they 
could also be unemployed or working part-time. In fact, all things being equal, the active 
volunteers are most likely to be self-employed (characteristic five), and they’re unlikely to 
be completely retired or otherwise outside the labour force (characteristic fourteen), 
although they might be semi-retired, since they’re likely to be older (characteristic 

http://www12.statcan.ca/english/profil01/PlaceSearchForm1.cfm
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fifteen). So you should probably emphasize finding those who work part-time when 
drawing up your lists of potential recruits. 
 

5) Among the less religious urbanites, the self-employed were significantly more likely to 
volunteer at least 66 hours a week than those of other occupational categories. The ranks 
of the self-employed includes many accountants; consultants (whether in management, 
fundraising, or technical matters like computer networks); dentists; doctors; farmers; 
lawyers; salesmen; small business owners (including those offering services such as 
bookkeeping, catering, child care, or hair dressing, out of their homes); skilled tradesmen 
like carpenters or plumbers; and truck drivers. These folks can be tremendous assets as 
volunteers. In addition to the skills they bring from their occupation, their time is their 
own, by definition, so they might be available to work during the day (an increasingly rare 
attribute), particularly if you can be flexible about when (or if) they come in. Often, their 
work is fairly seasonal, so there may be some months when they can help out a great deal. 
They’re also becoming quite prevalent. The 2001 Census found there are over 1.7 million 
Canadians between the ages of 20 and 64 who are self-employed in their main job.25 Note, 
you can find out how many people in your city or health region were working at home as 
of 2001, using the first “Work” page of the “Community Profiles” on Statistics Canada’s 
site, at http://www12.statcan.ca/english/profil01/PlaceSearchForm1.cfm    
 

6) Another finding was that the less religious people in the larger urban areas who decide in 
advance which organizations they'll donate to are more likely to volunteer more than the 
median amount. As “planned givers,” they don’t just respond to whatever direct mail, 
canvasser, or telemarketer happens to catch their attention or sympathy: they’re far more 
deliberative. They might even incorporate their donations into an annual budgeting 
process. Although this isn’t really something your circle of recruiters is apt to know about 
people (unless they’re financial planners), they might be able to make educated guesses 
about it, if they know them to be fairly methodical, careful planners in other aspects of 
their life. Or you can just ask your various acquaintances about this in social settings, 
saying (not untruthfully) that your organization is doing an informal survey about how 
impulsive people’s giving habits are. Of course, these folks probably won’t make 
decisions about where to volunteer too impulsively either. So if you do find some of them, 
maybe you should approach them carefully and build your case gradually, as you would 
with a major donor. 
 

7) On the other hand, having teenagers at home seems to be a deterrent to volunteering a lot, 
in this context. The odds of non-religious people’s volunteering at least 66 hours per year 
went down with the number of their own children between the ages of 13 and 17 living in 
their home. So if you know such people, maybe give them another few years before trying 
to recruit them in earnest.  
 

8) Don’t shoot the messengers, but pound for pound, the active volunteers in this context are 
more likely to prefer to speak English than French. The study found that among the 1997 
NSGVP respondents, there was a negative correlation between the less religious Québec 
urbanites preferring to conduct the survey in French and their volunteering at least 66 
hours over the previous year. Of course, there are a lot more Francophones than Anglo-
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phones in Québec, so you obviously cannot afford to exclude the former in favour of the 
latter in your recruitment drives, but if you do know any Anglos, you should put them at 
the top of your list. 
 

9) On a more positive note, you should also be targeting former athletes and possible 
weekend warriors, now. The less religious people living in the larger cities of Québec 
who’d participated in organized team sports in their youth were significantly more likely 
to have volunteered more than the median amount. In places with more stable populations, 
you may be able to identify such people by looking through old year books and 
community papers and so on for photos of the hockey, soccer, football, baseball, or 
basketball teams, etc., and checking for some familiar faces and names. These people may 
also reminisce with their friends about their “Glory Days” while watching sports, and they 
might still be participating in some sports now as adults. So ask your circle of recruiters to 
think of any past or present “jocks” they might know. 
 

10)  Similarly, those who’d had experience in youth groups while growing up were more 
likely to have volunteered a lot as adults, in this context. This includes outfits like the 
YM/YWCA, Boy Scouts or Brownies/Girl Guides, Big Brothers/Sisters, 4H clubs, Junior 
Achievement, choirs, or other youth centers or clubs. Sometimes these sorts of things are 
mentioned in middle school or high school yearbooks, or ask your recruiting partners to 
think back to their childhood acquaintances.  
 

11)  Ironically (considering the large urban context), one of the typically self-employed 
occupations that emerged as especially likely to furnish active volunteers was farming. So 
if you know any market gardeners or farmers either in or at the edge of town, don’t 
hesitate to approach them to make your case about the virtues and mutual benefits of 
volunteering for your organization. 
 

12)  When the more religious residents of the larger urban centres in Québec who’d volun-
teered a lot were asked about their possible motivations for their financial donations (if 
any), a significant portion of them indicated that they were at least partly due to the 
feeling that they owed their community. Of course, outside the context of a survey, it may 
be very difficult to know who actually has that motivation, even if you know they’re 
donors. Sometimes it comes up in interviews in the local press when someone becomes a 
benefactor, and it may even emerge in conversations among friends when the topic of 
donations arises. But in most cases, you have to make an educated guess. Who can you 
think of who has a reason to feel indebted to the community? Someone who’s relatively 
well off, now, despite coming from humble roots, or despite some brushes with the law, or 
battles with drugs or the bottle? If so, maybe a mentor, church, or nonprofit agency helped 
steer them back to the straight and narrow. Or they may have got their start through a key 
loan or scholarship, or had a lot of community support to get their business or livelihood 
off the ground. And that may be why they’re putting back financially, now…and why they 
may be prepared to help a lot in more direct ways, as well. 
 

13)  In this context, those with a blue-collar occupation (including skilled trades people) were 
more unlikely to be active volunteers than people with other types of occupations were. 
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That is, among the less religious urbanites, there was a negative correlation between blue-
collar occupations and volunteering at least 66 hours per year. So if you’re seeking people 
more likely to volunteer at least an hour a week, you should probably concentrate on 
white-collar workers (in sales, service, clerical, managerial, or administrative positions), 
or on professionals, or even farmers (who aren’t classified as blue-collar, even though a 
great deal of manual labour may be involved)…but not necessarily on those who aren’t in 
the labour force at all (retirees or homemakers, for example) – see the next characteristic.   
 

14)  The study also found a negative correlation between active volunteering and not being in 
the labour force, in this context. In other words, those who were retired, or ‘stay-at-home 
moms,’ or ‘discouraged workers,’ or full-time students, and so on, were quite unlikely to 
have volunteered at least 66 hours that year, even though they may have had a lot of time 
on their hands. This doesn’t mean that none of them volunteered that much, or that it’s 
hopeless to try to convert more of them into doing so. But it does mean that the odds of 
success are much lower, especially compared to part-time workers. On the other hand, 
you’ve probably got a better chance of finding a retired person or someone else who isn’t 
in the labour force willing to volunteer a fair amount for you compared to someone who’s 
working full-time: the negative correlation for the latter was nearly twice as big. 
 

15)  Older people are more likely to volunteer many hours in this context than younger ones 
are; there was a positive correlation between active volunteering and someone’s age (in 
number of years). Bearing in mind the preceding characteristics, though, you’re more 
likely to find (or create) active volunteers in their sixties than in their late seventies or 
beyond: someone who’s still doing some paid work, likely in a part-time or self-employed 
capacity. (Consultants, for example.) Note, you can find out how many men and women 
in your city or health region were in each age bracket as of 2001, using the first 
“Population” page of the “Community Profiles” on Statistics Canada’s site, at 
http://www12.statcan.ca/english/profil01/PlaceSearchForm1.cfm   
 

16)  The active volunteers in this context are apt to already be engaged in a number of 
different types of  “informal” volunteering to help others on their own, outside 
organizations. This was already discussed in the more religious rural model, on p. 44. 
 

17)  Another negative correlation which turned up in this context was that it’s unlikely that the 
active volunteers would classify their ancestry as “Canadian.” More precisely, those who 
did classify their ethnic background as just “Canadian” were significantly more likely to 
have volunteered less than 66 hours – or probably no hours at all. Now, “Canadian” could 
actually mean a second-, third-, etc. generation anything, especially in the rest of Canada. 
But in Québec, it appears it was usually used to denote French-Canadian, which there was 
no separate option for, in the NSGVP survey. (In the 2000 survey, for example, over two-
thirds of all the respondents from Québec classified their ethnic heritage as “Canadian,” 
but only 18% categorized it as “French”; see Table 7.35 on p. 174.) So this may just be 
another version of the eight characteristic above: the Anglos may volunteer a lot more. 
 

18)  The active volunteers in this context are more likely to be relatively satisfied with their 
life in general; this was also observed in the less religious rural profile, where it was 
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discussed on p. 43. 
 

19)  The study also found that in this context, the odds of being an active volunteer are higher 
for those who feel they’re basically in control of their life – that is, for the ones who think 
that they’re able to make most of their own decisions affecting their everyday life. This 
was based on one of the “Youth Experiences and Attitudes” questions of the NSGVP that 
asked, “How much control do you feel that you have in making decisions that affect your 
everyday activities?” The options for the responses were, 1) No control; 2) Control over 
few or some decisions (not very much); 3) Control over most decisions; or 4) Control over 
all decisions. When Drs. Reed and Selbee analyzed the results for this region, community 
size, and degree of religiosity, they found a significant relationship between one’s score 
on that question and being an active volunteer. That is, the more decisions affecting their 
everyday life that a less religious person living in a larger Québec city felt they were in 
control of, the more likely it was that he or she had volunteered at least 66 hours that year. 
(Conversely, those who felt they had no control over their life decisions were quite 
unlikely to be an active volunteer.) 
 
Of course, the original question is somewhat ambiguous as to whether it’s just asking 
“Who wears the pants in your family,” as it were, or whether it’s asking people their 
views on philosophical issues such as ‘Freedom of the Will’ or ‘Determinism,’ and so on, 
so you’ll have to sort that out, yourself, regarding what the low scores might signify.  But 
on the positive side, the take-home lesson here is simply that you should probably be 
targeting people who: a) aren’t fatalists (they’re unlikely to volunteer, anyway, since they 
literally don’t think they can make a difference); and b) have a fair bit of autonomy in 
their marriage or home life (rather than being firmly under someone’s thumb). 
 

20)  Another trait to be on the lookout for when thinking of the more religious people you 
know in Québec’s cities is that those who are of both British and French (but not 
necessarily Métis, which has a separate category in the NSGVP) ancestry are especially 
apt to volunteer many hours. So which surnames are particularly British or French, you 
wonder? Fortunately, there’s a quick way to check this in the Canadian context, thanks to 
the wonders of the Internet.26 Of course, that surname approach will only get you so far. It 
won’t tell you who may have Anglicized their name after coming from other stock, and 
there may be many women from French and British descent who marry into a family with 
a different ethnic background altogether and change their maiden name. You can try 
poring through old marriage and birth records and notices, if most members of your 
community have been there a long time. Or over the longer term, you could simply ask 
your circle of recruiters to tease this out of the people they know, whenever they have a 
pretext to raise the topic of one’s heritage, or to talk about Great Britain and France in 
particular. And if the people don’t really know their ethnic background themselves, but 
would like to know how to find out, the National Library of Canada’s genealogy site 
(www.genealogy.gc.ca) has various other options.27  
 

21)  Finally, the fact that those who participate in several types of social activities are more 
likely to volunteer a lot was discussed in connection with another Québec model, the less 

http://www.genealogy.gc.ca/
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religious rural profile, on p. 42. 
 

 
Moving now to those who would say that their religious beliefs are somewhat or very 
important to them, there are eleven other characteristics that set the active volunteers apart 
from the rest of the population in the larger cities of Québec. (Table 4.12) 

Table 4.12: Distinguishing characteristics of active volunteers with high religiosity in large 
urban areas of Québec, 1997 

Rank* Variable r 

1 They’re likely to be members or participants of various types of civic organizations 0.295 
2 They’re likely to have had experience in religious organizations in their youth 0.166 
3 They’re likely to have children of their own ages 13 to 17 living in their home 0.149 
4 They’re likely to be a larger donor  0.133 
5 They’re likely to have children of their own ages 6 to 12 living in their home 0.131 
6 Likely they did volunteer work in their youth  0.128 

7 Their ethnic background is unlikely to be something Other than British, French, or 
Canadian  -0.121 

8 It’s unlikely that they’re Catholic -0.103 
9 They’re likely to feel they have control over decisions affecting their everyday life 0.080 

10 It’s unlikely that they’re someone who donates to nonprofits because they know 
somebody who’s been affected by the cause -0.068 

11 They’ve likely resided in their current community for many years 0.055 
* Traits are listed in descending order according to the strength of their partial correlation with 
    being an active volunteer 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 
and Reed and Selbee (2000) 

Again, let’s review each characteristic to see how it was arrived at, and/or how to put it into 
practice in your recruitment efforts. 
 
Only three of these traits also showed up in one of the rural or small urban profiles (they are 
cross-referenced to the original discussions of them, below), and one (control over decisions) 
also appeared in the non-religious large urban model immediately above. The other seven 
make their debut here in the more religious, large urban context. 
 
1) Again, the strong link between active volunteering and being involved in several types of 

civic organizations (and vice versa) was first discussed on p. 41, and in item one above.  
 

2) The study found that the chances of a more religious urbanite being an active volunteer 
were higher if they’d had some experience in religious organizations in their youth. 
Although the NSGVP survey didn’t specify what that entails when it asked about youth 
experiences, presumably it includes choirs, Sunday schools, or religiously oriented 
summer camps, as well as actual churches. Your circle of informants may remember this 
about the people they grew up with, and there may also be records or photos of such 
things in the old church newsletters, and so on, if they happen to be archived somewhere. 
Otherwise, over the longer term, you should have your various recruiting partners ask the 
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people they know about their religious background over dinner parties and the like. 
 

3) The study also found that someone in this context is significantly more likely to be an 
active volunteer if they’ve got teenagers at home. Specifically, the more children of their 
own between the ages of 13 and 17 a more religious person in Québec’s larger cities had 
living in their household, the more likely it was that he or she had volunteered at least 66 
hours over the past year. Thus, your circle of recruiters should think of who they know 
with teenagers in middle school or high school. You can also consult recent school 
yearbooks in your area to see which families have several siblings who’d be in that age 
range, now, and look up the family name the phonebooks to see if they have multiple lines 
listed. If no one connected to your organization knows these families, you could send 
them a flyer or direct mail piece to let them know about your agency, and follow this up 
by going to canvass them in person. Similarly, you can try to find some of these parents 
yourself, by attending their kids’ sporting events or school concerts, and so on. Note, 
though, that this was just the opposite of what we saw for the low religiosity large urban 
profile above (where those with teenagers were positively unlikely to volunteer many 
hours), so here’s one instance where it really does matter if you know how religious 
someone is.  
 

4) The fact that the more religious people who volunteered a lot were also more likely to 
have donated a lot over the previous year was first discussed in connection with the more 
religious rural profile, beginning on p. 43.  
 

5) Those who had a lot of their own kids between the ages of six and twelve living with them 
at home were more apt to have volunteered quite a bit, in this context. This is one of the 
easiest traits to tap into, since this is something people are often only too happy to talk 
about (or show you pictures of). And even if your circle of recruiters doesn’t know many 
people with young families, for some reason, it may be easy enough to find many of them 
by driving by people’s houses and seeing their bikes and tree forts, and so on, and then 
pay them a visit. On the other hand, it could well be that these folks are already mostly 
volunteering for things connected to what their kids are doing – school, sports, 4H, Scouts 
or Brownies, etc. – and they may not have much time left over for other causes. Still, it 
doesn’t hurt to ask, especially since they might be moved enough to help recruit their 
acquaintances, even if they’re not free to volunteer themselves. 
 

6) The study also found that, among the more religious people, those who had done some 
volunteer work in their youth were more likely to be one of those who volunteered a lot 
now, as adults. If the population in your city has been pretty stable – or if the young 
people at least tend to come back, after going off to study or work elsewhere, for a while – 
then some of the people connected to your agency may have been youth volunteers 
themselves, and remember who they’d volunteered alongside, years ago. You could also 
try seeking out those who’d help run those nonprofits in your area that used youth 
volunteers in the years gone by, and ask them to help in your current recruiting efforts, or 
at least tell you who they know of who’s still around in the county who’d been a volunteer 
as a youngster. Otherwise, add this to the list of things to get your circle of recruiters to 
casually ask people about over the longer term, when keeping mental notes of potential 
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recruits. 
 

7) You should probably focus your efforts on recruiting people mainly of British or French 
descent, or even on those who’d characterize it as “Canadian” (which, as noted above, 
often meant “French-Canadian,” in this context, since the NSGVP did not have a separate 
option for that), because the study found a negative correlation between active volun-
teering and all the ancestries ‘Other’ than those. That is, for those more religious urbanites 
who indicated they had an ethnic background Other than British, French, or Canadian, it 
was significantly more likely that they’d volunteered much less than 66 hours that year (if 
at all).   
 

8) Another negative correlation, which also turned up in the more religious small urban 
profile, was that those who indicated that they’re affiliated with the Catholic church were 
significantly less likely to have volunteered many hours than people from other faiths 
were. Thus, when targeting the more religious people you know, you may want to focus 
on Protestants or people of other faiths, if you’re especially interested in finding people 
likely to contribute many hours per year. 
 

9) The fact that large city dwellers who volunteer many hours are apt to feel pretty much in 
control of their own destiny was discussed in connection with the low religiosity profile, 
immediately above (characteristic 19). 
 

10)  In this context, the active volunteers who were donors were unlikely to have donated to 
nonprofits because they personally knew someone who’d been affected by the causes they 
were contributing to. In fact, there was a negative correlation: religious people were far 
more unlikely to have volunteered many hours if they did donate because they knew 
someone who’d been affected by the cause. (For example, someone who donated to the 
Cancer Society because someone dear to them had succumbed to cancer would be 
significantly less likely to volunteer at least an hour a week or so than the rest of the 
religious population would.) So take this under advisement: the more religious urbanites 
who’ve been beset by tragedy might not be very good prospects as active volunteers, 
particularly if they’ve been motivated to give their money to certain causes, instead. 
 

11)  Finally, although this isn’t as strong or important as a predictor, the chances of someone 
being an active volunteer in this context go up with the number of years they’ve resided in 
the area. You may be able to do a little sleuthing on this by tracking down old phonebooks 
or city directories to see how long the people you know have lived in their current home, 
or flipping through old school year books and cross-referencing that with the current 
phonebook, to see who grew up in the area. Otherwise, just ask your circle of recruiters to 
focus especially on people they’ve known for years. 
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In summary, to maximize the chances of finding someone with a heightened likelihood to 
volunteer many hours in the larger urban areas of Québec, community organizations should 
strive to find:  
 
a) Someone who’s not particularly religious, but who is involved in or a member of various 

types of civic, recreational, or social groups; and who’s probably not currently married or 
living common-law, although they’re apt to have many people living in their household 
(unless they’ve got teenagers living with them, in which case they’re unlikely to volunteer 
a lot). Someone who doesn’t work that many hours a week, and is probably self-employed 
– especially as a farmer, but probably not in a trade or some other blue-collar occupation. 
They’re likely to be older, but quite unlikely to be retired, yet. They’re also apt to prefer to 
speak English, given the choice, although they may be of mixed British/French decent. 
When they make donations, they tend to plan them in advance, and they’re at least partly 
motivated by the feeling that they owe something to their community. So it’s no surprise 
they probably help people out in various more direct ways on their own, as well. When 
they were young, they probably participated in organized team sports or youth groups. 
These days, they’re relatively satisfied and pretty much in control of their life, and they’re 
likely to participate in several types of social activities.  
 
Or,  

 
b) Someone who is somewhat or very religious (but not Catholic), who was probably 

involved with religious organizations and volunteer work while growing up; and is now 
involved in various types of civic, recreational, or social groups; and has kids between the 
ages of 6 and 17 at home. Someone who also donates a lot to nonprofits or charities (but 
not because they personally know someone affected by the causes they contribute to); and 
is most likely of British and/or French descent; and feels pretty much in control of their 
own destiny. They’ve probably also been living in the area for quite some time. 
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5 Donations 

A similar, although somewhat shorter, tale can be told about the levels, sources, and recipients 
of philanthropic donations in Québec as of 2000, drawing upon the same two National Survey 
of Giving, Volunteering and Participating (or ‘NSGVP’) surveys conducted by Statistics 
Canada that informed the volunteering sections of this report. 
 
In this section, we’ll start with the data on the overall levels of donations in the five main 
regions of Canada as of 2000 and see how Québec stacks up on some of the most important 
measures, such as the average donations on a per capita basis. Then we’ll look at the most 
detailed breakdowns published to date on how much was donated to the individual types of 
nonprofit organizations by Quebecers. After reviewing the basic data, we’ll get a sense of 
how the different numbers and sizes of donations they receive pose varying degrees of 
administrative burdens on the different types of organizations, and of how Québec’s pattern of 
contributions compares to what the various subsectors received from the other regions. After 
that, we’ll return to the overall donations, and review how much they changed since 1997, 
both among the various regions of Canada as a whole, and among the individual demographic 
groups in Québec. Finally, we’ll go over some new findings on the characteristics of the most 
generous donors in 2000, based on a new analysis by Drs. Paul Reed and L. Kevin Selbee of 
Statistics Canada, and finish with a subsection on using that information to target market 
those most generous donors in fundraising efforts. 
 
Note, this section only applies to Canadians’ ‘direct,’ ‘formal’ financial donations, which is to 
say, their gifts of either actual money or certain major assets which could be readily converted 
to cash (such as stocks or bonds, or appraised art) which were given directly to charitable or 
nonprofit organizations, with no material benefit to the donors (apart from the receipts, which 
can offset how much income tax the donors owe if their gifts went to registered charities). 
 
In other words, it does not include several other important classes of support for nonprofit 
organizations which also have a monetary dimension; namely: 

• ‘in-kind’ contributions of goods or services which many people make to nonprofits to help 
them do their work, such as non-perishable food, or used furniture or clothing. 

• ‘impure’ donations, where people spend money on items offered by or on behalf of 
nonprofit organizations where either there is an immediate benefit to them, albeit a 
somewhat overpriced one (such as buying cookies from the Girl Guides, or chocolate-
covered almonds from a local sports team); or there’s at least a possibility of receiving 
something of real value (such as buying a raffle ticket for a car, a lottery ticket for a 
monetary prize, or even just a coupon book offering discounts on goods or services). 

• ‘indirect’ donations, consisting mostly of loose change given to collection boxes at the 
check-out counters in stores – which added up to about one hundred million dollars across 
the country, in 2000; and, 

• ‘informal’ donations, the money given directly to individuals (such as to panhandlers on 
the street), without the use of some type of nonprofit organization as an intermediary. 
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5.1 Total Donations in Québec compared to Canada’s other regions in 2000 

The results from the 2000 NSGVP with regard to the total overall direct ‘formal’ financial 
donations to nonprofit organization between Oct. 1, 1999 and Sept. 30, 2000 in the five main 
regions of Canada are summarized in Table 5.1. 
 
It shows that seventy-four percent of Québec’s household population over the age of fifteen 
had donated to a nonprofit, charitable, or voluntary organization over the previous twelve 
months. This donor rate was lower than in all the other regions of Canada, except for British 
Columbia (which it tied with). It was a full ten points lower than in the two leading regions 
(the Prairies and Atlantic Canada). 
 
There were an estimated 4.4 million donors in Québec in 2000, who gave over 515 million 
dollars to nonprofit organizations, between them. That represents 23 percent of Canada’s 
donors that year,28 but only slightly over ten percent of the value of all its donations. Consid-
ering that Québec had nearly a quarter of the country’s eligible population at that point, this 
means that it was ‘punching below its weight,’ in terms of the net contributions. 
 
Those totals work out to an average of $117 per donor in Québec over the course of a year. 
But for a better indication of its ‘typical’ donor’s contribution, the median (or ‘middle of the 
pack’) value was just $45. These were the lowest levels in Canada by far: they were two or 
three times as high in the leading regions (Ontario, for the median, and the Prairies, for the 
average). These inter-regional rankings on the averages remained the same when calculated 
on a per capita basis (to encompass both donors and non-donors, across the whole household 
population over the age of fifteen): it was only $87 in Québec, compared to almost $300 per 
person in the Prairies. 

Table 5.1: Formal donation rates and total, average, and median hours donated in Canada and 
its five main regions, 2000 

Variable Atlantic QC ON Prairies B.C. Canada 
Donor rate (%) 84.1 74.0 78.2 84.4 74.0 78.1 
Total amount donated 
 (in millions of dollars) 352.7 515.7 2,275.7 1,181.1 613.6 4,938.8 

Share of total donations 7.1% 10.4% 46.1% 23.9% 12.4% 100% 
Total no. of donors  
     (in thousands) 1,601 4,401 7,293 3,339 2,403 19,036 

Share of total donors 8.4% 23.1% 38.3% 17.5% 12.6% 100% 
Total eligible pop. aged 
15+  (in thousands) 1,946 6,060 9,421 4,088 3,326 24,911 

Share of 15+ population 7.8% 24.3% 37.8% 16.4% 13.3% 100% 
Average donation ($) 220 117 312 354 255 259 
Median donation ($) 68 45 100 95 70 73 
Average donation per 
capita (among 15+ pop.) 185 87 244 299 189 203 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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5.2 Distribution of Donations among the different Types of nonprofit 
organizations in 2000 

There are many different kinds of nonprofit organizations, of course, and just as with volun-
teering, people do not financially support all the same types to the same degree. To help keep 
track of the differences, the NSGVP surveys use the now-standard system of classifying 
nonprofit organizations known as the International Classification of Nonprofit Organizations 
(or ‘ICNPO’).29 In the surveys, the respondents were asked whether they had donated to a 
charitable or nonprofit organization during the past year, and if so, to name which ones they 
gave to and specify the amount(s) they gave. Afterwards, Statistics Canada coded all the 
organizations the respondents named into one of the ICNPO categories. Those fall into twelve 
main types,30 which shall be used here.31 
 
The next series of charts and tables show how Québec’s donors divided their financial contri-
butions among these twelve types, with the initial charts portraying different aspects of the 
more comprehensive data presented in Table 5.2, on p. 64. These results are for all the donors 
and all the organizations the respondents indicated donating for in the survey’s reference year 
(Oct. 1999 to Oct. 2000) – not just the first type they mentioned. Thus, again, they are based 
on all the ‘formal’ direct financial donations the respondents in the province of Québec 
mentioned making to specific nonprofit agencies, projected to its entire household-dwelling 
population of at least fifteen years of age. 
 
We begin with Figure 5.1, which shows that the biggest shares of the value of all the 
donations by Quebecers in 2000 went to Religious (32%); Health (22%); and Social Services 
(16%) organizations. One type, comprised by nonprofit business, professional, or trade 
associations and unions, has been left out of that chart, because it received such a small 
amount of donations (only about $1.7-M., altogether), that it netted virtually no slice at all 
(only 0.3%). 
 
The subsequent chart, Figure 5.2, shows what the actual donor rate was from Quebecers to 
each type of nonprofit organization in 2000: ranging from just 0.3% of the eligible population 
donating to that professional associations or unions category32 (which barely make the chart), 
to about two-fifths of the population contributing to Health and Social Services organizations. 
It also displays what the average contribution was to each type on a per capita basis, ranging 
across the entire eligible population. That went from about just thirty cents per man, woman, 
or youth (aged fifteen and up) over the course of a year to the associations/unions category, up 
to nearly thirty dollars per person to religious organizations. Aside from religion ($28), most 
types were at or well below the five dollar mark for average per capita donations, with only 
Health ($19); Social Services ($14); and Foundations or Volunteer Centres ($12) reaching 
double digits. 
 
Of course, the best indication of the size of the typical annual donation any given type of 
nonprofit organization might expect to receive is probably the median, or midway point. 
These are shown in Figure 5.3. As you can see there, they are almost all between ten and 
twenty-five dollars from Québec’s donors, except for two types: Religion ($30), and the 
Business or Professional associations or Unions ($52). 
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Figure 5.1: Share of total amount of donations Quebecers gave to each type of nonprofit, 2000 
Match legend with chart starting with Arts & Culture at the 1 O’clock position 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

Figure 5.2: Donor rate and average donations given by Quebecers to each type of nonprofit 
organization per capita, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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Figure 5.3: Median donation to each type of nonprofit organization by Quebecers, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
 
 
The actual values on all these various measures appear below, in Table 5.2, along with the 
relative rankings among the twelve subsectors on each measure. 
 
 
By the way, there’s a reason why the discussion in this section tends to be couched in terms 
of, “The contributions by a region’s residents, to the various subsectors” – with the latter 
treated more or less as free-floating entities unto themselves, rather than as part and parcel of 
the overall nonprofit sector within that region. That’s because there’s certainly no guarantee 
that all or even most of the donations from the residents of any given region are staying in 
that region. They may have been sent to the head offices of national charities based in 
Ontario, for example, or to specialized local charities or nonprofits based elsewhere. 
 
Volunteering, on the other hand, tends to be locally based, within the region (although ‘virtual 
volunteering’ via the Internet is increasingly making this less of a necessity: see, e.g., Murray 
and Harrison, 2002), so the first few sections of this report weren’t at such pains to make the 
same distinctions concerning the actual recipients of the contributions. 
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Table 5.2: Donor rates, number of donors, total donations, and average, median, and per capita donations to each type of nonprofit 
organization by the residents of Québec, 2000, and rankings among the subsectors for each variable 

 
 
 
ICNPO Type  

Donor Rate 
(in %) 

No. of 
Donors in 

region 
supporting 
each type 

% of 
region's 
donors 

giving to 
this type 

% of the 
total donor 
# of engage-
ments from 

region 

Total 
Donations 

($M's) 

% of total 
donations 

Average 
Donation 

($) 

Median 
Donation 

($) 

Per Capita 
Donation 

($) 

Arts & Rec. (incl. Sports) 12.3 728,782 16.6 7.3 30.8 6.0 42 10 5.18 
Business or Prof. Associations & Unions 0.3 20,676 0.5 0.2 1.7 0.3 84 52 0.29 
Education & Research 14.2 842,972 19.2 8.4 20.8 4.0 25 10 3.49 
Environment & Animal protection 1.5 87,594 2.0 0.9 3.2 0.6 36 20 0.54 
Foundations & Volunteer Centres 18.1 1,076,564 24.5 10.7 71.3 13.8 66 25 11.99 
Health 41.5 2,469,409 56.1 24.7 111.3 21.6 45 20 18.72 
Housing & Development 1.5 86,346 2.0 0.9 3.1 0.6 36 20 0.53 
International 4.0 237,111 5.4 2.4 15.8 3.1 67 12 2.66 
Law, Advocacy & Politics 1.3 79,688 1.8 0.8 4.0 0.8 51 15 0.68 
Other / NEC 1.5 89,723 2.0 0.9 5.7 1.1 64 25 0.96 
Religion 34.3 2,042,740 46.4 20.4 165.1 32.0 81 30 27.76 
Social Services 37.9 2,253,803 51.2 22.5 82.7 16.0 37 10 13.91 

Totals for all types combined 74.0 4,401,069 227.6* 100% 515.7 100% 220 68 86.70 
Arts & Rec. (incl. Sports) –  ranks 6 6  5  8 10 5 
Biz. or Prof. Assoc. & Unions – ranks 12 12  12  1 1 12 
Education & Research – ranks 5 5  6  12 10 6 
Environment –  ranks 9 9  10  10 5 10 
Foundations & Vol. Ctrs. –  ranks 4 4  4  4 3 4 
Health –  ranks 1 1  2  7 5 2 
Housing & Development  –  ranks 10 10  11  11 5 11 
International –  ranks 7 7  7  3 9 7 
Law, Advocacy & Politics –  ranks 11 11  9  6 8 9 
Other / NEC – ranks 8 8  8  5 3 8 
Religion – ranks 3 3  1  2 2 1 
Social Services – ranks 2 2  3  9 10 3 

  Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
* This sums to more than 100% because donors could give to / have engagements with more than one type, each: in fact it was to 2.3 types each, on average.
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5.2.1 The disparities between each subsector’s shares of individual and total donations 

There’s another area of interest that relates to how much smaller the donations are for some 
subsectors than others. It involves the disparities between each type’s share of the total 
number of donors in the region who actively support it and the sheer number of individual 
gifts it receives from them, versus its share of the value of the region’s total donations – or 
how much money it actually nets from all its donors. 
 
These disparities are portrayed with respect to the relative shares of donations and donors in 
the next chart. (Figure 5.4) As you can see there (or in Table 5.2), a subsector might succeed 
in cornering a large share of the number of donors sending in contributions, alright, but that 
doesn’t necessarily translate to an equivalent share of the total donations. For example, Health 
organizations received contributions from nearly three-fifths of Québec’s donors, but they 
only received a little over one-fifth of the total value of their donations. Arts & Recreation 
organizations, on the other hand, ended up with 63% of the region’s donations in monetary 
terms, but only 53% of the region’s donors supported them. 
 
Figure 5.4: Share of total donors and total amount of donations for each type of nonprofit 

organization supported by Quebecers, 2000 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
 
The relative size of these gaps between a subsector’s shares of the net donations and the total 
number of gifts processed in a given year has a direct bearing on the administrative burdens 
some types of agencies might be facing in having to process so many more small donations. 
And make no mistake: there are costs, even to deal with free money! As Gordon Floyd, the 
former Vice President of Public Affairs at the Canadian Centre for Philanthropy, once noted, 
 

“Every donation involves at least three or four dollars of fixed costs – postage, printing, 
preparing receipts, bookkeeping, etc. Those costs might consume one-third of a $10 gift, but 
less than one-fifth of a $25 donation.”      (Floyd, 1996) 
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In other words, smaller donations cost proportionally more to process, because they generally 
involve the same amount of work and materials as a large donation to open, record, deposit, 
and acknowledge them with receipts and (hopefully) “Thank-You’s,” but they provide much 
less of a return. And that benchmark – about one third of ten dollar donations being eaten up 
by the processing costs – doesn’t even count the costs of the original fundraising appeals the 
donors may have been responding to (such as a direct mail package). Larger donations cost 
much less to process, in proportional terms, even if an organization spends a little more time 
or uses fancier stationary on them. 
 
These considerations are particularly germane in a region where the median donation to 
several subsectors actually was exactly ten dollars, as we saw in Figure 5.3, and where the 
median for eight of the twelve ICNPO types is twenty dollars or less. Remember, that implies 
that half of the individual donations by Quebecers to each of those types of organization are 
equal to or lower than those amounts, resulting in millions of these small annual donations 
being processed every year. 
 
Note, Québec’s 4.4 million donors contributed to an average of 2.3 types of nonprofit organi-
zations, each, for a total of ten million giving relationships (or ‘donor events’) between its 
residents and the individual nonprofit agencies they supported that year. At least two-fifths of 
Quebecers’ gifts to individual agencies were twenty dollars or less – probably a lot more, 
particularly since some donations may have been made in installments. 
 
Table 5.3 provides a preliminary attempt to quantify the relative sizes of these varying 
administrative burdens for the different types of organizations receiving donations from 
Quebecers by introducing some standardized measures. For each subsector, first, it simply 
calculates the point gap between its share of the region’s $515.7-M. in total donations (e.g., 
21.6%, for Health) and its share of those 10 million donating events or giving relationships 
(24.7%: for a gap of minus-3.1). Then it shows the magnitude of that difference in proportion 
to (i.e., as a percentage of) the total shares of the net amount of donations, on the one hand, 
and the number donor engagements or events, on the other. 
 
The outcomes on these latter measures compare how much more or less in donations each 
type received and how much more efficient or inefficient that made it to process these 
donations, compared to the hypothetical norm in which the shares of donors and donations 
were equal. In this region, that hypothetical norm would be where the average donation each 
organization received was $51 (which is what we get when we divide the total number of 
giving relationships between Québec residents and the individual nonprofit organizations that 
they supported that year by the total amounts they gave). 
 
The results show that a handful of types are ahead of the game: the ones with the highest 
average donations, that is. Although they received very few of Québec’s donations in total, 
Business or Professional associations and Unions received almost forty percent more in the 
value of their donations than their share of supporters might seem to warrant, and so 
collectively they had it almost two-thirds easier than that hypothetical norm, when it came to 
having to process those more sizable individual donations. Religious organizations were in a 
similar position, taking in 36% more dollars than they would if they’d received only the 
region’s average from each donor, and having 57% less of an administrative burden because 
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of that. International organizations and philanthropic intermediaries both received over a fifth 
more dollars than their share of donor engagements in the region, which enabled them to be 
about thirty percent more efficient in processing those donations than the hypothetical norm. 

Table 5.3: Disparities between shares of donor engagements and net donations for each type of 
nonprofit organization in Québec in 2000, in absolute and relative terms 

 
 
 
 ICNPO Type 

Percentage point 
gap between each 
subsector’s share 
of net donations 

and donor events

Relative deficit in donations, 
if the amounts matched the 
no. of supporters (the point 

gap as a percentage of the sub-
sector’s share of donations) 

Relative burden to process 
each donation (the point gap 

in proportion to the sub-
sector’s share of donor events, 
engagements, or relationships) 

Education & Research -4.4 -109 -52 
Housing & Dev. -0.3 -42 -29 
Environment -0.3 -41 -29 
Social Services -6.5 -40 -29 
Arts & Rec. (incl. Sports) -1.3 -22 -18 
Health -3.1 -14 -12 
Law, Advocacy & Politics 0.01 -1 -1 
Other / NEC 0.2 19 24 
Foundations & Vol. Ctrs. 3.1 22 29 
International 0.7 23 29 
Religion 11.6 36 57 
Biz., Prof. assoc., Unions 0.1 39 63 

 Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
 
The worst-off subsector in this ‘least bucks for the most bangs on the door’ department 
involved Education and Research organizations, which took in less than half as much (-109%) 
than they might have, if their share of donations had been in keeping with the proportion of 
the donors engaged in supporting them, and they also had fifty percent more costs in paper-
work and acknowledgements to deal with than they would if their donations and donors had 
matched. Several types – Housing & Development, Environmental, and Social Services 
organizations – had relative deficits of about 40% in their amounts of donations, and about 
30% more of an administrative burden in having to process mainly smaller donations. Arts, 
Recreation, or Sports organizations’ net donations were about a fifth smaller than they might 
have hoped in proportion to their volume of supporters, which made it 18% less efficient for 
them, than if everyone had given them the regional average, and Health organizations ran 
donation value and administrative burden deficits of about thirteen percent. One type – justice 
or legal, advocacy, and political organizations – netted almost exactly what they might expect. 
 
Of course, some types with relatively higher administrative burdens on this scale such as 
Housing & Development or Environmental organizations had less than a hundred thousand 
donors’ donations to process altogether, in 2000, whereas some types, like Health and Social 
Services, processed over two million donations, each. Hence, the latter certainly had a much 
heavier administrative burden to bear in absolute terms. So these relative measures evidently 
don’t quantify the absolute burdens per subsector – or even per organization. They only show 
the average relative size or administrative burden of processing each donation, in comparison 
to a hypothetical norm (parity). Alternatively, the ‘relative burdens’ measure might be 
interpreted as how many more donations an organization in each subsector would have to get 
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through in order to arrive at the same net contributions as a hypothetical organization whose 
donations were in keeping with their number of donors – namely, between about twenty to 
fifty percent more, for many types receiving donations from this region. 
 
One might want to compare Québec’s results to the other regions’ on this issue. Let’s begin 
with the most short-changed or burdened subsectors per region, in proportion to their number 
of supporters. (Table 5.4) It wasn’t always the same three types. Altogether, seven different 
types appeared among the bottom three types among the five different regions, with only 
Education & Research having among the three poorest returns per individual donor in all five 
regions. Housing & Development was common to three regions, and Law, Advocacy, or 
Political organizations appeared in a couple, but several others (Environment, Social Services, 
and Other) were only among the worst-off in one region, each. 

Table 5.4: The three types of nonprofit organizations with the worst relative disparities between 
their shares of the number of donor engagements and the value of the donations 
received in each major region of Canada in 2000 

Region & 
implicit 
standard 

 
Rank 

 
 
ICNPO type or subtype 

Relative deficits in 
amount of donations, 
compared to share of 

donor engagements (%) 

Relative administrative 
burdens to process each 

donation (in %) 

Atlantic 1 Biz., Prof. assoc., Unions -334 -77 
$81 ave. 2 Education & Research -265 -73 
 3 Law, Advocacy, Politics -197 -66 
Québec 1 Education & Research -109 -52 
$51 ave. 2 Housing & Development -42 -29 
 3 Environment -41 -29 
Ontario 1 Education & Research -265 -73 
$129 ave. 2 Law, Advocacy, Politics -169 -63 
 3 Housing & Development -159 -61 
Prairies 1 Education & Research -240 -71 
$146 ave. 2 Housing & Development -202 -67 
 3 Social Services -142 -59 
B.C. 1 Biz., Prof. assoc., Unions -739 -88 
$111 ave. 2 Education & Research -212 -68 
 3 Other / NEC -198 -66 
Canada 1 Education & Research -224 -69 
$108 ave. 2 Arts & Rec. (incl. Sports) -114 -53 
 3 Law, Advocacy, Politics -105 -51 

  Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
The “implicit ave.” refers to the ave. donation received by the indiv. types of organizations in that region 

 
The sizes of the relative deficits in the donations varied considerably, even for the worst 
ranked. This is to be expected, since the average gift per region which they’re implicitly being 
compared to also differed. They went all the way from about 740% less than par (for the work 
associations and unions in B.C.), to only about 40% less (for Environmental and Housing & 
Development organizations in Québec), with the attendant administrative burdens varying 
between 88% and 29% more than where donors and donations matched. 
 
As for ‘the most blessed’ types (Table 5.5), Religion was the only one in a surplus position in 
every region. It received anywhere from 36% more money from its donations than the sheer 
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number of donors supporting it might warrant (in Québec) to 76% more (in B.C.), making its 
administrative burden between 57% and 320% easier than a parity situation in the given 
region. Québec was a bit of an exception, inasmuch as one type – the Business or Professional 
associations & Unions category – actually did better on this front there than religion did (39% 
more in donations, giving it a 63% edge in administrative efficiency), which might not be too 
surprising, given the importance of “l’economie sociale” in this province. That type was also 
relatively favoured in two other regions – Ontario and the Prairies – even though it did worse 
than all the others in the Atlantic.33 
 
Foundations & Volunteer Centres also did well in three regions (including the Atlantic), and 
International organizations garnered relatively high average donations and so administrative 
efficiencies in four regions (not including the Atlantic). In addition, Housing & Development 
and ‘Other’ did well in two particular regions (B.C. and Québec, respectively). 

Table 5.5: The types of nonprofit organizations with the most favourable relative disparities 
between their shares of the number of donor engagements and the value of the 
donations received in each major region of Canada in 2000 

 
Region 

 
Rank 

 
ICNPO type or subtype 

Relative surpluses in 
donations, compared to 

% of engagements (in %)

Relative administrative 
efficiencies to process 
each donation (in %) 

Atlantic 1 Religion 69 219 
 2 Foundations & Vol. Ctrs. 4 4 
Québec 1 Biz., Prof. assoc., Unions 39 63 
 2 Religion 36 57 
 3 International 23 29 
 4 Foundations & Vol. Ctrs. 22 29 
 5 Other / NEC 19 24 
Ontario 1 Religion 64 176 
 2 International 32 48 
 3 Biz., Prof. assoc., Unions 30 42 
Prairies 1 Religion 72 254 
 2 Biz., Prof. assoc., Unions 53 112 
 3 International 10 11 
B.C. 1 Religion 76 320 
 2 Housing & Development 35 55 
 3 Foundations & Vol. Ctrs. 21 27 
 4 International 5 5 
Canada 1 Religion 65 186 
 2 Biz., Prof. assoc., Unions 23 31 
 3 International 21 27 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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5.2.2 Other regional comparisons in donations to the different types of organizations 

So, how well did Québec fare in comparison with the other regions of Canada in terms of 
other, more standard measures of their donor support to the different types of nonprofit 
organizations in 2000, when the National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating 
was last conducted?  The short answer is, “Not that well.” 
 
If we abstract away from the absolute figures on the totals (which of course vary considerably 
among regions with different populations) and concentrate upon standardized measures such 
as the average contribution per donor, it turns out that Quebecers’ support for many 
subsectors is ranked on the low end on many measures. (Table 5.6) 
 
For a global snapshot, we can take ‘the average of its averages’ on the inter-regional rankings 
for each of these seven particular variables (making no attempt to weight the relative impor-
tance of each). Québec winds up with a 3.5 out of a possible 5 ranking, here, which puts it 
last. While there was no clear winner or loser across the board on all these measures, the other 
regions’ end-ranks ranged between 2.4 (in the Prairies) and 3.4 (in the Atlantic). 

Table 5.6: Québec’s rankings among the five regions of Canada on standardized variables on 
donating to the different types of nonprofit organizations in 2000 

 
 
 
ICNPO Type  

Donor  
rate for 

each type 

Share of 
region’s 
donors 

giving to 
each type

Share of 
region’s 
donor 
rel’ns/  
events 

Share of 
total value 

of the 
region’s 

donations 

Ave. 
donation 
per donor 
from this 

region 

Median 
donation 
per donor 
from this 

region 

Average 
donation 

per capita 
from this 

region 

Average 
ranking 

(unweighted)

Arts & Rec. (incl Sports) 4 4 3 1 4 4 4 3.4 
Business or Professional 
Associations & Unions 2 1 1 1 3 2 3 1.9 

Education & Research 5 5 5 1 4 1 5 3.7 
Environment 5 5 5 5 4 3 5 4.6 
Foundations & Vol. Ctrs  1 1 1 1 5 5 4 2.6 
Health 5 5 5 1 4 4 5 4.1 
Housing & Development 3 2 1 2 4 4 4 2.9 
International 5 5 3 4 5 5 5 4.6 
Law, Advocacy, Politics 5 5 5 4 3 5 5 4.6 
Other / NEC 4 4 4 1 3 1 3 2.9 
Religion 2 2 1 5 5 5 5 3.6 
Social Services 3 3 2 1 4 5 5 3.3 

Average rankings  (un-
weighted, read vertically 3.7 3.5 3.0 2.3 4.0 3.7 4.4 3.5 

Total first places (of 12) 1 2 4 7 0 2 0 16 of 84 
Total last places (of 12) 5 5 4 2 3 5 7 31 of 84 

 Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
For the ranks for the other regions and their actual values on each of these measures in 2000 
(including for Canada as a whole), please see Appendix 9, starting on p. 151. 

 
Some subsectors did receive more support from Quebecers on some measures, though: 
particularly the more internal ones, regarding how the donations and donors got carved up 
within each region. Quebecers divvied up their donations quite differently than most of the 
other provinces and regions did. They gave a higher proportion of their donations to seven of 
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the twelve main ICNPO types (fourth data column in the table above): Arts & Rec.; Business 
or Professional associations & Unions; Education & Research; philanthropic intermediaries; 
Health; Other/NEC; and Social Services. They also gave a much smaller share to some types 
than the other regions did, notably, to Environmental, and especially to Religious organiza-
tions (which received about a third of the total amount of donations in Québec compared to 
nearly half or almost two-thirds in the other regions). And a larger share of Québec’s donors 
supported two types – Business or Professional associations and Unions, and Foundations and 
Volunteer Centres – than in the other regions. 
 
There weren’t too many ways that Quebecers surpassed the other regions’ residents on the 
more absolute comparative measures, however. They did have the highest donor rate for that 
last type. And technically ‘Education and Research’ and ‘Other’ organizations received the 
highest median donations from donors in Québec, but that’s a little misleading, since it was a 
five-way tie (at just $10) in the first case, and a four-way tie (at $20) for the latter. 
 
However, on most other fronts, the various subsectors didn’t receive nearly as much donor 
support from Quebecers as they did from the other regions’ residents, particularly on the 
actual amounts. The most meaningful indicator to show this and to demonstrate the relative 
importance of each subsector to the general public within each region is the average per 
capita, since it takes many of the other factors into account: the participation rates, the 
contributions per donor, and of course the total size of the eligible population the donors are 
drawn from. The second last column in Table 5.6 above shows Québec’s per capita averages 
are in fourth or fifth place for every type except professional and ‘Other’ associations, where 
they came in third. The actual values from all five regions are shown here, in Figure 5.5. 
 
Figure 5.5: Average amount donated per type of nonprofit organization per capita among the 

household-dwelling population aged 15 or over, by region, Canada, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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Some readers might also want to know about the relative importance of each type of nonprofit 
organization within each region on this per capita measure, and how these internal rankings 
compare between the regions. Table 5.7 obliges, showing the rankings for the subsectors 
drawing the most to least average per capita donations within each region. It’s sorted accor-
ding to the top ranked subsectors for Québec, rather than alphabetically or by ICNPO type. 

Table 5.7: Rankings on the per capita average donation to each type of nonprofit organization 
within each region of Canada in 2000, compared 

ICNPO Type or sub-type Atlantic Québec Ontario Prairies B.C. Canada Amount of 
variation 

Religion 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 
Health 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 
Social Services 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 
Foundations & Vol. Ctrs. 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 
Arts & Rec. (incl. Sports) 6 5 7 6 5 6 2 
Education & Research 5 6 6 7 7 7 2 
International 7 7 5 5 6 5 2 
Other / NEC 10 8 9 10 11 10 3 
Law, Advocacy & Politics 9 9 10 9 9 9 1 
Environment 8 10 8 8 8 8 2 
Housing & Development 11 11 12 11 10 11 2 
Biz., Prof. assoc., Unions 12 12 11 12 12 12 1 

 Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
 
As you can see, Québec’s most to least well supported types of organizations on a per capita 
basis lined up with those for Canada as a whole for the first four types, and then there was a 
swap in the relative positions of the Education & Research and ‘International’ categories in 
the middle slots, and between ‘Other’ and Environmental organizations, thereafter. There 
were also quite a few differences between the individual regions underlying this, such as: 

• Education & Research descending in rank from 5th to 7th place among the average per 
capita donations from each region to each subsector, as we head from East to West; 

• Arts & Recreation occupying various middle positions, as well, but not in such a 
systematic fashion; 

• International organizations getting less support from the five eastern provinces than the 
four central ones or the West Coast; and, 

• Housing & Development organizations receiving the least support from Ontarians. 
 
Readers seeking even more data on these inter-regional comparisons on donations to the sub-
sectors are again referred to Appendix 9 (starting on p. 151), and to the main Table 5.2’s in 
the other regional reports in this series (to compare the rankings on each measure for each 
subsector within each region, or to see some other totals). There may also be a forthcoming 
report on this topic by Drs. Reed and Selbee. 
 
So, with that as background on how much Quebecers have been donating and the extent to 
which they have supported certain causes, of late, let’s proceed to examine how much less 
many people have been donating: both in the various regions of Canada as a whole and 
especially in some segments of the Québec population in particular. 
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5.3 Recent Changes in Donations in the principal Regions of Canada and 

among specific Demographic Groups in Québec 

5.3.1 Overall changes in donations in Canada and its five regions 

As most readers probably know by now, the general perception of the results of the 2000 
NSGVP as contrasted to the 1997 survey was that volunteering had suffered quite a bit in 
Canada over those few years, whereas the donations had done fairly well. After all, the donor 
rate had remained more or less steady (down in some regions, but up enough in others to 
make for a slight net increase), and the total donations were up by over eleven percent, which 
was essentially double the national rate of inflation. 
 
That’s true enough at the overall national level, on those two main measures. But if we take a 
closer look at the changes in some of the other indicators of public support for nonprofit 
organizations, the picture isn’t quite as rosy, especially at the regional level. 
 
Table 5.8 on the next page sets out the relative changes on a number of financial and demo-
graphic factors which have a bearing on assessing whether there have been any major shifts in 
donor support for nonprofit organizations in the various regions of Canada. Ideally, there 
would only be positive changes, with the possible exception of some inter-regional population 
changes, but clearly this was not the case. 
 
Even at the national level, there was one negative: the median donation decreased by about 
four percent, meaning that the typical donor gave a few bucks less to charities and nonprofits 
that year ($73 instead of $76). That’s worrisome enough, because when we also take the 5.5% 
national inflation rate over those three years into account, that represents a loss of nearly nine 
percent in the purchasing power of the donations from the typical Canadian donor over the 
span of just a few years, at a time when the overall economy had actually improved 
considerably.34 
 
At the regional level, there were a whole host of negative changes: 

• Medians were down in every region but B.C.: by between five and ten percent, before 
adjusting for inflation; and by between ten and fifteen percent, after taking each region’s 
inflation rate into account. (It even went down by 3% in B.C., on an inflation-adjusted 
basis.) 

• Donor rates were down a little in two regions: the two largest regions (Ontario and 
Québec), as it happens, where most of the country’s donors are. 

• Even the total amount of donations went down in one region: in Québec, with over nine 
percent less in (then-) current dollars, or double that, on an inflation-adjusted basis. The 
average contributions per donor and per capita also went down by eight or nine percent, 
and suffered double-digit decreases after adjusting for inflation. 
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Table 5.8: The relative changes in the formal donation rates and total, average, and median 
hours donated in the regions of Canada in 2000 in comparison to 1997 (in %) 

Variable Atlantic QC ON Prairies B.C. Canada 
Donor rate 1.1 - 1.4 - 2.6 7.9 0.8 0.1 
Total value of Donations 8.5 - 9.2 12.4 22.2 11.1 11.4 
Share of total donations - 2.5 - 18.4 1.0 9.8 - 0.2 0.0 
Total donations’ value, 
after adjusting for 
regional inflation levels 

2.6 - 13.9 6.2 14.7 7.6 5.6 

Total no. of  Donors  1.1 - 1.3 0.6 12.1 4.8 2.5 
Share of total donors - 1.4 - 3.7 - 1.9 9.3 2.2 0.0 
Total eligible population  0.0 0.1 3.3 3.9 3.9 2.4 
Share of 15+ population - 2.3 - 2.3 0.8 1.4 1.5 0.0 
Average donation 7.3 - 8.0 11.8 9.1 6.0 8.6 
Average donation, adj. 
for regional inflation  1.5 - 12.6 5.7 2.3 2.4 3.1 

Median donation - 6.8 - 10.0 - 4.8 - 9.5 0.0 - 3.9 
Median donation, adj. for 
regional inflation  - 11.9 - 14.6 - 10.0 - 15.1 - 3.2 - 8.9 

Average donation per 
capita (among 15+ pop.) 8.5 - 9.3 8.9 17.7 6.9 8.7 

Average donation per 
capita, adjusting for 
regional inflation levels  

2.6 - 14.0  2.9 10.4 3.5 3.1 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 
 For the absolute changes and the corresponding values from 1997, see Appendix 8 on p. 150 

 
There probably would have been even more negative changes, but for two main factors. First, 
donations had increased considerably in the Prairies, in terms of the number of donors (up 
12%) and average (up 9%) and total (up 22%) donations, alike, such that they increased their 
‘market share’ of the country’s total donations by almost ten percent. 
 
Second, the average donation went up in every region but Québec. When we combine this fact 
with the lowered medians, what this really means is that there were probably some ‘mega-
donations’ in those regions – enough of them to bring up those averages and offset the fact at 
least half the donor population was giving less than they used to. 
 
As some analysts have observed, there were probably more six- and seven-figure donations in 
the late nineties because of certain changes in the income tax regulations.35  While those con-
tributions are welcome, of course, the fact is, they tend to be given to a very limited number 
of organizations, such as universities, hospitals, and community foundations (see, e.g., Innes 
2003). Thus, they are cold comfort to thousands of smaller agencies that might have 
experienced significant reductions in the number and value of the many, much smaller 
donations they rely upon. 
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5.3.2 Changes in donations among specific demographic groups of Québec 

Let’s focus our attention on the changes in Québec in particular, now.  The news about the 
changes in donations from Québec between 1997 and 2000 was pretty bad, on almost every 
front. We’ll start with the major indicators for the province as a whole: 

• Total donations: the total dollars donated to nonprofit organizations by Quebecers 
actually went down by over nine percent: from about $568-million to around $516-M. It 
was an even greater decline – 14% – if we take into account the 5.4% cumulative rate of 
inflation for this region over those three years.36 The only other individual province 
experiencing a decline in its total donations was Saskatchewan. 

• Donor rate: both the number and proportion of the eligible Québec population making 
financial donations to nonprofit organizations decreased by 1.3%, to encompass 74% of 
those over age 15 and living in regular households. In absolute terms, that translates into 
over fifty-six thousand fewer Quebecers making donations, even though the eligible 
population had only decreased by less than six-and-a-half thousand in this interval. 

• Average donation: the average amount each donor gave to all nonprofits that year 
decreased by almost eight percent (to $117). If we take cumulative rate of inflation for this 
region into account, that actually represents a decrease of almost 13%. 

• Median donation: the median for all the annual donations in the province had dropped by 
five dollars, or ten percent. That means that 2.2 million of the province’s 4.4 million 
donors were giving just forty-five dollars or less to the nonprofits they supported that year. 

• Per capita donation: when we divide Québec’s total estimated donations from 2000 by 
the entire household population of fifteen years of age and up, the average dropped from 
about $96 in 1997 to $87 in 2000, a 9.3% decline. On an inflation-adjusted basis 
(converting the 2000 amounts to 1997 dollars using the total Consumer Price Index for 
Québec), this, too, was a 14% decline. 

These matters don’t look any brighter when we look at the changes for the individual 
demographic groups. We’ll start with the changes in the donor participation rates. Only a 
handful of the of twenty-five major demographic groups in Québec that there’s full data for 
increased their donor rates, and only two went up by at least five percent in relative terms: 
adults between 35 and 44 years old (up 9% in relative terms, to 85%, which was the overall 
average in two regions of Canada), and those who were single (up 5%, but to just 64%). 

Twenty demographic groups showed at least some drop in their donor rates. Fortunately, for 
about a dozen of these, it was only a decrease of about five percent or less, in both absolute 
and relative terms. The other seven groups, whose proportions of donors had dropped-off by 
between six and seventeen percent in relative terms, were: 

• people who were separated or divorced when the survey(s) were conducted, a group 
whose donor rate went down four points, to 64%; 
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• those from households with total gross incomes between sixty and eighty thousand, whose 
donor rate went down 6 points, to 82%; 

• people who were working part-time, whose participation rate dropped 5 points, to 68%; 

• those from households with total gross incomes under $20,000, whose donor rate went 
down 6 points, to just 56%; 

• unemployed people, down 7 points, to 58%; 

• those of 65 years of age or older, down 9 points, to 70%; and, 

• those whose highest level of educational achievement was some college education (but no 
actual degree, yet), whose rate dropped 13 points, to 62%. 

 
The total amount of donations decreased for half the demographic groups. In one case – those 
who were married or living common-law – it was only a modest decrease of 2.6%, in relative 
terms. But that was before inflation (it was a –7.6% change, with inflation), and considering 
the enormous size of this group (over three-fifths of the total and donor population, alike), this 
represented a loss of nearly nine million dollars, even before inflation. There was also a 
comparable loss in absolute terms from those not in the labour force (which includes the 
retired), whose total donations decreased 5.3%. 
 
There were eleven demographic groups whose totals dropped by at least ten percent, which 
represented losses of between ten and over a hundred million dollars per group (the latter for 
females). The relative magnitudes of their losses are portrayed here in Figure 5.6. 
 

Figure 5.6: The demographic groups in Québec with relative declines of at least ten percent in 
the total amounts donated to nonprofits in 2000 compared to 1997 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 
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With those losses of up to a fifth of the provinces’ total donations being recorded by some of 
its individual demographic groups, one may wonder why the net reduction was contained to 
just $52-M. less in donations in 2000 than in 1997. The reason, of course, is there were a 
dozen demographic groups whose total donations increased. The seven groups whose totals 
increased by at least ten percent are shown here in Figure 5.7: 

Figure 5.7: Demographic groups with the largest increases in total donations in Québec in 2000 
in comparison to 1997 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 
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population. This might apply to the apparent losses from low-income people, in particular. 
Even though their total donations were $37-M. lower in 2000, there’s a good explanation for 
that: there were almost three-quarters of a million or 44% fewer of them in the general popu-
lation around to make donations!  
 
The reason for this, of course, is that the economy had picked up considerably between 1997 
and 2000. Québec’s total Gross Domestic Product was 19% higher by the end of 2000 than it 
had been at the end of 1997 (when most of the country was in a recession), its unemployment 
rate had dropped three points (from 11.4% to 8.4%), and the average total annual income for 
all its earners was up over 13%. As a result, there were hundreds of thousands more 
Quebecers with jobs, and the populations grew for all the other income brackets grew by 
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donations all increased by about ten to thirty million, as well. The big exception to this was 
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the highest household income bracket ($80,000 plus), whose population increased over 20%, 
but who showed a huge drop (-$70M., a 31% decrease), nevertheless. 
 
Some drops are a little harder to make sense of, though, given that socioeconomic context, 
particularly the magnitude of the loss in total donations from part-time workers – since they 
actually wound up with more donors in 2000, not less. It might be related to the large drop 
from the highest-income households, if there had been a number of especially large, one-time 
donations from wealthier individuals working part-time who happened to be captured in the 
1997 survey. That might have skewed the projected totals and averages for the part-time 
workers in 1997.37 Or it might just be illustrative of the fact that the results from several 
demographic groups are subject to the question of reliability, due to sample size limitations.  
 
The sample sizes in the Labour Force and NSGVP surveys are relatively small for a number 
of demographic groups, even in a province as large as Québec, so the various figures 
projected from them must be treated with caution. This is particularly true for the 2000 
survey, where the total number of respondents from Québec had dropped to 2,360, compared 
to 3,300 in 1997 (a 40% reduction in itself). For the donations data, the groups whose results 
are affected by sample size limitations include the 15-24 and 25-34 year-old age brackets; all 
the smaller marital brackets (except for married/common-law); those with just some college 
education; part-time workers, and the unemployed; and the lowest household income bracket. 
 
 
At any rate, besides these large changes in the totals from each demographic group, there was 
also a fair bit of fluctuation in what is perhaps the most important indicator for smaller 
nonprofit organizations: the median donations, which is more indicative of what the typical 
donor in each group gives to nonprofit organizations over the course of the year. (And which 
isn’t as afflicted by the sample size problem.) 
 
The medians did increase for nine groups, particularly for those with a university degree (up 
$28, to $118), the widowed (up $43, to $110), and those from households grossing eighty 
thousand or more (up $45, to $135). But they also went down for no less than fifteen demo-
graphic groups, almost all of them by at least ten percent. The magnitude of their declines are 
shown below in Table 5.9 along with the latest level of their median, and the corresponding 
number of donors in Québec giving at or below that level, as of 2000.  
 
As you can see there, some of these groups with the largest reductions in their medians are the 
largest ones in the province (such as women, and married people), and ‘middle floor’ for their 
donations went down about ten dollars, overall. With literally millions of people involved in 
some of these groups, this suggests that hundreds of thousands if not millions of Quebecers 
were in fact donating at least ten dollars less than they had a few years earlier.  
 
The fact that the midway donation marks were down by about a fifth for so many large 
demographic groups could not have been good news, especially for the local organizations 
which really depend upon smaller donations for a significant portion of their budgets. They 
probably experienced some serious difficulties in 2000 as the result of so many people 
donating about ten dollars less. Considering that the median donations for most types of 
nonprofits receiving donations from Quebecers are precisely in that range (as we saw in 
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Figure 5.3 on p. 63 above), this likely meant the difference between receiving a relatively 
small donation from many people in these demographic groups in 1997 to not receiving one 
from them at all, in 2000. 

Table 5.9: Demographic groups in Québec whose median donations decreased by at least ten 
percent in 2000 in comparison to 1997 

Demographic 
Relative  

Decrease in 
median 

Absolute 
Decrease in 
median ($) 

Median level  
in 2000  

($) 

No. of Donors giving 
at or below this level 

in 2000 (in '000s) 
Under $20,000 household income -10% -3 27 273 
College Diploma or some University -12% -6 45 689 
Not a high school graduate -14% -5 30 557 
Employed -15% -8 45 1,422 
45 to 54 years old -15% -10 55 424 
Full-time -18% -10 45 1,154 
Some college -19% -8 34 130 
35 to 44 years old -20% -10 40 542 
Married or common-law -21% -12 45 1,456 
55 to 64 years old -22% -16 57 304 
Female -24% -12 38 1,165 
$20,000-$39,999 household income -25% -10 30 693 
$40,000-$59,999 household income -30% -15 35 548 
High school diploma -40% -20 30 411 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 
 
 
Note, this report contains quite a number of tables to supplement the analyses just given, to 
help nonprofit agencies track the changes and make explanations or forecasts of their own. To 
see the relative changes on the four main measures of donating (rates, totals, shares, averages, 
and medians) for all the major demographic groups and the province as a whole, please see 
Table 5.10 immediately below, which is based on the (then) current dollars. To see those 
changes on an inflation-adjusted basis (with the 2000 currency converted to 1997 dollars 
using the overall Consumer Price Index for Québec for those years), see Table 5.11, following 
that. The actual values for all those variables and groups in 1997 and 2000, and the net 
changes between them, are also presented in a series of tables in Appendix 10, on pp. 154 ff. 
 
To track the changes in the populations, the approximate number of people in each of these 
major demographic groups in 1997 and 2000 and the differences and relative changes 
between them are shown first in Table 7.26, for those actually making donations (on p. 159), 
and then in Table 7.48, for the eligible age 15+ population as a whole (on page 187). There’s 
also a table that cross-tabulates the population’s years of birth with the age-brackets used in 
these analyses, and the familiar labels used for these generations in Table 7.27, on p. 160. 
 
In addition, there’s a series of inter-regional comparisons on the relative changes in the total 
amounts of donating by all these major demographic groups in each region, and the latest 
averages on both a per donor and a per capita basis, in Appendix 11, starting on page 163. 
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Table 5.10: Relative changes in donating for the major demographic groups in Québec in 2000 in 
comparison to 1997 (in percent) 

Personal Characteristic Donor 
 Rate 

Total 
Donations 

Share of 
Donations 

Average  
Donations 

Median 
Donations 

Total Provincial -1 -9 0.0 -8 -10 
Age 15–24 -5 54* 69.5* 63* 31* 

 25–34 -1 16* 27.9* 28 0 
 35–44 9 -46 -40.2 -49 -20 
 45–54 -5 7 17.9 7 -15 
 55–64 1 5 15.8 -6 -22 
 65 and older -11 8 18.4 21 9 

Sex Male 1 24 36.1 22 0 
 Female -4 -31 -24.0 -28 -24 

Marital  Married or common-law -4 -3 7.2 -2 -21 
Status Single 8 -31* -24.0* -39* 65* 

 Widowed 0 -24* -16.3* 14 64 
 Separated or divorced -6 n/a n/a 98* -8* 

Education  Less than high school -3 -21 -12.8 -4 -14 
Level High school diploma 3 0 10.2 -16 -40 

 Some college -17 -31* -23.7* -3 -19 

 
Post-secondary diploma 
or some university13 -1 7 17.8 14 -12 

 University degree -5 -12 -3.1 -35 31 
Labour  Employed -3 -14 -5.6 -20 -15 
Force Full-time -1 12 23.6 7 -18 
Status Part-time -7 -63* -59.1* -68 33 

 Unemployed -11 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
 Not in labour force -1 -5 4.3 9 4 

Household  Less than $20,000 -10 -48* -43.2* 3* -10* 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 -5 16 27.2 6 -25 
Level $40,000–$59,999 0 11 21.8 1 -30 
 $60,000–$79,999 -7 45 59.2 9 16 

 $80,000 or more -3 -31 -23.7 -41 50 

“n/a” means the figure is not available because the sample size was too small to express the results in 
either the 1997 or 2000 Caring Canadians reports or both 

*  means the figure should be treated with caution because the sample size was quite small 

Source: Statistics Canada: National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 
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Table 5.11: Relative changes in donating for the major demographic groups in Québec in 2000 in 
comparison to 1997, adjusting for the provincial inflation rate (in percent) 

Personal Characteristic Donor 
 Rate 

Total 
Donations 

Share of 
Donations 

Average  
Donations 

Median 
Donations 

Total Provincial -1 -14 0.0 -13 -15 

Age 15–24 -5 46* 69.5* 54* 24* 
 25–34 -1 10* 27.9* 22 -5 
 35–44 9 -49 -40.2 -52 -24 
 45–54 -5 2 17.9 2 -20 
 55–64 1 0 15.8 -11 -26 
 65 and older -11 2 18.4 14 3 

Sex Male 1 17 36.1 15 -5 
 Female -4 -35 -24.0 -32 -28 

Marital  Married or common-law -4 -8 7.2 -7 -25 
Status Single 8 -35* -24.0* -42* 56* 

 Widowed 0 -28* -16.3* 8 56 
 Separated or divorced -6 n/a n/a 87* -12* 

Education  Less than high school -3 -25 -12.8 -9 -19 
Level High school diploma 3 -5 10.2 -21 -43 

 Some college -17 -34* -23.7* -8 -23 

 
Post-secondary diploma 
or some university -1 1 17.8 8 -16 

 University degree -5 -17 -3.1 -39 24 
Labour  Employed -3 -19 -5.6 -24 -19 
Force Full-time -1 6 23.6 1 -22 
Status Part-time -7 -65* -59.1* -70 26 
 Unemployed -11 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
 Not in labour force -1 -10 4.3 3 -1 
Household  Less than $20,000 -10 -51* -43.2* -2* -15* 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 -5 10 27.2 0 -29 
Level $40,000–$59,999 0 5 21.8 -4 -34 

 $60,000–$79,999 -7 37 59.2 4 10 
 $80,000 or more -3 -34 -23.7 -44 42 

“n/a” means the figure is not available because the sample size was too small to express the results in 
either the 1997 or 2000 Caring Canadians reports or both 

*  means the figure should be treated with caution because the sample size was quite small 

Source: Statistics Canada: National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000
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5.4 Targeting Larger Donors 
 
Although the vast majority of Canadians contribute to nonprofit organizations, clearly, not all 
donors give to the same degree. But are there some groups which tend to give the most of all, 
and if so, can they be identified, and then targeted in fundraising efforts? Using a similar 
methodology as they employed to identify the distinguishing characteristics of the more active 
volunteers, Doctors Reed and Selbee have discovered that indeed there are. 
 
To find out which characteristics set apart the larger donors, Reed and Selbee divided the 
2000 NSGVP survey’s donor population into three main groups: the larger donors, the smaller 
donors, and non-donors. The most natural point to divide the first two groups is the national 
median – the point at which half the givers give more, and half less, when the donors are 
arranged in rank order. They set aside the smaller donations group, in order to make for a 
clear contrast. Then they used statistical tests to isolate the characteristics that set apart the 
larger donors from those who did not donate at all, while controlling for the other variables. 
 
As we saw in Table 5.1, the national median stood at $73 in 2000. Now, although that may 
not seem very high as a defining point for Canada’s “larger donors,” remember, that’s just the 
bottom floor for this group. Their middle floor – their median – was a fair bit higher: $212. 
As a whole, they averaged nearly five hundred dollars annually per donor, with a goodly 
portion of them giving many times that. And even though they only made up half the donor 
population (and 39% of the entire population), they actually accounted for nearly ninety-five 
percent of the value of the total donations. In contrast, the below-the-national-median donors 
averaged just $22, each, and only contributed 5.4% of the total donations, between them. 
 
At the regional level, between thirty-nine and fifty-six percent of each region’s donors gave 
more than $73, and these above-the-national-median donors accounted for between eighty-
seven and ninety-six percent of each region’s total donations. (Figure 5.8) 

Figure 5.8: Relative sizes of the above-the-national-median donor groups in each region and the 
proportion of donations they account for, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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In Québec, the larger donors accounted for 87% of the value of the region’s donations, but 
they only comprised about 45% of its donor population, and 29% of its entire age fifteen or 
over population. These larger donors averaged about $260, each. (Table 5.12) 

Table 5.12: Prevalence and relative generosity of four donor group categories, Québec, 2000 

 Non-Donors Smaller Donors Larger Donors Total 
Estimated number of individuals 1,546,521 2,690,943 1,710,126 5,947,590 
Share of region's 15+ population 26.0% 45.2% 28.8% 100.0% 
Amount of donations ($) - 65,494,144 450,188,453 515,682,597 
Share of region's donations - 12.7% 87.3% 100.0% 
Average annual donation ($) - 24 263 87 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
 
And because some organizations may want to target the larger donor groups from right across 
the country, you can also see this data alongside the comparable information from the other 
major regions in Table 7.32 on p. 171 in the Appendix. 
 
 
So, what are the distinguishing characteristics of the larger donors? Which traits are they more 
likely to have, if everything else is held constant?  
 
Although Reed and Selbee have yet to finalize their work in this area, they have the results 
from two slightly different sets of analyses on this issue. 
 
In one version, they confined the analysis to those who are at least twenty-five years-old 
(since only 15% of the country’s youth between the ages of 15 and 24 donated more than the 
median amount, compared to 44% of those 25 and over), and they classified the larger donors 
in each principal region of Canada according to the median for that region (rather than using a 
single, national median to divide the above- and below-average donors).  
 
In this statistical model, only four characteristics stand out as strong predictors of who’s most 
likely to be a larger donor. The first two are pretty much tied as equally important predictors: 
 
1) Informal volunteering: specifically, the number of the following different types of unpaid 

helping that people had engaged in over the previous year on their own initiative, rather 
than through a nonprofit organization or government agency. The NSGVP survey asked 
Canadians how many of these ten types of informal, unpaid help they gave to others, 
including friends, neighbours, and even relatives (but excluding those living in the 
person’s own household): 

• doing housework such as cooking or cleaning 

• doing yard or maintenance work , such as gardening, painting or snow shovelling 

• shopping, or driving someone to appointments or stores 

• providing care or support to the sick or elderly  

• visiting the elderly  
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• babysitting  

• helping others to write letters, solve problems, find information or fill out forms 

• doing any unpaid teaching or coaching (on one’s own, not through an organization) 

• helping in the operation of a business or with farm work, or 

• helping in some other way, not counting financial help. 
 

The analysis found that those who help family, friends and neighbours out in more of 
these more direct ways are also more likely to donate more than is typical in their region.  

 
2) Household income: the likelihood of giving more than the median amount increases with 

the size of one’s total household income. Whether this is due to the ability to pay, social 
expectations, or simply the fact that they’re more likely to have been solicited (given the 
way fundraisers and social networks work), the fact is, there is a greater concentration of 
larger donors among the highest income households. When we consider their share of the 
total amount of donations they account for (30.5%) in proportion to their share of the 
applicable population (13.2%), the $80,000-plus gross household income bracket in 
Québec had a donation ‘premium’ of 131%. (You can see this in more detail in the 
concluding Section 6.) In the other regions, the total donations from that highest income 
bracket exceeded their share of the population by 77% in the Atlantic region, 72% in 
Ontario, 83% in the Prairie region, and 81% in B.C. 

 
The next two strongest predictors of the above-average donors (in this weaker sense) are: 
 
3) How frequently someone attends religious services (apart from special occasions such as 

weddings or funerals). The chances of being a larger donor rise with the frequency of 
one’s church attendance, in these five main categories: not at all; once or twice a year; 
three or four times a year; monthly; or more or less weekly. Again, there may be several 
reasons for this: church attendance may foster social networks that lead to more acquain-
tances soliciting someone for a donation; it may be correlated with an individual’s 
commitment to the tenets of a faith, which generally include an obligation to provide 
assistance to the less fortunate; or the more frequent attenders may simply be giving more 
to their own church. In any case, apart from those who do not attend at all (whose ‘larger 
donor rate’ is slightly higher than those who attend just once or twice a year), there is a 
linear relationship between the frequency of one’s church attendance and the proportion of 
larger donors among each group and the share of the region’s total donations they account 
for. This is shown in Figure 5.13 at the end of this Section for this region, and in Figure 
7.4 and Table 7.46 of Appendix 12 for all the regions at once. 

 
4) Age: Canadians tend to become increasingly generous with their charitable support as 

they get older. This might be because they have fewer financial obligations and more 
discretionary income once they reach their sixties or so (their car loans and mortgages 
might be paid off, their children have left home and finished their education, and so on);  
they may also be more attuned to their own mortality, and more sympathetic to the 
welfare of others; or they might just be approached more often. In any event, the two older 
age-brackets in Québec had donation premiums of 42% for those between 55 and 64, and 
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36% for the 65+, when we consider their share of the total amount of donations they 
account for in proportion to their share of the applicable population (see Section 6 for 
more detail). In the other regions, the total donations from the 55-64 year-old bracket 
exceeded their share of the population by 62% in the Atlantic region and 32% in Ontario, 
but only 14% in the Prairies and 6% in British Columbia. For the 65+ category, the 
donation premiums were 55% in the Atlantic, 18% in Ontario, and 13% in the Prairies, but 
B.C. was an anomaly, inasmuch as its seniors’ share of the province’s total donations 
(13.0%) was actually 15% smaller than their share of the population (15.3%).  

 
 
In their other statistical model, Reed and Selbee included every age group, and they selected 
all the larger donors using a common, national median. In doing so, they discovered that five 
main socio-demographic categories stood out in every region, in terms of having higher 
concentrations of larger donors who were collectively responsible for very large proportions 
of the total amount of donations from each region. These categories are: 

• the ethnic heritage the survey’s respondents classified themselves as having, with the 
statistically significant options being collapsed into: British, French, other, and Canadian 
(which might encompass a wide variety of ethnic backgrounds: anything from First 
Nations to second-generation Canadians of any extraction – particularly French-Canadian, 
here in Québec); 

• their religious affiliation, with the important options being: Catholic, Protestant, other, 
and no religion; 

• their main occupational class, with the significant options being: professionals, managers 
and administrators, other white-collar (involving non-managerial sales, service, and 
clerical positions – also known as “grey-collar”), blue-collar, or not in the labour force; 

• their frequency of church attendance (apart from special occasions such as weddings or 
funerals): be it not at all, one or two times a year, three or four times a year, monthly, or 
weekly; and, 

• the extent of their civic engagement: in particular, the number of types of civic organiza-
tions they participated in, or were members of: whether it was no type, one type, or two or 
more types. The options here are drawn from the NSGVP’s ‘Civic Participation’ questions 
(excerpted in Appendix 5, on p. Error! Bookmark not defined.) and include these six 
types: i) cultural, education, or hobby organizations; ii) neighbourhood, civic or 
community associations or school groups;  iii) political organizations;  iv) religiously 
affiliated groups; v) service clubs or fraternal associations; and vi) sports or recreation 
organizations. But in this analysis, the variables in this category did not include 
membership or participation in those civic organizations associated with the respondents’ 
employment such as unions or professional associations, and donations and volunteer 
work were not counted as participation. 

 
When all the various options in each category are tallied up, there were twenty-one sub-
groupings in which there were identifiable pockets of larger donors. Unfortunately, they’re 
only “pockets,” because even with these characteristics, not everyone was a larger donor: they 
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may have been among the fifth or so of the overall population who did not donate at all, or 
among the forty percent who were smaller donors. Still, these groups are the deepest pockets, 
or the richest veins to mine, because they are statistically more likely to be larger donors.  
 
 
So these are the demographic groups that nonprofit organizations seeking larger donors 
should be setting their sights on, then. But of course, before pursuing how prevalent they are, 
one of the first things you’d probably like to know is, how large of a donor are they? That is, 
how much do they give, whether in total or on average? So let’s get that out of the way.  
 
Remember, the larger donors being profiled here all gave more than the national median in 
2000, which was $73. But that’s just the minimum criterion. Nationally, again, their median 
donation was $210, and they averaged $489 annually ...and individually, some of them gave 
many times that. (Of course, that’s for all the nonprofits they contributed to that year, 
combined, and not just to a single agency.)  
 
Within the individual demographic groups, nationally, the larger donors averaged anywhere 
between $306 for people who only attend church once or twice a year (which was the second 
smallest group in terms of total donations) all the way to $813 for those who attend weekly 
(which was the second largest group in terms of total donations). They totaled anywhere from 
$240-Million for the smallest demographic (those declaring themselves to be of French 
ancestry, which was a small minority even here in Québec) all the way to $2.4-Billion for 
Protestants, for 5% and 48% of the total donations, respectively.  
 
This national data is presented in Table 7.39 of the Appendix on p. 178, both for each 
individual larger donor group and for all of them combined. 
 
Regionally, in Québec, again, overall, the larger donors averaged $263 annually, and their 
median donation was $155. Within the individual demographic groups, the larger donors 
averaged anywhere between $192 for those with a blue-collar occupation (which was the third 
smallest group in terms of total donations from this region) all the way to $575 for Protestants 
(which was only the eighteenth largest in terms of total donations here, given the relatively 
small number of people in this demographic). The median donations – the levels of giving 
from the middle-ranked larger donors – ranged between $102 for those affiliated with some 
Other religion (besides Catholic, Protestant, or none) to $240 for Protestants. The totals from 
each larger donor demographic ranged from $20.4-Million from those affiliated with “Other” 
religions, all the way to $329-M. from Catholics, for 4% and 64% of the total donations, 
respectively.  
 
This data is in Table 7.41 on p.180, both for each individual larger donor group and for all of 
them combined. 
 
 
So how widespread are these people in the population, and what are your chances of 
randomly encountering one by just picking up a phonebook and dialing, say?  
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The relative prevalence of the larger donors within each group ranges from about one-third to 
two-thirds of all those with those characteristics who are over the age of fifteen. For example, 
nationally, the most important group in terms of the total donations they accounted for is 
those who’d indicated they’re affiliated with the Protestant religion. In most regions of 
Canada, the odds are about 50/50 or even 60/40 that someone in the regular household 
population over the age of fifteen who was a Protestant in 2000 was a larger donor (56%, 
nationally; 49% in the Atlantic; 33% in Québec; 58% in Ontario; 58% in the Prairies; and 
59% in B.C.); the remainder either donated less than the median amount, or not at all. If we 
consider this as a ratio, overall, about 5 out of every 9 Protestants in Canada were larger 
donors (or anywhere from 1/3 Protestants in Québec to 1/2 in the Atlantic to 3/5 in B.C.).  
 
You can see the relative prevalence or concentrations of the larger donors among all those 
with each trait portrayed for all 21 larger donor sub-groups in various places in the tables and 
charts which follow. They’re displayed graphically in two places: first they’re incorporated 
into the next series of charts on the relative prevalence and contributions of the various demo-
graphic groups in each of the five main categories for this particular region, beginning on p. 
94; and you can see them for all five regions at once in Appendix 12, starting on p. 168.  
 
 
To put this information into use, besides knowing what percentage of those with a certain 
characteristic had been a larger donor, you’ll probably also want to know how prevalent those 
characteristics are in the population as a whole, in order to get a sense of what your odds 
would be of contacting such folk in a mass leafleting, mailing, or canvassing campaign for 
example, and of how many unlikely prospects you’d encounter in the process.  
 
Accordingly, you can see what proportion of the general population with each characteristic 
were relatively large donors, small donors, or non-donors, both for this region in particular 
and for Canada as a whole and the remaining regions in Table 7.33 through Table 7.38 
(beginning on p. 172). Those tables also give the estimated number of individuals falling into 
each group, and the approximate odds that someone with that characteristic is a larger donor, 
expressed as a fraction. And to see the prevalence of just the larger donors with those 
characteristics considered as a proportion of the total population, Table 7.47 (on p. 186) 
shows this for all the regions at once, along with the approximate odds of finding larger 
donors with those characteristic in the general population. 
 
For example, let’s return to Protestants, who accounted for the highest proportion of the total 
amount of donations in every region except for here in Québec, among these larger donor 
groups. They are fairly prevalent in the total fifteen and over household population: 
constituting 26% of the relevant population of Canada as a whole, but this ranges from just 
4% in Québec to 37% in B.C., 31% in Ontario, 38% in the Prairies, and 43% in the Atlantic. 
And as noted above, slightly over half of them are larger donors. When we put those two facts 
together, we’re left with just a 14% prevalence, or a one in seven chance of encountering a 
larger Protestant donor if we randomly phoned or mailed someone in Canada (although the 
odds ranged from a 2/7 chance in B.C. to 3/8 in the Prairies, and a less than one in a hundred 
chance in Québec). So if we blanketed the entire country with calls, ads, or direct mail appeals 



An Information Sourcebook for Community Organizations on Volunteering and Donating in Québec 

- 88 - 
 

directed at Protestants, three-quarters of them would either find small or non-donors unlikely 
to give, or miss the mark entirely. 
 
And that’s for one of the most prevalent groups; the odds are much smaller for the least 
prevalent ones, such as the larger donors with blue-collar occupations. Although they 
accounted for over half a billion dollars or 10% of all the individual financial donations in 
Canada that year, blue-collar workers as a whole (including skilled trades people) constituted 
less than a fifth of the population, and less than a third of them are larger donors, which leaves 
an overall prevalence of 5.4% or about one in twenty. That means that nineteen out of every 
twenty randomly fired pitches directed at blue-collar workers would fail to even get near a 
larger donor, much less appeal to them enough to make them want to connect. 
 
This all underscores the need to use this information to do targeted marketing or appeals if 
you’re trying to find donors more likely to give you fifty or a hundred dollars or more a year, 
rather than the ten to thirty dollars you might get from the below the median donors. There are 
a few ways of going about this, to be discussed below.  
 
But first, let’s address the fact that these various tables and charts in this section and 
Appendix 12 feature data at the more global regional and national levels. At first blush, the 
frequencies given here may seem to be more geared to national organizations or those with a 
very wide appeal who might be contemplating regional or national campaigns, than to local 
community organizations. However, thanks to Statistics Canada, you can get a sense of how 
prevalent the larger donors might be among you at the local level, by applying those percen-
tages and odds-ratios on the concentrations of the larger donors with a given characteristics in 
your larger region to the populations for whatever communities you consider to be your actual 
donor base. You can quickly find the total population as of 2001 in whatever villages, towns, 
counties, cities, or health regions you are interested in, using the “Community Profiles” at 
http://www12.statcan.ca/english/profil01/PlaceSearchForm1.cfm  Then you can use the 
percentages or odds ratios from Table 7.47 and multiply them by those total populations to 
estimate how many larger, smaller, or non-donors there might be with each characteristic in 
each locale.  
 
Moreover, using those same Community Profiles, you can also get a more precise bead on the 
overall prevalence of many of these characteristics (although not always limited to just the 
fifteen and over population) in that specific area. For example, for a window onto French 
ethnicity, you can find out how many people learned French (or French and English simul-
taneously) as their first language(s) and still understand it, in the second “Population” page of 
each profile, which also shows how many visible minorities there are (for a partial index of 
“Other” ethnicity). You can also see how many are affiliated with each (or no) religion on the 
“Religion” page; and you can track some of the occupations on the second “Work” page 
(including the “Not in the labour force” category by multiplying the participation rate by the 
total population and subtracting the difference).  
 
Regarding church attendance, it’s quite a lot harder to get local data on this without having to 
order (and pay for) special tabulations from Statistics Canada on the NSGVP or General 
Social Survey data, but see n. 24 for some free or low-cost places you can see the frequency 

http://www12.statcan.ca/english/profil01/PlaceSearchForm1.cfm
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of church attendance depicted at a large municipal, regional, or provincial level, using those 
sources. As for the extent of people’s involvement in civic organizations, unfortunately, there 
doesn’t seem to be any additional resource beyond custom tabulations of the NSGVP, so 
unless you have the budget for that you’ll probably have to make do by projecting the larger 
regional concentrations onto the local populace. 
 
 
Now, before proceeding to consider how knowing the characteristics of the larger donors 
might be put to good effect in various fundraising methods, let’s take a little detour, to 
consider which methods of securing formal donations seem to have worked the best in the 
Canadian context to date, using data from the same 2000 NSGVP survey. 
 
 
Fundraising methods drawing the greatest proportions of individual donations 
 
In many provinces, at least half of the total amount of donations made in 2000 were given  
directly to people’s churches, as you can see in Table 5.13. That’s to be expected, given what 
we saw about the distribution of donations to the various subsectors earlier in this Section. It 
doesn’t leave much for the various other methods, though.  
 
But if we factor those donations given directly to churches out of the equation, the results are 
quite instructive:  

• Direct mail was the most lucrative method; it actually pulled in between a fifth and a 
quarter of the value of the remaining donations in every province except Newfoundland 
and Labrador (where it was 15%).  

• Special events like fundraising dinners, golf tournaments, or charity auctions or balls 
netted about 15% of the remaining donations in most provinces. 

• Gifts made in memoriam (sent in the name of someone who’s passed away, usually in 
response to the “in lieu of flowers” message in funeral notices), totaled another 10% or so 
overall (but ranging from 6 or 7% in Alberta and B.C. all the way to 18% in Newfound-
land and Labrador).  

• Sponsorships for the various “Fun Runs,” and Walk-, Swim-, Mar- or other-athons (often 
for schools or health charities) brought in anywhere between 5% and 13% of the 
donations made outside places of worship, in the various provinces. 

• Door-to-door canvassing, the old stand-by, has really dropped in effectiveness, particu-
larly in larger cities, where many refuse to open their doors to strangers, given “home 
invasion” incidents. It only brought in 4% of the value of the remaining donations in 
Ontario, and between 5% and 7% in several provinces, but between 9% and 11% in 
Alberta and the Atlantic provinces. (It was still pretty prevalent at that point, though, but it 
may be less so now. McClintock (2004a) notes that nationally, 15% of the actual number 
of donations were made in response to a door-to-door canvass in 2000, but that was down 
from nearly 20% of all donations in 1997.)  
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• Finally, workplace giving (e.g., to the United Way) and canvassing in shopping centres (or  
outside stores, or on the street or in other public places) have slight shares (of under 5% 
each, and sometimes in combination) of the remaining donations in each province. 

 
There are several notable implications of these findings. First, some types are noticeably 
absent from this list in terms of what they managed to haul in; especially: 

− telemarketing, which apparently didn’t succeed in cornering a significant portion of the 
donations the NSGVP respondents recalled making in 2000; but also,  

− responding to television or radio requests or telethons;  

− “e-philanthropy” (giving via the Internet, either in response to an email appeal or by being 
directed from various webpages);  

− “coming to the charity on one’s own” (one of the options on the actual survey); and,  

− all the other methods the respondents could have mentioned themselves.   
 
This isn’t to say that not many people gave as the result of telemarketing or mass media 
appeals though: just that they didn’t give very much. Indeed, as Lasby & McIver (2004b) 
show, nationally, about 9% of all Canada’s donors gave to telemarketers that year, and 8% 
gave because of TV or radio appeals. That translates into a couple of million people 
responding to such appeals, but, again, they couldn’t have given that much, or these methods 
would have registered in Table 5.13. 
 
This suggests that the smart money might be on sticking to some of those methods above, at 
least with respect to formal donations. (Remember, the informal donations such as giving 
used clothing are not included in this data, nor are the various forms of “impure” donations 
such as selling chocolate almonds or raffle tickets, or future donations such as bequests.) 
 
Second, if we look at what did work, it appears that some expect a lot from charities before 
parting with their money, quite apart from the work the nonprofit organizations actually do in 
pursuit of their mission. In fact, many donors seem to want them to literally sing for their 
supper or demonstrate that they’ve got thousands of people willing to jump through hoops for 
them, in the two types of special events: sponsorship events, in which many others are 
enlisted to demonstrate the worthiness of the charity to donors by performing some physical 
feats or acts of endurance on its behalf; and the other special events which the donors 
themselves participate in, with an opportunity to enjoy a day or night out, in which they’re 
served a meal or provided some sort of show.  
 
According to the data from Lasby & McIver (2004b), sponsorship events are actually the most 
popular type of fundraising method, engaging 47% of all Canadian donors (albeit only for 
14% of the total value of their donations: see Leslie, 2002), and the other type of special 
events were also supported by 24% of Canada’s donors.38 But needless to say, these types of 
events can take a tremendous amount of work and be very expensive to put together. 
 
In retrospect, this shouldn’t be so surprising, given the sheer number of charities and the 
intense competition for donors’ support, these days. But there’s a definite spectrum between 
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the more active and more passive methods of fundraising in terms of how much work the 
charities have to do to engage the donors, and it’s a bit of a revelation that it’s now occupied 
by several points commanding such significant shares of the total non-religious donations. 
Figure 5.9 below shows this spectrum for Québec in particular.  

Figure 5.9: Spectrum of difficulty of fundraising methods and approximate percent of total 
value of annual donations brought in by several major methods (excluding all 
donations made through places of worship), Québec, 2000 

In Memoriam  Direct Mail      Canvassing      Sponsorship & other Special Events  
Little or no work 
to engage the 
donor and ‘earn’ 
their donation 

 (11%)             (23%)             (7%)                    (5%)              (18%) Great deal of 
work to engage 
donor and ‘earn’ 
their donation 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000, and CCP (2003b) 

 
On the easier end, the donors have been directed to make their contributions to a particular 
organization by a decedents’ will or family members, possibly with no special prompting at 
all by the charities…which only have to open and process their mail, to get the funds. At the 
other end, the nonprofits organizations find themselves in the catering, entertainment, or 
sporting event business, in addition to whatever they do in their regular line of work. And in 
between, they engage in various sorts of marketing and publicity campaigns.  
 
This all implies what you likely already know all too well: that you may have to be prepared 
to do a considerable amount of work and expend quite a bit of money in order to raise money. 
 
Second, if we look at what did work, it appears that some expect a lot from charities before 
parting with their money, quite apart from the work the nonprofit organizations actually do in 
pursuit of their mission. In fact, many donors seem to want them to literally sing for their 
supper or demonstrate that they’ve got thousands of people willing to jump through hoops for 
them, in the two types of special events: sponsorship events, in which many others are 
enlisted to demonstrate the worthiness of the charity to donors by performing some physical 
feats or acts of endurance on its behalf; and the other special events which the donors 
themselves participate in, with an opportunity to enjoy a day or night out, in which they’re 
served a meal or provided some sort of show.  
 



An Information Sourcebook for Community Organizations on Volunteering and Donating in Québec 

- 92 - 
 

Target marketing those larger donor characteristics 
 
So, how to use all this information to do targeted fundraising, if you’re trying to connect with 
the above the median donors? Well, in light of what we’ve just seen and the counsel of 
numerous fundraising experts, there are several main ways of going about this.  
 
First, review the various characteristics which have been flagged above as being good 
indicators of who is more likely to be a larger donor, and consider whether some of these 
groups are apt to have more of an affinity for your cause, for some reason.  
 
Then consider how you might zero in on people with those characteristics to approach them 
for donations, possibly via one of these main ways: 
 
1) Face to face, which almost every fundraising practitioner or authority agrees is by far and 

away the most effective method: particularly for very large donations for “capital 
campaign” (for new buildings, for example), but also as the principal sales or marketing 
method for category (3) below. 

2) Through some other form of personal contact (be it e-mail, ‘snail mail,’ or a phone call) 
by someone known to the target. 

3) Through sponsorship events (marathons, etc.) or special events (auctions or dinners, e.g.). 

4) Through direct mail. 
 
Obviously, some of these methods may be more suitable to some target groups than others. 
Fancy charity dinners or balls and silent auctions might appeal more to professionals than to 
blue- or grey-collar workers, for example. And if you want to organize a ‘fun run’ or similar 
sponsorship event to get the support of the latter, and also you hope to get the participation 
and support from a lot of larger donors active in the mainstream Christian faiths, then you 
better not hold it on a Sunday. 
 
But how can your group identify potential donors with the relevant characteristics? In many 
cases, it will have come down to personal knowledge and social networks, as it does with 
recruiting active volunteers. Everyone involved with your organization – including staff, 
board members, other members (if applicable), volunteers, and other supporters – should 
brainstorm on who they know with the relevant characteristics. The well-known fundraising 
consultant and instructor Ken Wyman gives some guidance on how to do this in a more 
structured way, in a formal “Webbing Exercise” (Wyman, 1993/98). 
 
This is particularly true for knowing who has characteristics like: how frequently someone 
attends church; how many types of non-work-related civic organizations they’re involved in; 
and how many ways they help others out informally. Often, people only know this about their 
immediate friends, relatives, neighbours, or fellow church members. 
 
Some of the other characteristics can be tapped into using just telephone books and local 
knowledge, however, for use in canvassing or mail campaigns or to line up sponsorships for 
marathon events, etc. Many neighbourhoods have greater concentrations of professional or 
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white- or blue-collar occupations, for example, or lots of retirees, or people with higher 
incomes. Similarly, you can use the yellow pages to find the names and addresses of many 
professionals such as doctors and lawyers. And if you have a small enough community or 
enough time on your hands, you can go through the phone book and flag which households 
have surnames of British, French, or Other extraction.  
 
(The “Canadian” ethnic heritage is something of a hybrid, though. As noted, it might 
encompass a wide variety of ethnic backgrounds: except for in Québec, where it seems to 
mainly indicate “of  French-Canadian” extraction, since 68% of the respondents there chose 
“Canadian,” and only 18% chose “French.” That makes it less useful as a target-marketing 
tool for mass mailings or other large campaigns, since there doesn’t to be any straightforward 
way to know who would characterize themselves this way in surveys.) 
 
In addition, for those contemplating direct mail campaigns, some of those same characteristics 
can be targeted using commercial list brokers.  A number of companies (including Canada 
Post) use Census data to identify which neighbourhoods across Canada have large 
concentrations of seniors or people with high incomes, for example, or what mix of ethnic 
backgrounds and occupational categories they have, and you can buy thousands of addresses 
from them for bulk mailings, or the names, as well, for addressed mail.  There are even some 
companies that sell mailing lists of people who have bought certain religious products (Bibles 
or magazine subscriptions, e.g.), for those who want to tap into that potential donor base. A 
listing of some of these firms is provided near the end of Appendix 15.   
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Figure 5.10: Contributions by above-the-national-median donors from various ethnic heritages 
in Québec, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

Note, although under a fifth of all the respondents from the primarily English-speaking 
regions of Canada indicated their ethnic background was simply “Canadian,” over two-thirds 
of Québec’s respondents did so. Thus, mainly seems to indicate “of  French extraction” here. 
There was no option for “French-Canadian” in the survey, and with so many generations in 
this country, already, it appears most (68%, altogether, including the smaller and non-donors) 
chose “Canadian” rather than “French” (18%). see Table 7.35 on p. 174 for the estimated 
number of people in each category.  

Figure 5.11: Contributions by larger (above-the-national-median) donors from various religious 
affiliations in Québec, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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Figure 5.12: Contributions by larger (above-the-national-median) donors with various 
occupations in Québec, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

 
 

Figure 5.13: Contributions by larger (above-the-national-median) donors from Québec with 
varying frequencies of church attendance (apart from weddings or funerals), 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
 

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

Professional
occupation

Managers &
Administrators

Other White
Collar occ.

Blue Collar
occupation

Not in the 
labour force

Percent of people aged 15
and over in this region with
this trait who donated
above national median

These larger donors' share
of the region's age 15+
population

Their share of the total
value of the region's
donations

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

Do not attend
church

Attend 1-2
times/yr.

Attend 3-4
times/yr.

Attend
Monthly

Attend Weekly

Percent of people aged 15
and over in this region with
this trait who donated
above national median

These larger donors' share
of the region's age 15+
population

Their share of the total
value of the region's
donations



An Information Sourcebook for Community Organizations on Volunteering and Donating in Québec 

- 96 - 
 

Figure 5.14: Contributions by larger (above-the-national-median) donors from Québec engaged 
in various degrees of civic participation, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

These variables refer to the number of types of civic organizations the donors participated in or were 
members of, among these six types: i) cultural, education, or hobby organizations; ii) neighbourhood, 
civic or community associations or school groups; iii) political organizations; iv) religiously affiliated 
groups; v) service clubs or fraternal associations; and vi) sports or recreation organizations. But they do 
not include work affiliations (unions and professional associations) or organizations they may have 
volunteered for, outside those types. Nor is donating counted as a type of participation. 
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Table 5.13: Percentage of total value of donations made that year by major method of donation, Canadian provinces, 2000 

 Ontario Québec British Columbia 
Method of donating to the nonprofit organization % of Total  % of Rest* % of Total  % of Rest* % of Total  % of Rest* 
Through place of worship 43 n/a 26 n/a 42 n/a 
Mail requests 15 26 17 23 14 24 
Attendance at a charity event 7 12 13 18 7 12 
In memoriam (in name of someone who has passed away) 7 12 8 11 4 7 
Sponsorship of someone in an event 5 9 4 5 6 10 
Door-to-door canvassing 2 4 5 7 3 5 
Canvassing in shopping centres or other public places 1 2 3 4 1 2 

 
 Alberta Manitoba Saskatchewan 

Method of donating to the nonprofit organization % of Total  % of Rest* % of Total  % of Rest* % of Total  % of Rest* 
Through place of worship 53 n/a 48 n/a 49 n/a 
Mail requests 11 23 12 23 11 22 
Attendance at a charity event 7 15 8 15 6 12 
Sponsorship of someone in an event 4 9 3 6 4 8 
Door-to-door canvassing 4 9 3 6 3 6 
In memoriam (in name of someone who has passed away) 3 6 5 10 6 12 
Through work 2 4 - - - - 
Canvassing in shopping centres or other public places - - - - 1 2 

 
 NF/ Lab. Prince  Edward Isl. Nova  Scotia New  Brunswick 
Method of donating % of Total % of Rest* % of Total % of Rest* % of Total % of Rest* % of Total % of Rest* 
Through place of worship 60 n/a 57 n/a 55 n/a 63 n/a 
Mail requests 6 15 10 23 9 20 8 22 
In memoriam 7 18 5 12 6 13 6 16 
Attendance at a charity event 6 15 6 14 6 13 5 14 
Door-to-door canvassing 5 13 4 9 4 9 4 11 
Sponsorship of someone in an event 5 13 3 7 6 13 4 11 
Canvassing in shopping centres etc. 1 3 <1 <1 1 2 1 3 

* “% of Rest” refers to the approximate percentage of the value of all the rest of the donations made in that province – apart from those made through 
places of worship. It was estimated by using the first columns’ percentages from CCP (2003b) divided by (100 – the ‘Place of Worship’ percentage). 

“–”  means the figure is not available because the sample size or amount was too small (many less common methods were left out of the CCP charts). 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000, and CCP (2003b)
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6 Conclusion: An Integrated Picture of Volunteering and Donating in 
Québec 

In this final section, we’ll put many of the pieces from the various other sections of the report 
together to provide a more integrated picture of Quebecers’ contributory behaviour vis-à-vis 
nonprofit organizations, and highlight some of the major findings. 
 

6.1 Total and Relative Shares of Contributions by Each Demographic Group 

All in all, Quebecers contributed $516.5-M. of their money to nonprofit organizations in 2000 
(or $117 each, among donors), and over 180 million hours of their time (or 159 hours each, 
among volunteers). There were nearly two million link-ups between the region’s million-plus 
volunteers and the particular agencies they helped out that year, and ten million relationships 
between the region’s 4.4 million donors and the individual agencies they supported. 
 
But it’s a little too easy to lose sight of the big picture once we buried in all those numbers on the 
averages, medians, rates, etc., so let’s start with the big picture. Who gives what – and who gives 
much more or less than they might be expected to, given how prevalent they are? These next 
charts show where your contributions come from. They present the proportions of the total hours 
and total dollars given by each major demographic group, plotted against their share of the 
region’s total household-dwelling population of the age of fifteen or over. Thus, they not only 
show which segments among each age, education, employment, income, and marital bracket 
among the general population provide the biggest or smallest shares, but also how big each 
demographic is, and where there are gaps between each group’s shares of the total volunteering 
and donating – in other words, where they are punching above or below their weight in terms of 
their relative contributions matching their share of the population. 
 
We’ll begin with the sexes. It’s not quite fifty/fifty, as one might hope or expect, either in terms 
of their prevalence in the population or their relative contributions. But to see the results more 
clearly, we’ll zoom right in with a scale starting near the end-point. 
Figure 6.1: Men’s and women’s shares of Québec’s population and philanthropic contributions to 

nonprofit organizations in 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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As you can see, Québec’s males actually gave more than fifty percent of both the time (54.9%) 
and the money (54.4%) contributed to nonprofits in the reference year, even though they made 
up a touch under (49.1%) half of the population over the age of fifteen. These represent 
‘premiums’ of about eleven or twelve percent in contributions, in comparison to the size of the 
population. Its women gave about ten percent less time and money than their share of the 
population. However, it should also be underscored again that this data only features the formal 
helping done through the auspices of organizations, rather than all the informal volunteering and 
caregiving being done in the homes and communities, as well. 
 
Another set of major demographic characteristics the NSGVP has information on is people’s 
ages, which tend to be segmented into ten-year age-brackets in most of its analyses (except for 
the seniors’ group, which is open-ended). This next chart shows the results, which contain a 
number of interesting findings. First, the big picture to keep in mind is that every one of these six 
age-bands is important. Apart from young people’s financial contributions (which are 
understandably limited since most of them are still in school and only working part-time, at 
best), they each give a sizeable slice of the contributions – which represents tens of millions of 
hours and dollars, per group. 

Figure 6.2: Various age brackets’ shares of Québec’s population and philanthropic contributions to 
nonprofit organizations in 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

    Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
 
Second, there are some interesting disparities in the sizes of some individual group’s shares of 
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population, and they contribute 22% of the hours, and a fifth of the donations, so they end up 
giving a fifth more in combined contributions than they might be expected to. 
 
It may help to see each age group’s relative concentrations and contributions expressed as 
fractions and ultimate premiums or deficits, in this way (see Table 6.1). The more precise values 
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on these various shares and the potential disparities between them are also presented in Table 
7.49 on p. 188 of the Appendix, for all twenty-seven demographic groups. 

Table 6.1: Shares of Québec’s population and philanthropic contributions to nonprofit 
organizations in 2000 by people of various age brackets 

Age 
bracket 

Share of age-15+ 
household 
population 

Share of  
total amounts 

donated 

Share of  
total volunteer 

hours 

Shares of both, 
weighing both 

equally 

Diff. b/w share of 
both in proportion 

to size of pop. 
15–24 1/6 5/93 1/7 3/32 -42% 
25–34 1/6 1/8 1/9 1/9 -33% 
35–44 2/9 1/5 1/5 1/5 -3% 
45–54 1/5 1/4 1/6 1/5 10% 
55–64 1/8 1/6 1/6 1/6 41% 
65+ 1/7 1/5 2/9 1/5 42% 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
 
A related matter is people’s employment status. It stands to reason that more donations will 
come from people who are working (both because they constitute the majority of the population 
and because they presumably have more disposable income), but they may be in less of a 
position to give as much time. And one might wonder whether the “not in the labour force” 
category which turned up in several places in this report is co-extensive with the senior’s 
category we just looked at – i.e., whether it’s simply another name for the retired. This next chart 
and Table 7.49 address both these issues. 

Figure 6.3: Shares of Québec’s population and philanthropic contributions to nonprofit 
organizations by people with various employment statuses in 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

    Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
Note, the remaining values for the unemployed are not available due to small sample sizes 

 
They show that Quebecers working full-time did indeed give more money than their share of the 
population (nearly 14% more), and they also had a pretty big relative deficit of -27% in their 
amount of volunteering. Those not in the labour force were the opposite: they gave 28% more of 
their time and 9% less of their money than if they did everything at par. But this group clearly 
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encompasses a great deal more than seniors, since it was over twice as big (34% vs. 16% of the 
populace, respectively). Part-time workers’ disparities in contributions went in the same 
direction as those outside the workforce, but their premium in volunteer hours was only half as 
great (14%), and their deficit in donations was over two times worse (-23%). 
 
An additional area of interest is people’s level of education. A consistent finding from most 
surveys of this type has been that the levels of contributions tend to go up with one’s education. 
That was the case here in Québec, as well. 
 
Quebecers with university degrees gave 17% more volunteer time and 134% more in financial 
contributions in proportion to their share of the population. That was a combined premium of 
76%, the largest among the demographic groups in Québec (the second largest was 65% more in 
combined contributions from a closely related group, those with household incomes over eighty 
thousand). 
 
People with only a high school education gave about 40% less money and 26% fewer hours in 
comparison to their share of their population. Those with just some high school (which includes 
both young students and older people) gave about ten percent less time and over 30% less 
money. Those with a college education or some university gave 19% more time, but a fair bit 
less money, particularly if they hadn’t obtained their diploma or certificate, yet. 
 

Figure 6.4: Shares of Québec’s population and philanthropic contributions to nonprofit 
organizations by people of various levels of education in 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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Table 6.2: Shares of Québec’s population and philanthropic contributions to nonprofit 
organizations by people of various levels of education in 2000 

Highest level of 
educational  
attainment 

Share of age-
15+ household 

population 

Share of  
total amounts 

donated 

Share of  
total volunteer 

hours 

Shares of 
both, weighing 
both equally 

Diff. b/w share of 
both in proportion 

to size of pop. 
Not a high school grad. 2/7 1/6 2/9 1/5 -33% 
High School graduate 1/6 1/8 1/6 1/7 -21% 
Some college 3/43 1/23 1/12 5/79 -10% 
Post-Sec. Diploma or 
some university 2/7 1/4 1/3 1/3 5% 

University Degree 1/6 2/5 1/5 2/7 76% 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

 
Another area, which is no doubt related to some of the preceding ones, is the population’s 
income bracket. As just mentioned, the highest income group was the second most generous 
(next to the university educated) in terms of making disproportionate contributions, with 130% 
more money than their share of the population, but exactly the amount of time that might be 
expected. The lowest income group gave over nine percent more time and over fifty percent less 
money than their sheer number of people might support (if everyone in the province gave 
equally). The two income brackets right above them gave over twenty percent less money and 
five or six percent less than their fair share of hours. The upper middle class (sixty to eighty 
thousand) may be the one with the most desirable mix for the province’s nonprofit agencies: they 
put in twelve percent more hours and give over twenty percent more money in proportion to the 
size of their population. 

Figure 6.5: Shares of Québec’s population and its contributions to nonprofit organizations by 
people of various total gross household income brackets in 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

      Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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Table 6.3: Shares of Québec’s population and philanthropic contributions to nonprofit 
organizations by people of various income brackets in 2000 

Total gross 
household income 

Share of age-
15+ household 

population 

Share of  
total amounts 

donated 

Share of  
total volunteer 

hours 

Shares of both, 
weighing both 

equally 

Diff. b/w share of 
both in proportion 

to size of pop. 
Under $20,000  1/6 1/13 9/50 9/70 -22% 
$20,000–$39,999 1/3 1/4 1/3 2/7 -13% 
$40,000–$59,999 1/4 1/5 2/9 1/5 -13% 
$60,000–$79,999 1/7 1/6 1/6 1/6 16% 
$80,000 or more 1/8 1/3 1/8 2/9 65% 

      Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
 
Finally, there’s people’s marital status to consider. Here’s there’s really no contest. Nearly two-
thirds of the time and money contributed to nonprofit organizations from this region comes from 
married folk. Of course, they also constituted over three-fifths of the population, but they did 
contribute slightly in excess of that overall (2.6% more money, 5% more hours). Single people 
contributed about a fifth less than their numbers might warrant. Widowed people contributed a 
lot more money, and separated or divorced people quite a bit more time, but due to sample size 
limitations, the other pieces of their profile cannot be given here. 
 
Figure 6.6: Shares of Québec’s population and philanthropic contributions to nonprofit 

organizations by people of various marital statuses in 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sources: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

Table 6.4: Shares of Québec’s population and philanthropic contributions to nonprofit 
organizations by people of various marital statuses in 2000 

Marital Status 
Share of age-

15+ household 
population 

Share of  
total amounts 

donated 

Share of  
total volunteer 

hours 

Shares of both, 
weighing both 

equally 

Diff. b/w share 
of both in 

proportion to 
size of pop. 

Married/Common-Law 5/8 2/3 2/3 2/3 4% 
Single 1/4 1/5 2/9 2/9 -19% 
Widowed 2/43 2/29 … … … 
Separated or Divorced 1/15 … 1/12 … … 

… means some of the values are not available due to small sample sizes in the original NSGVP survey(s) 
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6.2 The Demographic Groups Showing the Greatest Changes in Giving 
 
Of course, these overall patterns of giving in 2000 weren’t completely static. There were some 
major changes in both the absolute and relative levels of giving by many demographic groups in 
this (and indeed every other) region of Canada compared to when the first NSGVP was 
conducted a few years earlier, in 1997. 
 
The good news on donations is that there were at least five groups (of 27) whose donor rates 
went up, and a dozen whose totals and averages went up. The good news on volunteering was 
more limited. At least four groups did increase their totals. And the averages and medians went 
up for over a dozen demographic groups, although that can be a mixed blessing if it means some 
individual volunteers are carrying a disproportionate load. 
 
The bad news is there were many reductions in contributions, as well: particularly in overall 
participation. Donor rates went down at least slightly for twenty groups. And volunteering 
participation rates decreased for every group there was adequate data on, and not by trivial 
amounts either. There were fourteen groups whose volunteer rate decreased by at least ten 
percent in relative terms, which represented losses of between three and twelve percentage points 
in absolute terms, from rates which were pretty low to begin with, in comparison with the other 
regions of Canada. 
 
As for the amounts, the total donations decreased from thirteen of the twenty-five groups there 
were full data for, most of them by ten percent or more – even by twenty percent or more, for 
nine groups. And the total hours decreased for eighteen groups – by at least ten percent for a 
dozen of these, and by twenty percent or more for five.  
 
Of course, one good way to track the overall levels of support for nonprofit organizations by any 
particular demographic is to look at the per capita averages, which includes everyone eligible to 
contribute in the age fifteen-and-older population (including those who chose not to). This not 
only takes their totals and participation rates into account, but it also compen-sates for any 
changes in population. Table 6.5 below does this for both volunteering and donating for all the 
major demographic groups that the main NSGVP reports track, and it also shows how much 
these averages had changed since the first survey was conducted, and the rankings for which 
groups showed the best (1) or worst  relative changes. 
 
The best changes for volunteering in both absolute and relative terms was from those with a 
gross household income of under twenty thousand (up 10.6 hours, or 47%). For donating, that  
15 to 24 year-old bracket actually showed the best relative improvement (up $10, or 55%). (But 
the biggest increase in absolute terms was from males: up $18, although just to $96.) 
 
For the demographic groups with adequate data, the worst changes in relative terms for 
volunteering was from the 25 to 34 year-old bracket for volunteering (down 12 hours, or 39%). 
In absolute terms, the biggest decline was from those with a university degree (down 35.6 hours, 
or -22.6%). For donating, the greatest decrease in both relative and absolute terms was from part-
time workers (down $71%), although the 1997 level from this demographic seems relatively high 
($227), in retrospect. Indeed, several of the larger changes reflected here may be artifacts of low 
sample sizes, which could have overestimated the baseline levels in 1997 or underestimated their 
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subsequent levels in 2000. All the figures with an asterisk beside them must be treated with 
caution (and thus all the rankings, as well). 
 

Table 6.5: Average hours and dollars contributed to nonprofits in 2000 by major demographic 
groups in Québec, per capita, and how much that had changed from the 1997 levels 

 Ave. volunteering per capita Ave. donations per capita 

Personal Characteristic 
Ann. Hrs. 

in 2000 
Change 

from 1997
Rank rel. 
change 

Donations 
in 2000 ($)

Change 
from 1997 

Rank rel. 
change 

Total Regional 30.3 -8% - 87 -9% - 

Age 15–24 24.9* -19%* 12 29* 55%* 1 
Bracket 25–34 18.4 -39% 22 63* 28%* 2 
 35–44 29.3 7% 5 84 -45% 24 
 45–54 27.0 -31% 19 113 1% 10 
 55–64 42.5 ... ... 123 -4% 13 
 65 and older 45.2 ... ... 118 6% 7 
Sex Male 34.0 -7% 7 96 23% 3 
 Female 26.9 -10% 8 78 -31% 20 
Marital  Married/common-law 31.9 -4% 6 89 -6% 14 
Status Single 25.4 -32% 20 68* -34%* 21 
 Widowed 27.7* ... ... 128 15% 4 
 Separated or divorced 37.6* ... ... ... ... ... 
Education  Less than high school 22.3* 13%* 2 52 -8% 15 
Level High school diploma 27.2* -27%* 17 59 -13% 17 
 Some college 36.0* -24%* 14 54* -20%* 18 

 Post-sec. diploma or 
some university13 36.0 11% 3 80 12% 5 

 University degree 35.6 -39% 21 203 -38% 22 
Labour  Employed 24.8 -23% 13 92 -22% 19 
Force Full-time 22.1 -28% 18 98 5% 8 
Status Part-time 34.7* -11%* 9 67* -71%* 25 
 Unemployed 42.6* ... ... ... ... ... 
 Not in labour force 38.8 11% 4 79 9% 6 
Household  Less than $20,000 33.2 47% 1 41* -8%* 16 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 28.5 -26% 16 69 0% 11 
Level $40,000–$59,999 28.7 -18% 11 68 0% 12 
 $60,000–$79,999 33.9* -12%* 10 105 2% 9 
 $80,000 or more 30.2 -25% 15 200 -43% 23 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 
* means the figure should be treated with caution because the sample size was quite small 
... means the data from either 1997 or 2000 had to be suppressed due to sample size limitations, so the 

changes could not be calculated. They are not included in the rankings for the best to worst changes. 
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6.3 Where all the Contributions Went 
 
As noted, there were nearly 1.7 million engagements between Québec’s 1.1 million individual 
volunteers and the particular agencies they helped out in 2000 (for the equivalent of over ninety 
thousand full-time jobs), and over 10 million link-ups between the region’s 4.4 million donors 
and all the individual agencies they gave over half a billion dollars to. So, where did all these 
contributions go – that is, to which types of nonprofit organizations? 
 
We’ll start by seeing the actual totals on the main measures of both volunteering and donating 
shown side by side for each subsector for your convenience (Table 6.6), along with the relative 
rankings for each, and then consider some of the implications of how a given subsectors’ shares 
of those totals can diverge fairly markedly (Table 6.7). 

Table 6.6: Total volunteer engagements, volunteers hours, and total number and value of donations 
for each type of nonprofit supported by Quebecers in 2000 

 
ICNPO Type  

Volunteer 
Engagements 

Volunteer  
Hours 

No. of Donors  
supporting each 

Amount of 
Donations 

(defined in Appendix 1) No. Rank No. Rank No. Rank No. ($) Rank
Arts & Rec. (incl. Sports) 423,969 2 51,362,024 2 728,782 6 30,805,347 5 
Education & Research 141,358 5 7,255,332 6 842,972 5 20,767,457 6 
Health 163,323 3 14,693,104 4 2,469,409 1 111,335,142 2 
Social Services 450,329 1 51,965,497 1 2,253,803 2 82,745,654 3 
Environment 39,703 8 3,014,594 9 87,594 9 3,193,410 10 
Housing & Development 140,981 6 14,263,884 5 86,346 10 3,134,357 11 
Law, Advocacy & Politics 45,611 7 5,396,706 7 79,688 11 4,043,140 9 
Foundations & Vol. Ctrs. 34,296 9 3,141,604 8 1,076,564 4 71,323,607 4 
International 14,149 11 2,977,310 10 237,111 7 15,793,998 7 
Religion 155,493 4 21,846,433 3 2,042,740 3 165,089,211 1 
Biz., Prof. assoc., Unions 28,616 10 2,164,276 11 20,676 12 1,734,186 12 
Other / NEC 12,518 12 1,263,048 12 89,723 8 5,717,087 8 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
 
Religious groups got the largest share of the value of Québec’s total donations. They received 
nearly one-third (32%) of Quebecers’ total donations – compared to nearly half or even two-
thirds of the total donations in some other regions. Religious organizations only received 12% of 
the total hours Quebecers volunteered, however (comparable to some other regions). In contrast, 
the two greatest recipients of the volunteer contributions – Social Services, and Arts, Recreation, 
& Sports, combined – each received over a quarter of the hours, but only about ten percent of the 
total amount of donations, between them, even though the former were also supported by over 
half of the region’s donors. Health organizations also received a sizeable portion (15%) of the 
region’s financial contributions, and a comparable share (14%) of the actual number of volunteer 
positions that were filled in the region, but only about half as much (8%) in the total time 
received from them.  
 
All the remaining types received relatively modest shares of time, money, and/or volunteer or 
donor support – sometimes just one or two percent of each. 
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Table 6.7: Relative shares of both volunteer engagements and hours, and of donors and donations, 
for each type of nonprofit supported by Quebecers in 2000 (in %) 

  
ICNPO Type  
(defined in Appendix 1) 

Share of region’s 
Volunteer 

Engagements 

Share of region’s 
Volunteer  

Hours 

% of region’s 
Donors giving  
to each type 

Share of  
Value of 

Donations 
1 Arts & Rec. (incl. Sports) 25.7 28.6 16.6 6.0 
2 Education & Research 8.6 4.0 19.2 4.0 
3 Health 9.9 8.2 56.1 21.6 
4 Social Services 27.3 29.0 51.2 16.0 
5 Environment 2.4 1.7 2.0 0.6 
6 Housing & Development 8.5 8.0 2.0 0.6 
7 Law, Advocacy & Politics 2.8 3.0 1.8 0.8 
8 Foundations & Vol. Ctrs. 2.1 1.8 24.5 13.8 
9 International 0.9 1.7 5.4 3.1 

10 Religion 9.4 12.2 46.4 32.0 
11 Biz., Prof. assoc., Unions 1.7 1.2 0.5 0.3 
12 Other/Not Elsewhere Class. 0.8 0.7 2.0 1.1 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
 
Some types of nonprofit organizations evidently do much better than others when it comes to 
drawing volunteer or donor support from the citizenry. But often it’s not for want of trying: some 
types have a much higher proportion of actual supporters than the total amounts of voluntary or 
monetary support they receive from them let on. That’s particularly apparent in the case of 
Health organizations, which drew support from well over half of the region’s donors, but only 
received a little over one-fifth of their total dollars. 
 
If we consider those gulfs between a given subsector’s shares of the volunteers or donors it has 
active relationships with, on the one hand, and the total amount of time or money it receives 
from them, on the other, and we try to quantify some of their implications from an administrative 
point of view, we might come up with the following. Table 6.8 below presents some new-fangled 
measures to attempt to standardize the administrative burdens the different types of nonprofit 
organizations may be facing as the result of the different average contributions they receive per 
volunteer or donor, considered in proportion to their total volunteer or donor base.  
 
In its first data column, it shows that some subsectors (those which had the highest averages per 
volunteer) are in something of a “surplus” position with respect to the hypothetical scenario in 
which every type of organization received the same share of hours from its volunteers as it did 
volunteers filling positions – that is, where they would all receive the same regional average 
(which would be 109 hours per posting, here in Québec). Arts and Recreation, Social Services, 
Advocacy, Religious, and especially International organizations all received proportionally more 
hours than they would if their volunteers hadn’t been ‘punching above their weight’ in terms of 
their average contributions: between 6% and 48% more hours. As a result, these types had 
between nine and over ninety percent less of a burden from a human resources management 
point of view (the second data column) than the hypothetical norm, in that they had relatively 
fewer volunteers to have to recruit, screen, train, coordinate, and supervise to get the same net 
contributions of hours, because their volunteers put in so much more time, each. 
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In contrast, some types (particularly Health, Business or Professional associations or Unions, and 
especially Education and Research) had so many warm bodies passing through their doors 
putting in relatively little time, each, that they received up to 112% fewer hours than they might 
have if their volunteers’ hours matched their numbers, and they had to work up to 53% harder to 
process and coordinate them all. 

Table 6.8: Relative magnitudes of the disparities between the shares of the volunteer engagements 
and hours volunteered, and of the number of donor engagements and amount of 
donations, for each type nonprofit supported by Quebecers in 2000 (in %) 

  
 
 
 
 
ICNPO Type  
(defined in Appendix 1) 

Relative deficit or 
surplus in no. of 
volunteer hours 

(the point gap b/w 
the hours and 

engagements as a % 
of the share of hrs) 

Relative HRM 
boon or burden 

given the average 
contribution 

(that point gap as a 
% of the share of 

engagements) 

Relative deficit or 
surplus in amount 

of donations  
(the point gap b/w 
the shares of no. & 

amount of donations 
as a % of the latter) 

Relative admin. 
boon or burden in 

processing the 
average donation 

(that pt gap as a % of 
the share of the no. 
of donor engmnts.) 

1 Arts & Rec. (incl. Sports) 10 11 -22 -18 
2 Education & Research -112 -53 -109 -52 
3 Health -21 -17 -14 -12 
4 Social Services 6 6 -40 -29 
5 Environment -43 -30 -41 -29 
6 Housing & Development -7 -7 -42 -29 
7 Law, Advocacy & Politics 8 9 -1 -1 
8 Foundations & Vol. Ctrs. -19 -16 22 29 
9 International 48 94 23 29 

10 Religion 23 29 36 57 
11 Biz., Prof. assoc., Unions -44 -30 39 63 
12 Other/Not Elsewhere Class. -8 -7 19 24 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
 
Similarly, with regard to the donations, only some types were in a surplus position: ‘Other’; 
Foundations or Volunteer Centres; International; Religious, and the work-related associations. 
These types received between one-fifth and two-fifths more in the amount of donations from 
Quebecers than their sheer number of engagements with individual donors might seem to 
warrant. As a result, it was up to 63% percent easier on them from an administrative point of 
view in terms of the amount of paperwork and acknowledgements they had to do, compared to if 
all organizations had received the same average contributions (which would be $51 per donor). 
 
The remaining types of nonprofits received relatively large numbers of relatively tiny donations 
from their supporters, which left them with a fifth, two-fifths, or even over a hundred percent 
less than the value of what they might have ended up with, and which made them as much as 
52% less efficient than they would have been, had their average donations all been equal to that 
regional average. 

Finally, the average volunteer or donor contributions for each type which are implicit in those 
comparisons are shown here in  Table 6.9 and Table 6.10 on both a per contributor basis (among 
those who actually gave their time or money to nonprofits), and a per capita basis (among the 
entire eligible population over the age of fifteen), for the twelve main types. 
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Table 6.9: Average hours per volunteer posting and per capita by Quebecers for each type of 
nonprofit organization in 2000 

  
 
ICNPO Type  
(defined in Appendix 1) 

Average 
annual hours 
per volunteer 

placement 

Rank 
among 
12 sub-
sectors 

Rank 
among the 

five 
regions 

Average annual 
hours per capita 

(among the eligible 
15+ population) 

Rank 
among  
12 sub-
sectors 

Rank 
among the 

five 
regions 

1 Arts & Rec. (incl. Sports) 121 3 3 8.6 2 5 
2 Education & Research 51 12 5 1.2 6 5 
3 Health 90 9 2 2.5 4 5 
4 Social Services 115 5 3 8.7 1 4 
5 Environment 76 10 3 0.5 9 5 
6 Housing & Development 101 6 4 2.4 5 3 
7 Law, Advocacy & Politics 118 4 4 0.9 7 5 
8 Foundations & Vol. Ctrs. 92 8 1 0.5 8 2 
9 International 210 1 2 0.5 10 2 

10 Religion 140 2 1 3.7 3 5 
11 Biz., Prof. assoc., Unions 76 11 5 0.4 11 5 
12 Other/Not Else. Class. 101 7 4 0.2 12 5 

Subtotals 109, for individual types 
from a single individual 2 30.2, but for all the types 

they help, combined 5 

Sources: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

Table 6.10: Average amount per donation and average donation per capita which Quebecers gave 
to each type of nonprofit organization in 2000 

  
 
ICNPO Type  
(defined in Appendix 1) 

Average 
donation to 
individual 

agencies per 
subsector ($)

Rank 
among 
12 sub-
sectors 

Rank 
among the 

five 
regions 

Average annual 
donation per 

capita (among the 
eligible 15+ 

population, in $) 

Rank 
among  
12 sub-
sectors 

Rank 
among the 

five 
regions 

1 Arts & Rec. (incl. Sports) 42 8 4 5.18 5 4 
2 Education & Research 25 12 4 3.49 6 5 
3 Health 45 7 4 18.72 2 5 
4 Social Services 37 9 4 13.91 3 5 
5 Environment 36 10 4 0.54 10 5 
6 Housing & Development 36 11 4 0.53 11 4 
7 Law, Advocacy & Politics 51 6 3 0.68 9 5 
8 Foundations & Vol. Ctrs. 66 4 5 11.99 4 4 
9 International 67 3 5 2.66 7 5 

10 Religion 81 2 5 27.76 1 5 
11 Biz., Prof. assoc., Unions 84 1 3 0.29 12 3 
12 Other/Not Else. Class. 64 5 3 0.96 8 3 

Subtotals $51, for individual types 
from a single individual 5 $87, but for all the types they 

give to, combined 5 

 
With regard to volunteering, two or three types were more favoured in Québec, with respect to 
the average contributions. International and Religious organizations received above average 
annual commitments from their volunteers in Québec. The average for the International 
organizations (210 annual hours per volunteer engagement) was the highest for all the subsectors 
in Québec, and the second-highest for that type compared to the other regions of Canada (it was 
a little higher in B.C., at 219 hours). And even though Religious organizations were supported by 
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a smaller percentage of volunteers in Québec and netted a smaller share of this region’s total 
hours in comparison to how they did in the other regions of Canada, they actually received the 
highest average contributions among those who did volunteer for them, in Québec (140 hours, 
compared to 130 hours in the second-highest region, the Atlantic, and 118 hours in Canada as a 
whole). Finally, the average per volunteer serving with the philanthropic intermediaries such as 
Foundations & Volunteer Centres like Centraide received the highest averages in Québec in 
comparison with the other regions of Canada (but slightly below average contributions in 
comparison with the other subsectors within Québec.) 
 
A couple of types also ended up with the lowest averages per volunteer position filled that year, 
compared to both all the other subsectors in Québec, and to what these same types received in 
the other regions of Canada. These were the Business or Professional associations or Unions, and 
Education & Research organizations (which includes schools). Québec’s values for these two 
types were 76 and 51 hours, compared to averages of 97 and 84 for Canada as a whole. It’s a bit 
surprising that the business and professional associations didn’t do better in Québec, though, 
considering the importance of the social economy in this province. 
 
Of course, there were some types such as International organizations which received many hours 
from those who actually volunteered for them, but they had so few volunteers altogether that 
they received very little on a per capita basis. Only two types received at least five hours of 
volunteer service over the year from the entire eligible population in Québec: Social Services 
(8.7), and Arts, Recreation & Sports (8.6). A few types had per capita averages of between two 
and four hours per year from all Quebecers age fifteen and up, and seven types only received 
about an hour or less. In comparison with the other regions, Québec’s per capita averages were in 
last place for most types, except for Social Services (fourth place); Housing & Development 
(third); and two where they were in second place – International, and Foundations or Volunteer 
Centres. 
 
Regarding donations, paradoxically, it was that Business or Professional associations and Unions 
category which received the highest average donations in Québec (even though they received the 
second lowest average volunteer hours here). They didn’t receive as much from Québec’s donors 
($84) as they did from some other regions of Canada, though (it was more than double or even 
triple that amount in Ontario and the Prairies). Religious organizations garnered the second 
highest donations from Québec ($81), but, again, that was just a fraction of what they received 
from the other regions of Canada (the national average was $310). Similarly for the next two 
types with the third and fourth highest average donations of all the subsectors in Québec: Inter-
national and Foundations & Volunteer Centres. Their donations, in the mid-sixties, were the 
lowest for those types in Canada. But the average donations for all the remaining types, although 
relatively low, were not the lowest in Canada. 
 
On a per capita basis, most types received under five dollars per person over the age of fifteen in 
Québec – or less than a dollar, for five types. The only ones in excess of that were Foundations 
or Volunteer Centres ($12), the Social Services ($14), Health ($19), and especially Religion 
($28). Compared to the other regions of Canada, these were the lowest average per capita 
donations for seven of the subsectors; the remaining types were in third or fourth place. 
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Finally, although this is certainly not as accurate, this data can also be presented at the 
organizational level, using the new figures set out in the National Survey of Nonprofit and 
Voluntary Organizations (Hall et al. 2004). (Table 6.11)  
 
These results should only be used for heuristic purposes, though, particularly on the donations 
side, for several reasons. First, the number of organizations tallied here applies to a different year 
(2003) than the contributions data applies to (2000). Second, there may be some governmental or 
quasi-governmental organizations such as schools, libraries, and museums which are not 
included in the organizational data but are implicit in the contributions data. Third, and most 
importantly, the averages presented here are premised on the assumption that all the 
contributions from this region only went to the organizations based in this region: a false 
assumption, particularly with regard to donations. (Many donations go to national organizations 
based in Ontario: especially for certain religious, health-oriented, and international development 
causes. Alternatively, donations from other provinces come here, as well.) 
 

Table 6.11: Number of organizations, donors, volunteers, and average amount donated and 
volunteered per organization, by type of nonprofit, Québec, 2000 

Type of nonprofit 
organization 

Number of 
nonprofit 

organizations

Ave. no. of vol. 
engagements 

per org. 

Ave. FTE vol. 
positions per 
organization 

Ave. no. of 
donors per 

organization 

Ave. annual 
donations per 

org. ($) 
Arts & Recreation 
(including Sports) 3,343 27 1.7 47 1,988 

Education & Research 678 85 2.3 509 12,541 
Health 445 82 3.8 1,235 55,668 
Social Services 1,599 67 4.0 334 12,260 
Environment  451 25 1.0 56 2,028 
Housing, Development 640 37 2.0 23 826 
Law, Advocacy, Politics 242 48 3.0 84 4,283 
Foundations, Vol. Ctrs. 976 8 0.4 249 16,525 
International 30 58 6.3 968 64,465 
Religion 3,421 30 2.2 389 31,428 
Biz., prof. assoc., Unions 678 9 0.4 7 560 
Other / N.E.C. 379 10 0.5 75 4,772 
Totals 12,882 36 2.0 216 11,132 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 for the 
contributions data and the National Survey of Nonprofit and Voluntary Organizations, 2003 for 
the number of incorporated nonprofit organizations of each type. Full-Time equivalence (FTE) 
is calculated at 40 hours per week times 48 weeks, to allow for statutory holidays and two weeks 
vacation. This table is (falsely) premised on the assumption that all and only the contributions 
from this region went only to the organizations based in this region. 
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For a point of comparison, those approximated results for Québec can be contrasted to the 
national results, presented in Table 6.12. 
 
Table 6.12: Number of organizations, donors, volunteers, and average amount donated and 

volunteered per organization, by type of nonprofit, Canada, 2000 

Type of nonprofit 
organization 

Number of 
nonprofit 

organizations

Ave. no. of vol. 
engagements 

per org. 

Ave. FTE vol. 
positions per 
organization 

Ave. no. of 
donors per 

organization 

Ave. annual 
donations per 

org. ($) 
Arts & Recreation 
(including Sports) 47,149 50 3.0 67 3,415 

Education & Research 8,726 152 6.7 521 17,423 
Health 6,074 209 8.3 2,158 158,598 
Social Services 19,005 105 5.9 482 26,463 
Environment  4,393 64 3.2 280 20,946 
Housing, Development 12,200 41 2.2 24 1,466 
Law, Advocacy, Politics 3,558 92 5.9 275 14,551 
Foundations, Vol. Ctrs. 15,877 14 0.4 219 22,847 
International 1,020 85 5.0 1,184 163,242 
Religion 30,597 47 2.9 255 79,001 
Biz., prof. assoc., Unions 8,418 27 1.4 9 1,232 
Other / N.E.C. 3,376 33 1.9 147 12,138 
Totals 160,377 63 3.4 284 30,795 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 for the 
contributions data and the National Survey of Nonprofit and Voluntary Organizations, 2003 for 
the number of incorporated nonprofit organizations of each type. Full-Time equivalence (FTE) 
is calculated at 40 hours per week times 48 weeks, to allow for statutory holidays and two weeks 
vacation. Organizations based in the Territories have been excluded from these national results.  
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6.4 Target Marketing Those Most Likely to Donate or Volunteer More 
 
Some demographic groups are statistically more likely to contribute more per person than others, 
so you may want to target them in volunteer recruitment or fundraising initiatives.  
 
Some of the ten most important traits in Québec in terms of the number of profiles or models 
they appear in, on the volunteering side, or their share of the total amount of donations from the 
region that they account for, on the donor’s side, are as follows. (Table 6.13) 
 

Table 6.13: Top ten distinguishing characteristics of above-the-national-median volunteers and 
donors in Québec 

Distinguishing characteristics of active volunteers, 1997 Which of the six models it is a dist. char. in 
Likely to belong to or participate in various types of civic 
organizations 

Important in every model but  
Small Urban, High Religiosity 

Likely engaged in various types of volunteering to help 
others on own, outside nonprofit organizations 

Rural & Small Urban,  
High Religiosity;  

Large Urban, Low Religiosity 

Likely participate in several types of social activities Rural & Large Urban, Low Relig; 
Small Urban, High Religiosity 

Unlikely to be Catholic Small & Large Urban, Hi Religiosity  
Likely feel they have control over most decisions affecting 
their everyday life Large Urban, both High & Low Religiosity 

Likely to have donated a lot to nonprofits or charities in the 
past year Rural & Small Urban, High Religiosity 

Likely to be satisfied with their life in general Rural & Large Urban, Low Religiosity 
Likely to have donated a lot to secular / non-religious 
organizations in past year 

Rural, Low Religiosity; 
Small Urban, High Religiosity 

Unlikely to be married or living common-law Large Urban, Low Religiosity 
Likely had experience in religious organizations as a youth Large Urban, High Religiosity 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 
and Reed and Selbee (2000) 

Characteristics of region’s 
ten most important larger 
donor groups in 2000, not 

including civic participation 

% who were 
larger (above 
nat’l median)

donors  

Average 
donation by 
those larger 
donors ($) 

Median 
donation by 
those larger 
donors ($) 

% of the  
region’s total 

donations they 
account for 

The % of 
region’s total 
15+ pop. they 

comprise 
Catholic 28.8 241 157 63.8 24.2 
Canadian ethnicity 27.6 263 150 55.0 18.9 
Not in the labour force 29.1 263 138 28.0 9.2 
Attends church weekly 50.2 341 160 26.9 7.2 
Professional occupation 46.9 302 200 24.7 7.1 
Does not attend church 17.9 293 170 18.9 5.9 
Other white-collar occupation 
besides prof. or mngmt. 23.7 221 144 17.1 6.7 

Attends church monthly 43.0 236 160 15.0 5.8 
French ethnicity 26.7 257 165 13.9 4.9 
Attends church 3-4 times/yr. 26.5 238 151 13.0 5.0 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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7 Appendices 

7.1 Appendix 1: The International Classification of Nonprofit Organizations 
(ICNPO) 

 
This categorization system was developed by the Center for Civil Society Studies of the Institute 
for Policy Studies at Johns Hopkins University for its Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project. It 
has now been applied to dozens of countries around the world. For some of its results, see 
www.jhu.edu/~cnp/compdata.html 
 
The ICNPO system groups organizations into the following twelve major activity groups, which 
are further subdivided into 24 sub-groups. The following summary of them is taken from a 
combination of the Microdata User Guide National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and 
Participating (by Statistics Canada, August 2001) and the Satellite Account of Nonprofit 
Institutions and Volunteering 1997-1999 (by Malika Hamdad, Sophie Joyal, and Catherine Van 
Rompaey, Statistics Canada, cat. no. 13-015-XIE, 2004), online at 
www.statcan.ca/english/freepub/13-015-XIE/13-015-XIE2004000.htm   
 

1) Culture and Recreation: includes organizations and activities in general and specialized 
fields of culture and recreation. Three sub-groups of organizations are included in this group: 
(1) culture and arts … (2) sports; and (3) other recreation and social clubs. [These are further 
broken down to organizations engaged in these activities]: 

Media and communications. Production and dissemination of information and communica-
tion; includes radio and TV stations; publishing of books, journals, newspapers and 
newsletters; film production; and libraries. 

Visual arts, architecture, ceramic art. Production, dissemination and display of visual arts and 
architecture; includes sculpture, photographic societies, painting, drawing, design centers 
and architectural associations. 

Performing arts. Performing arts centers, companies and associations; includes theatre, dance, 
ballet, opera, orchestras, chorals and music ensembles. 

Historical, literary and humanistic societies. Promotion and appreciation of the humanities, 
preservation of historical and cultural artefacts and commemoration of historical events; 
includes historical societies, poetry and literary societies, language associations, reading 
promotion, war memorials and commemorative funds and associations. 

Museums. General and specialized museums covering art, history, sciences, technology and 
culture. 

Zoos and aquariums. 
Sports. Provision of amateur sport, training, physical fitness and sport competition services 

and events; includes fitness and wellness centers. 
Recreation and social clubs. Provision of recreational facilities and services to individuals and 

communities; includes playground associations, country clubs, men's and women's clubs, 
touring clubs and leisure clubs. 

Service clubs. Membership organizations providing services to members and local 
communities, for example Lions, Zonta International, Rotary Club and Kiwanis. 

http://www.jhu.edu/~cnp/compdata.html
http://www.statcan.ca/english/freepub/13-015-XIE/13-015-XIE2004000.htm
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2) Education and Research: includes organizations and activities administering, providing, 
promoting, conducting, supporting and servicing education and research. Four sub-groups are 
contained in this group: (1) primary and secondary education organizations; (2) higher 
education organizations; (3) organizations involved in other education (i.e., adult/continuing 
education and vocational/technical schools); and 4) organizations involved in research (i.e., 
medical research, science and technology, and social sciences). [These are further broken 
down to organizations engaged in these activities]: 

Elementary, primary and secondary education. Education at elementary, primary and 
secondary levels; includes preschool organizations other than day care. 

Higher education. Higher learning, providing academic degrees; includes universities, 
business management schools, law schools, medical schools. 

Vocational/technical schools. Technical and vocational training specifically geared towards 
gaining employment; includes trade schools, paralegal training and secretarial schools. 

Adult/continuing education. Institutions engaged in providing education and training in 
addition to the formal educational system; includes schools of continuing studies, 
correspondence schools, night schools and sponsored literacy and reading programs. 

Medical research. Research in the medical field; includes research on specific diseases, 
disorders, or medical disciplines. 

Science and technology. Research in the physical and life sciences and engineering and 
technology. 

Social sciences, policy studies. Research and analysis in the social sciences and policy area. 

3) Health: includes organizations that engage in health-related activities, providing health care, 
both general and specialized services, administration of health care services, and health 
support services. Four sub-groups are included in this category: (1) hospitals and 
rehabilitation; (2) nursing homes; (3) mental health and crisis intervention; and (4) other 
health services (i.e., public health and wellness education, out-patient health treatment, 
rehabilitative medical services, and emergency medical services).…[which, in turn, include]: 

Hospitals. Primarily inpatient medical care and treatment. 
Rehabilitation. Inpatient health care and rehabilitative therapy to individuals suffering from 

physical impairments due to injury, genetic defect, or disease and requiring extensive 
physiotherapy or similar forms of care. 

Nursing homes. Inpatient convalescent care, residential care, as well as primary health care 
services; includes homes for the frail elderly and nursing homes for the severely 
handicapped. 

Psychiatric hospitals. Inpatient care and treatment for the mentally ill. 
Mental health treatment. Outpatient treatment for mentally ill patients; includes community 

mental health centers and halfway homes. 
Crisis intervention. Outpatient services and counsel in acute mental health situations; includes 

suicide prevention and support to victims of assault and abuse. 
Public health and wellness education. Public health promotion and health education; includes 

sanitation screening for potential health hazards, first aid training and services and family 
planning services. 
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Health treatment, primarily outpatient. Organizations that provide primarily outpatient health 
services e.g., health clinics and vaccination centers. 

Rehabilitative medical services. Outpatient therapeutic care; includes nature cure centers, 
yoga clinics and physical therapy centers. 

Emergency medical services. Services to persons in need of immediate care; includes 
ambulatory services and paramedical emergency care, shock/trauma programs, lifeline 
programs and ambulance services. 

4) Social Services: includes organizations and institutions providing human and social services 
to a community or target population. Three sub-groups are contained in this category: (1) 
social services (including organizations providing services for children, youth, families, the 
handicapped and the elderly, and self-help and other personal social services; (2) emergency 
and relief; and (3) income support and maintenance…[which, in turn, include]: 

Child welfare, child services and day care. Services to children, adoption services, child 
development centers, foster care; includes infant care centers and nurseries. 

Youth services and youth welfare. Services to youth; includes delinquency prevention 
services, teen pregnancy prevention, drop-out prevention, youth centers and clubs and job 
programs for youth; includes YMCA, YWCA, Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts and Big 
Brothers/Big Sisters. 

Family services. Services to families; includes family life/parent education, single parent 
agencies and services and family violence shelters and services. 

Services for the handicapped. Services for the handicapped; includes homes, other than 
nursing homes, transport facilities, recreation and other specialized services. 

Services for the elderly. Organizations providing geriatric care; includes in-home services, 
homemaker services, transport facilities, recreation, meal programs and other services 
geared towards senior citizens. (Does not include residential nursing homes.) 

Self-help and other personal social services. Programs and services for self-help and personal 
development; includes support groups, personal counselling and credit counselling/money 
management services. 

Disaster/emergency prevention and control. Organizations that work to prevent, predict, 
control and alleviate the effects of disasters, to educate or otherwise prepare individuals to 
cope with the effects of disasters, or to provide relief to disaster victims; includes volunteer 
fire departments, life boat services, etc. 

Temporary shelters. Organizations providing temporary shelters to the homeless; includes 
traveller’s aid and temporary housing. 

Refugee assistance. Organizations providing food, clothing, shelter and services to refugees 
and immigrants. 

Income support and maintenance. Organizations providing cash assistance and other forms of 
direct services to persons unable to maintain a livelihood. 

Material assistance. Organizations providing food, clothing, transport and other forms of 
assistance; includes food banks and clothing distribution centers. 
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5) Environment: includes organizations promoting and providing services in environmental 
conservation, pollution control and prevention, environmental education and health, and 
animal protection. Two sub-groups are included in this category: environment and animal 
protection…[which, in turn, include]: 

Pollution abatement and control. Organizations that promote clean air, clean water, reducing 
and preventing noise pollution, radiation control, treatment of hazardous wastes and toxic 
substances, solid waste management and recycling programs. 

Natural resources conservation and protection. Conservation and preservation of natural 
resources, including land, water, energy and plant resources for the general use and 
enjoyment of the public. 

Environmental beautification and open spaces. Botanical gardens, arboreta, horticultural 
programs and landscape services; organizations promoting anti-litter campaigns; programs 
to preserve the parks, green spaces and open spaces in urban or rural areas; and city and 
highway beautification programs. 

Animal protection and welfare. Animal protection and welfare services; includes animal 
shelters and humane societies. 

Wildlife preservation and protection. Wildlife preservation and protection; includes 
sanctuaries and refuges. 

Veterinary services. Animal hospitals and services providing care to farm and household 
animals and pets. 

6) Development and Housing: includes organizations promoting programs and providing 
services to help improve communities and promote the economic and social well-being of 
society. Three sub-groups are included in this category: (1) economic, social and community 
development (including community and neighbourhood organizations);  
(2) housing; and (3) employment and training…[which, in turn, include]: 

Community and neighbourhood organizations. Organizations working towards improving the 
quality of life within communities or neighbourhoods, e.g., squatters' associations, local 
development organizations, poor people's cooperatives. 

Economic development. Programs and services to improve economic infrastructure and 
capacity; includes building of infrastructure like roads; and financial services such as credit 
and savings associations, entrepreneurial programs, technical and managerial consulting 
and rural development assistance. 

Social development. Organizations working towards improving the institutional infrastructure 
and capacity to alleviate social problems and to improve general public well being. 

Housing associations. Development, construction, management, leasing, financing and 
rehabilitation of housing. 

Housing assistance. Organizations providing housing search, legal services and related 
assistance. 

Job training programs. Organizations providing and supporting apprenticeship programs, 
internships, on-the-job training and other training programs. 

Vocational counselling and guidance. Vocational training and guidance, career counselling, 
testing and related services. 
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Vocational rehabilitation and sheltered workshops. Organizations that promote self-
sufficiency and income generation through job training and employment. 

7) Law, Advocacy and Politics: includes organizations and groups that work to protect and 
promote civil and other rights, advocate the social and political interests of general or special 
constituencies, offer legal services and that promote public safety. Three sub-groups are 
contained in this category: (1) civic and advocacy organizations; (2) law and legal services; 
and (3) political organizations…[which, in turn, include]: 

Advocacy organizations. Organizations that protect the rights and promote the interests of 
specific groups of people, e.g., the physically handicapped, the elderly, children and 
women. 

Civil rights associations. Organizations that work to protect or preserve individual civil 
liberties and human rights. 

Ethnic associations. Organizations that promote the interests of, or provide services to, 
members belonging to a specific ethnic heritage. 

Civic associations. Programs and services to encourage and spread civic mindedness. 
Legal services. Legal services, advice and assistance in dispute resolution and court-related 

matters. 
Crime prevention and public policy. Crime prevention to promote safety and precautionary 

measures among citizens. 
Rehabilitation of offenders. Programs and services to reintegrate offenders; includes halfway 

houses, probation and parole programs, prison alternatives. 
Victim support. Services, counsel and advice to victims of crime. 
Consumer protection associations. Protection of consumer rights and the improvement of 

product control and quality. 
Political parties and organizations. Activities and services to support the placing of particular 

candidates into political office; includes dissemination of information, public relations and 
political fundraising. 

8) Philanthropic Intermediaries and Voluntarism: includes philanthropic organizations and 
organizations promoting charity and charitable activities including … 

Grant-making foundations. Private foundations; including corporate foundations, community 
foundations and independent public-law foundations. 

Volunteerism promotion and support . Organizations that recruit, train and place volunteers 
and promote volunteering. 

Fund-raising organizations. Federated, collective fundraising organizations; includes 
lotteries. 

9) International: includes organizations promoting cultural understanding between peoples of 
various countries and historical backgrounds and also those providing relief during 
emergencies and promoting development and welfare abroad. [Sub-groups include]: 
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Exchange/friendship/cultural programs. Programs and services designed to encourage mutual 
respect and friendship internationally. 

Development assistance associations. Programs and projects that promote social and 
economic development abroad. 

International disaster and relief organizations. Organizations that collect, channel and 
provide aid to other countries during times of disaster or emergency. 

International human rights and peace organizations. Organizations which promote and 
monitor human rights and peace internationally. 

10) Religion: organizations promoting religious beliefs and administering religious services and 
rituals; includes… 

Congregations. Churches, synagogues, temples, mosques, shrines, monasteries, seminaries 
and similar organizations promoting religious beliefs and administering religious services 
and rituals. 

Associations of congregations. Associations and auxiliaries of religious congregations and 
organizations supporting and promoting religious beliefs, services and rituals. 

11) Business and professional associations, Unions: includes organizations promoting, 
regulating and safeguarding business, professional and labour interests. [Includes]: 

Business associations. Organizations that work to promote, regulate and safeguard the 
interests of special branches of business, e.g., manufacturers’ association, farmers’ 
association, bankers’ association. 

Professional associations. Organizations promoting, regulating and protecting professional 
interests, e.g., bar association, medical association. 

Labour unions. Organizations that promote, protect and regulate the rights and interests of 
employees. 

12) Groups not elsewhere classified [N.E.C.] 

 
For more detail on how this system was developed or for further definitions of the sub-
categories, see “The International Classification of Nonprofit Organizations (ICNPO) Revision 
1.0,” (CNP-WP-19) a 1996 Working Paper by Lester M. Salamon and Helmut K. Anheier, 
online at www.jhu.edu/~ccss/pubs/pdf/icnpo.pdf 
 
 

http://www.jhu.edu/~ccss/pubs/pdf/icnpo.pdf
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7.2 Appendix 2: Detailed tables on the levels and changes in Volunteering 
among the demographic groups in Québec between 1997 and 2000 

 
Table 7.1: Volunteering by the major demographic groups in Québec, 1997 

Personal Characteristic 

Volunteer 
rate  

(in %) 

Total hours 
group 

volunteered 
(in millions)

Share of total 
hours 

volunteered 
(in %) 

Average  
annual 
Hours 

Median 
annual 
Hours 

Total Provincial 22 197.0 100.0 150 56 

Age 15–24 26 30.0 15.2 120 44 
 25–34 20 32.9 16.7 154 50 

 35–44 25 35.4 18.0 112 56 
 45–54 26 40.6 20.6 149 60 
 55–64 … … … … … 
 65 and older … … … … … 

Sex Male 23 106.5 54.1 163 62 
 Female 22 90.5 45.9 138 52 

Marital  Married or common-law 22 118.7 60.2 150 57 
Status Single 25 55.9 28.4 150 55 

 Widowed … … … … … 
 Separated or divorced … … … … … 

Education  Less than high school 15 40.3 20.4 133 47 
Level High school diploma 21 34.4 17.5 174 64 

 Some college 28 22.9 11.6 168 72 
 Post-secondary diploma 
or some university 23 58.7 29.8 139 54 

 University degree 36 40.7 20.7 161 64 
Labour  Employed 24 106.6 54.1 134 55 
Force       Full-time 22 82.6 41.9 137 54 
Status      Part-time 32 23.9 12.1 123 61 

 Unemployed … … … … … 
 Not in labour force 19 80.7 41.0 183 62 

Household  Less than $20,000 16 39.6 20.1 143 50 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 22 63.6 32.3 179 62 
Level $40,000–$59,999 25 44.5 22.6 138 60 

 $60,000–$79,999 28 23.2 11.8 137 60 
 $80,000 or more 29 26.0 13.2 140 64 
 Age 55 and up 17* 58.0* 29* 223*  

Separated, widowed, or divorced 17* 22.4* 11* 150*  
… means the sample size in the original sample was too small to express the results 
* means the numbers should be treated with caution, as they have been interpolated 
Source: Statistics Canada: National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 
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Table 7.2: Volunteering by the major demographic groups in Québec, 2000 

Personal Characteristic 

Volunteer 
rate  

(in %) 

Total hours 
volunteered 
(in millions)

Share of total 
hours (in %) 

Average 
Hours 

Median 
Hours 

Total Provincial 19 180.5 100.0 159 69 

Age 15–24 18 24.1* 13.4* 140* 60* 
 25–34 19 18.1 10.0 98 48 
 35–44 21 37.5 20.8 137 60 
 45–54 18 29.7 16.5 147 62 
 55–64 22 31.4 17.4 194 101 
 65 and older 16 39.7 22.0 283 144 

Sex Male 20 99.1 54.9 170 70 
 Female 18 81.4 45.1 148 68 

Marital  Married or common-law 20 117.8 65.3 156 73 
Status Single 17 40.0 22.2 150 60 

 Widowed  14* 7.7* 4.3* 204* 90* 
 Separated or divorced 19 15.0* 8.3* 193* 72* 

Education  Less than high school 14 38.9* 21.6* 159 58 
Level High school diploma 13 29.0* 16.1* 210 74 

 Some college 28 15.0* 8.3* 128* 80* 
 Post-secondary diploma 
or some university 21 62.0 34.3 170 80 

 University degree 27 35.6 19.7 132 72 
Labour  Employed 19 90.6 50.2 131 60 
Force       Full-time 19 63.8 35.3 118 56 
Status      Part-time 20 26.8* 14.8* 178* 96* 

 Unemployed … 12.1* 6.7* 132* 62* 
 Not in labour force 19 77.8 43.1 199* 84* 

Household  Less than $20,000 15 32.5 18.0 224 120 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 16 54.5 30.2 174 60 
Level $40,000–$59,999 18 40.4 22.4 163 80 

 $60,000–$79,999 25 29.2* 16.2* 138 50 
 $80,000 or more 28 23.8 13.2 110 72 
 Age 55 and up 19** 71.1** 39** 225**  

Separated, widowed, or divorced 17** 22.7** 13** 200**  

… means the sample size in the original sample was too small to express the results 
*  means the figure should be treated with caution because the sample size was quite small 
** means the numbers should be treated with caution, as they have been interpolated 

Source: Statistics Canada: National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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Table 7.3: Net changes in volunteering rates and hours for the major demographic groups 
in Québec in 2000 in comparison to 1997 

Personal Characteristic 

No. of %  
points the 

volunteer rate 
changed 

Net change in 
total hours 
volunteered 

(in thousands) 

% pts. they 
gained or lost 

as share of 
total hours 

Average  
Hours 

Median 
Hours 

Total Provincial -3 -16,474 0.0 9 13 

Age 15–24 -8 -5,911* -1.9* 20* 16* 
 25–34 -1 -14,837 -6.7 -56 -2 
 35–44 -4 2,137 2.8 25 4 
 45–54 -8 -10,925 -4.2 -2 2 
 55–64 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
 65 and older n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Sex Male -3 -7,387 0.8 7 8 
 Female -4 -9,087 -0.8 10 16 

Marital  Married or common-law -2 -859 5.0 6 16 
Status Single -8 -15,922 -6.2 0 5 

 Widowed n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
 Separated or divorced n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Education  Less than high school -1 -1,371* 1.1* 26 11 
Level High school diploma -8 -5,379* -1.4* 36 10 

 Some college 0 -7,863* -3.3* -40* 8* 
 Post-secondary diploma 
or some university -2 3,270 4.5 31 26 

 University degree -9 -5,131 -1.0 -29 8 
Labour  Employed -5 -15,953 -3.9 -3 5 
Force      Full-time -3 -18,822 -6.6 -19 2 
Status      Part-time -12 2,869* 2.7* 55* 35* 

 Unemployed n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
 Not in labour force 0 -2,892 2.1 16* 22* 

Household  Less than $20,000 -1 -7,076 -2.1 81 70 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 -6 -9,121 -2.1 -5 -2 
Level $40,000–$59,999 -7 -4,125 -0.2 25 20 

 $60,000–$79,999 -3 5,956* 4.4* 1 -10 
 $80,000 or more -1 -2,208 0.0 -30 8 

 Age 55 and up 2* 13,000** 10** 12**  
Separated, widowed, or divorced 0* 300** 1** 50**  

… means the sample size in the original sample was too small to express the results 
*  means the figure should be treated with caution because the sample size was quite small 
** means the numbers should be treated with caution, as they have been interpolated 

Source: Statistics Canada: National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 
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Table 7.4: Changes in the number of people volunteering for nonprofit organizations among the 
major demographic groups in Québec between 1997 and 2000 

Personal Characteristic 

1997 age-15+ 
volunteer pop. 

(in '000s) 

2000 age-15+ 
volunteer pop. 

(in '000s) 

Absolute 
change 

(in '000s) 

Relative  
change  

Total Regional 1,313 1,135 -177.9 -14% 
Age 15–24 250 172 -77.9 -31% 
Bracket 25–34 214 185 -29.2 -14% 
 35–44 316 274 -42.0 -13% 
 45–54 273 202 -70.6 -26% 
 55–64 n/a 162 n/a n/a 
 65 and older n/a 140 n/a n/a 
Sex Male 653 583 -70.4 -11% 
 Female 656 550 -105.7 -16% 
Marital 
Status 

Married or  
common-law 791 755 -35.9 -5% 

 Single 373 267 -106.1 -28% 
 Widowed n/a 38 n/a n/a 
 Separated or divorced n/a 78 n/a n/a 
Education  Less than high school 302 245 -57.5 -19% 
Level High school diploma 197 138 -59.4 -30% 
 Some college 136 117 -18.5 -14% 
 Post-secondary diploma 

or some university 424 365 -59.7 -14% 

 University degree 253 270 16.3 6% 
Labour  Employed 795 692 -103.6 -13% 
Force Full-time 603 541 -62.4 -10% 
Status Part-time 195 151 -44.0 -23% 
 Unemployed n/a 92 n/a n/a 
 Not in labour force 441 391 -50.0 -11% 
Household  Less than $20,000 277 145 -131.7 -48% 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 355 313 -42.2 -12% 
Level $40,000–$59,999 323 248 -74.8 -23% 
 $60,000–$79,999 170 212 41.9 25% 
 $80,000 or more 186 216 30.6 16% 
 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 

For the corresponding changes in the total eligible populations, or a cross-tabulation of the population’s 
years of birth with the age-brackets used in these analyses and the popular names of the various generations, 
see Table 7.48 and Table 7.27 in the Appendices, on pages 187 and 160,  respectively.
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Table 7.5: Average hours volunteered annually by each major demographic group in Québec in 1997 and 2000, per capita, absolute and 
relative changes between those levels, and rankings for each demographic on those values and changes 

 Ave. hours per capita Changes Rankings for largest (1) to smallest change or value 
Personal Characteristic 1997 2000 Absolute Relative 1997 (/22) 2000 (/27) Abs.ch.(/22) Rel.ch.(/22)

Total Regional 33.2 30.3 -2.8 -8% n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Age 15–24 30.8 24.9 -5.9 -19% 16 23 11 12 
Bracket 25–34 30.2 18.4 -11.8 -39% 18 27 20 22 
 35–44 27.3 29.3 2.0 7% 20 15 5 5 
 45–54 39.0 27.0 -12.0 -31% 5 20 21 19 
 55–64 ... 42.5 ... ... ... 3 ... ... 
 65 and older ... 45.2 ... ... ... 1 ... ... 
Sex Male 36.6 34.0 -2.7 -7% 10 10 7 7 
 Female 29.8 26.9 -3.0 -10% 19 21 8 8 
Marital  Married or common-law 33.4 31.9 -1.5 -4% 13 13 6 6 
Status Single 37.2 25.4 -11.8 -32% 8 22 19 20 
 Widowed ... 27.7 ... ... ... 18 ... ... 
 Separated or divorced ... 37.6 ... ... ... 5 ... ... 
Education  Less than high school 19.9 22.3 2.5 13% 22 25 4 2 
Level High school diploma 37.1 27.2 -10.0 -27% 9 19 16 17 
 Some college 47.5 36.0 -11.4 -24% 2 6 18 14 

 Post-secondary diploma 
or some university 32.5 36.0 3.5 11% 14 7 3 3 

 University degree 58.2 35.6 -22.6 -39% 1 8 22 21 
Labour  Employed 32.2 24.8 -7.4 -23% 15 24 13 13 
Force Full-time 30.6 22.1 -8.5 -28% 17 26 14 18 
Status Part-time 39.2 34.7 -4.5 -11% 4 9 10 9 
 Unemployed ... 42.6 ... ... ... 2 ... ... 
 Not in labour force 35.0 38.8 3.7 11% 11 4 2 4 
Household  Less than $20,000 22.6 33.2 10.6 47% 21 12 1 1 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 38.3 28.5 -9.8 -26% 7 17 15 16 
Level $40,000–$59,999 34.8 28.7 -6.1 -18% 12 16 12 11 
 $60,000–$79,999 38.4 33.9 -4.5 -12% 6 11 9 10 
 $80,000 or more 40.3 30.2 -10.1 -25% 3 14 17 15 

Source: Statistics Canada, NSGVP, 1997 and 2000.    ‘…’ means sample size was too small to express the value. 
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7.3 Appendix 3: Regional comparisons on the changes in the total, average, and per capita amounts of overall 
volunteering for nonprofit organizations between 1997 and 2000 

 
 

Contains: 
 
 

Table 7.6: Relative changes in the total hours volunteered by the major demographic groups in each region in 
2000 in comparison to 1997 and inter-regional rankings on the magnitude of those changes 
 
Table 7.7: Average annual hours contributed by the volunteers in the major demographic groups in each region in 
2000 
 
Table 7.8: Average annual hours volunteered by the major demographic groups in each region in 2000, per capita 
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Table 7.6: Relative changes in the total hours volunteered by the major demographic groups in each region in 2000 in comparison to 1997 
and inter-regional rankings on the magnitude of those changes 

 Relative change in each region (in %) Rankings for best (1) to worst (5) change 
Personal Characteristic Atlantic Québec Ontario Prairies. B.C. Atl. QC ON Pr. B.C. 

Age 15–24 30.3 -19.7 -15.3 19.2 -8.2 1 5 4 2 3 
Bracket 25–34 -33.5 -45.0 -14.7 0.9 -38.1 3 5 2 1 4 
 35–44 1.0 6.0 -8.5 -6.7 -39.9 2 1 4 3 5 
 45–54 28.3 -26.9 -3.4 -17.7 4.5 1 5 3 4 2 
 55–64 86.5 ... 1.3 -9.2 ... 1 ... 2 3 ... 
 65 and older 24.4 ... 4.6 28.6 -4.4 2 ... 3 1 4 
Sex Male 7.6 -6.9 -10.8 9.6 -24.2 2 3 4 1 5 
 Female 26.5 -10.0 -2.7 -9.2 -8.3 1 5 2 4 3 
Marital  Married or common-law 20.9 -0.7 -3.3 -10.2 -11.2 1 2 3 4 5 
Status Single 9.1 -28.5 -22.0 40.8 -27.8 2 5 3 1 4 
 Widowed 28.6 ... ... -9.9 ... 1 ... ... 2 ... 
 Separated or divorced -8.6 ... -7.0 -0.2 ... 3 ... 2 1 ... 
Education  Less than high school 27.0 -3.4 -1.5 -7.5 7.4 1 4 3 5 2 
Level High school diploma 29.2 -15.6 -43.8 9.3 -32.7 1 3 5 2 4 
 Some college 17.1 -34.4 -1.1 11.6 5.8 1 5 4 2 3 

 Post-secondary diploma 
or some university -3.9 5.6 -11.9 -1.8 -28.1 3 1 4 2 5 

 University degree 33.8 -12.6 35.2 -6.4 -11.9 2 5 1 3 4 
Labour  Employed 10.5 -15.0 4.3 -5.9 -20.7 1 4 2 3 5 
Force Full-time 13.3 -22.8 12.0 -2.0 -21.3 1 5 2 3 4 
Status Part-time 1.2 12.0 -13.7 -17.1 -19.4 2 1 3 4 5 
 Unemployed -10.3 ... -50.7 46.5 ... 2 ... 3 1 ... 
 Not in labour force 32.0 -3.6 -19.2 8.8 -12.3 1 3 5 2 4 
Household  Less than $20,000 -36.8 -17.9 -59.1 -32.3 -30.7 4 1 5 3 2 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 5.7 -14.3 -5.8 -10.3 -28.5 1 4 2 3 5 
Level $40,000–$59,999 32.0 -9.3 -17.4 -0.9 -39.0 1 3 4 2 5 
 $60,000–$79,999 41.8 25.6 -4.4 13.0 -21.2 1 2 4 3 5 
 $80,000 or more 76.7 -8.5 35.3 22.6 68.6 1 5 3 4 2 
  Number of demographic groups with the best changes among the five regions  (/27) 16 4 1 6 0 
 Number of demographic groups with the worst changes among the five regions (/22) 0 9 3 1 9 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 
… means the sample sizes were too small in at least one year to express the original values the changes are based on; they are not included in the rankings, either 
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Table 7.7: Average annual hours contributed by the volunteers in the major demographic groups in each region in 2000 
 Average hours from volunteers in each region  Rankings for highest (1) to lowest (5)  
Personal Characteristic Atlantic Québec Ontario Prairies B.C. Atl. QC ON Pr. B.C. 

 Total Regional 192 159 165 142 169 1 4 3 5 2 
Age 15–24 159 140 150 111 86 1 3 2 4 5 
Bracket 25–34 123 98 149 126 145 4 5 1 3 2 
 35–44 192 137 163 143 135 1 4 2 3 5 
 45–54 205 147 151 138 189 1 4 3 5 2 
 55–64 234 194 157 156 230 1 3 4 5 2 
 65 and older 270 283 261 230 351 3 2 4 5 1 
Sex Male 205 170 172 155 165 1 3 2 5 4 
 Female 181 148 160 131 171 1 4 3 5 2 
Marital  Married or common-law 202 156 165 141 193 1 4 3 5 2 
Status Single 163 150 136 138 100 1 2 4 3 5 
 Widowed 249 204 320 218 … 2 4 1 3 … 
 Separated or divorced 165 193 192 131 231 4 2 3 5 1 
Education  Less than high school 170 159 154 139 159 1 2 4 5 2 
Level High school diploma 216 210 135 131 132 1 2 3 5 4 
 Some college 230 128 187 145 212 1 5 3 4 2 

 Post-secondary diploma 
or some university 170 170 174 140 180 4 3 2 5 1 

 University degree 219 132 176 158 161 1 5 2 4 3 
Labour  Employed 177 131 157 133 148 1 5 2 4 3 
Force Full-time 177 118 155 135 147 1 5 2 4 3 
Status Part-time 177 178 164 127 151 2 1 3 5 4 
 Unemployed 137 132 106 183 … 2 3 4 1 … 
 Not in labour force 230 199 193 163 200 1 3 4 5 2 
Household  Less than $20,000 186 224 201 199 212 5 1 3 4 2 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 207 174 193 152 181 1 4 2 5 3 
Level $40,000–$59,999 191 163 158 144 187 1 3 4 5 2 
 $60,000–$79,999 190 138 166 148 140 1 5 2 3 4 
 $80,000 or more 177 110 152 117 152 1 5 2 4 2 
  No. of demographic groups with the highest averages among the five regions (of 27) 19 2 2 1 3 
 No. of demographic groups with the lowest averages among the five regions (of 25) 1 7 0 14 3 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
… means the sample sizes were too small in at least one year to express the values; they are not included in the rankings or the tallies for the worst ranked 
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Table 7.8: Average annual hours volunteered by the major demographic groups in each region in 2000, per capita 
 Annual hours averaged over whole eligible 15+ pop./region Rankings for highest (1) to lowest (5)  
Personal Characteristic Atlantic Québec Ontario Prairies B.C. Atl. QC ON Pr. B.C. 

Age 15–24 54.9 24.9 41.7 48.8 24.7 1 4 3 2 5 
Bracket 25–34 33.5 18.4 29.0 44.8 39.4 3 5 4 1 2 
 35–44 67.8 29.3 46.8 63.7 36.8 1 5 3 2 4 
 45–54 74.9 27.0 46.6 58.6 59.8 1 5 4 3 2 
 55–64 84.8 42.5 44.0 57.5 55.4 1 5 4 2 3 
 65 and older 54.0 45.2 45.7 61.9 51.6 2 5 4 1 3 
Sex Male 59.5 34.0 40.5 57.3 37.9 1 5 3 2 4 
 Female 62.5 26.9 43.8 54.2 49.8 1 5 4 2 3 
Marital  Married or common-law 68.5 31.9 45.3 56.9 51.6 1 5 4 2 3 
Status Single 49.6 25.4 32.3 54.3 27.4 2 5 3 1 4 
 Widowed 44.2 27.7 … 58.8 … 2 3 … 1 … 
 Separated or divorced 49.9 37.6 45.8 47.7 50.7 2 5 4 3 1 
Education  Less than high school 37.1 22.3 27.1 36.5 30.0 1 5 4 2 3 
Level High school diploma 70.3 27.2 29.2 47.7 25.8 1 4 3 2 5 
 Some college 72.8 36.0 41.3 72.9 60.8 2 5 4 1 3 

 Post-secondary diploma 
or some university 58.0 36.0 50.6 57.7 49.7 1 5 3 2 4 

 University degree 114.9 35.6 66.7 87.7 64.5 1 5 3 2 4 
Labour  Employed 61.2 24.8 42.8 53.8 42.4 1 5 3 2 4 
Force Full-time 58.6 22.1 39.2 52.0 41.5 1 5 4 2 3 
Status Part-time 73.4 34.7 59.3 61.4 45.2 1 5 3 2 4 
 Unemployed 49.6 42.6 24.6 70.5 … 2 3 4 1 … 
 Not in labour force 62.7 38.8 42.8 58.7 44.7 1 5 4 2 3 
Household  Less than $20,000 36.6 33.2 26.7 44.9 40.8 3 4 5 1 2 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 58.9 28.5 37.8 48.6 32.8 1 5 3 2 4 
Level $40,000–$59,999 64.8 28.7 40.5 54.2 44.8 1 5 4 2 3 
 $60,000–$79,999 68.8 33.9 45.5 65.3 42.0 1 5 3 2 4 
 $80,000 or more 83.5 30.2 50.6 63.9 59.8 1 5 4 2 3 
  No. of demographic groups with the highest averages among the five regions (of 27) 19 0 0 7 1 
 No. of demographic groups with the lowest averages among the five regions (of 25) 0 22 1 0 2 
 Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
…  means the sample sizes were too small in at least one year to express the values; they are not included in the rankings or the tallies for the worst ranked  
Due to the rounding of the total hours, some of QC's, BC's and even ON's values could differ by at most 0.2 hours, but this does not affect any of the rankings 
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7.4 Appendix 4: Regional comparisons on the extent of volunteering for the fourteen different types of nonprofit 
organizations in 2000 

 
 

Table 7.9: Comparisons of standardized measures of volunteering for the different types of nonprofits by region, 2000 

 Regional Hours and Events Volunteered by Type of nonprofit organization Rankings among Regions (read vertically) 
 
 
Region 

Ave. hours 
per 

volunteer 

Median hrs. 
per 

volunteer 

Volunteer 
Rate 

   (for  eligible

Ave. hrs. 
per capita 

 15+ pop.)       

Share of  
region’s 

total 
volunteers 

% of vol’s  
for this type 
vol’ng  for 2 
or more orgs 
of this type 

Ave. hrs. 
per 

volunteer 

Median 
hrs. per 

volunteer 

Volunteer 
Rate 

Ave. hrs. 
per capita 

Share of 
region’s 

total vol’s 

% of vol’s  
for this type 
vol’ng  for 2 
or more orgs 
of this type 

 ARTS & CULTURE      
Atlantic 166 72 1.3 2.2 4.2 4.2 3 3 3 2 5 5 
Québec 171 104 1.0 1.8 5.5 4.6 2 1 5 4 2 4 
Ontario 129 85 1.2 1.5 4.6 11.9 4 2 4 5 4 1 
Prairies 98 35 2.0 2.0 5.2 7.3 5 5 2 3 3 3 
B.C. 208 38 2.2 4.7 8.6 11.0 1 4 1 1 1 2 
Canada 148 72 1.4 2.1 5.4 8.8  

 BUSINESS, PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS, & UNIONS  
Atlantic 105 70 1.0 1.1 3.3 10.6 3 2 2 2 2 3 
Québec 77 48 0.5 0.4 2.5 1.6 5 4 5 5 5 5 
Ontario 116 48 0.8 0.9 3.2 4.2 1 4 4 4 1 4 
Prairies 102 70 1.4 1.5 3.7 9.4 4 2 1 1 3 2 
B.C. 106 80 1.0 1.0 3.7 18.9 2 1 3 3 4 1 
Canada 104 56 0.9 0.9 3.3 8.0  

 EDUCATION & RESEARCH 
Atlantic 80 32 6.2 5.0 19.6 10.8 3 4 2 3 4 1 
Québec 54 22 2.2 1.2 11.8 5.9 5 5 5 5 5 3 
Ontario 112 39 5.0 5.6 19.7 4.6 1 3 4 2 3 4 
Prairies 86 40 8.7 7.4 22.2 8.8 2 1 1 1 1 2 
B.C. 75 40 5.4 4.0 20.6 4.5 4 1 3 4 2 5 
Canada 90 38 5.1 4.6 19.0 6.5  
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 Regional Hours and Events Volunteered by Type of nonprofit organization Rankings among Regions (read vertically) 
 
 
Region 

Ave. hours 
per 

volunteer 

Median hrs. 
per 

volunteer 

Volunteer 
Rate 

   (for  eligible

Ave. hrs. 
per capita 

 15+ pop.)       

Share of  
region’s 

total 
volunteers 

% of vol’s  
for this type 
vol’ng  for 2 
or more orgs 
of this type 

Ave. hrs. 
per 

volunteer 

Median 
hrs. per 

volunteer 

Volunteer 
Rate 

Ave. hrs. 
per capita 

Share of 
region’s 

total vol’s 

% of vol’s  
for this type 
vol’ng  for 2 
or more orgs 
of this type 

 ENVIRONMENT  
Atlantic 58 28 1.2 0.7 3.6 7.8 5 4 3 4 4 3 
Québec 80 40 0.6 0.5 3.3 4.8 3 2 5 5 5 4 
Ontario 134 24 1.0 1.3 3.9 14.8 2 5 4 2 2 1 
Prairies 67 35 1.5 1.0 3.7 8.2 4 3 1 3 3 2 
B.C. 153 50 1.3 2.1 5.2 4.4 1 1 2 1 1 5 
Canada 108 32 1.0 1.1 3.9 9.4  

 FOUNDATIONS & VOLUNTEER CENTRES (PHILANTHROPY & VOLUNTARISM PROMOTION) 
Atlantic 33 12 0.5 0.2 1.5 0.0 4 4 5 5 5 3 
Québec 92 30 0.6 0.5 3.0 0.0 1 1 4 2 4 3 
Ontario 68 26 1.1 0.7 4.2 0.9 2 2 2 1 1 1 
Prairies 19 10 1.3 0.3 3.3 0.3 5 5 1 4 3 2 
B.C. 34 20 0.9 0.3 3.4 0.0 3 3 3 3 2 3 
Canada 55 18 0.9 0.5 3.4 0.5  

 HEALTH 
Atlantic 76 24 6.3 4.8 19.8 13.5 3 2 1 2 2 2 
Québec 104 40 2.4 2.5 12.4 13.0 2 1 5 5 5 3 
Ontario 109 22 5.1 5.6 20.0 12.0 1 3 3 1 1 4 
Prairies 48 10 5.8 2.8 14.7 17.7 5 5 2 4 4 1 
B.C. 68 18 4.3 2.9 16.7 9.6 4 4 4 3 3 5 
Canada 87 20 4.5 4.0 17.0 13.2  

 HOUSING & DEVELOPMENT  
Atlantic 119 48 2.4 2.9 7.7 4.4 1 2 1 1 3 2 
Québec 108 60 2.2 2.4 11.6 6.9 4 1 4 3 1 1 
Ontario 108 36 1.5 1.6 5.7 0.8 3 4 5 5 5 5 
Prairies 93 48 2.3 2.2 6.0 4.4 5 2 3 4 4 3 
B.C. 109 36 2.3 2.6 9.0 3.6 2 4 2 2 2 4 
Canada 106 50 2.0 2.1 7.4 3.9  
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 Regional Hours and Events Volunteered by Type of nonprofit organization Rankings among Regions (read vertically) 
 
 
Region 

Ave. hours 
per 

volunteer 

Median hrs. 
per 

volunteer 

Volunteer 
Rate 

   (for  eligible

Ave. hrs. 
per capita 

 15+ pop.)       

Share of  
region’s 

total 
volunteers 

% of vol’s  
for this type 
vol’ng  for 2 
or more orgs 
of this type 

Ave. hrs. 
per 

volunteer 

Median 
hrs. per 

volunteer 

Volunteer 
Rate 

Ave. hrs. 
per capita 

Share of 
region’s 

total vol’s 

% of vol’s  
for this type 
vol’ng  for 2 
or more orgs 
of this type 

 INTERNATIONAL       
Atlantic 91 20 0.2 0.2 0.5 3.4 3 3 5 5 5 2 
Québec 210 70 0.2 0.5 1.2 0.0 2 2 4 2 4 3 
Ontario 68 14 0.3 0.2 1.3 16.0 5 5 3 4 3 1 
Prairies 73 20 0.5 0.4 1.4 0.0 4 3 1 3 2 3 
B.C. 229 120 0.4 0.9 1.6 0.0 1 1 2 1 1 3 
Canada 121 20 0.3 0.4 1.3 6.0  

 LAW, ADVOCACY & POLITICS  
Atlantic 129 52 1.2 1.6 3.9 3.2 3 2 4 3 5 4 
Québec 121 56 0.8 0.9 3.9 2.2 4 1 5 5 4 5 
Ontario 141 45 1.4 2.0 5.5 3.7 1 4 2 2 1 3 
Prairies 137 45 1.8 2.5 4.6 5.7 2 4 1 1 3 1 
B.C. 87 50 1.3 1.2 5.2 4.7 5 3 3 4 2 2 
Canada 129 48 1.3 1.7 4.8 4.1  

 OTHER/Not Elsewhere Classified  
Atlantic 249 40 0.4 1.0 1.3 0.0 1 4 4 2 3 3 
Québec 126 80 0.2 0.2 0.9 25.3 4 2 5 5 5 1 
Ontario 40 12 0.5 0.2 2.1 0.0 5 5 1 4 1 3 
Prairies 153 120 0.5 0.7 1.2 16.1 3 1 3 3 4 2 
B.C. 241 48 0.5 1.2 2.0 0.0 2 3 2 1 2 3 
Canada 117 28 0.4 0.5 1.6 5.4  

 RELIGION  
Atlantic 141 56 7.1 10.0 22.2 8.2 2 4 2 2 3 2 
Québec 144 52 2.6 3.7 13.4 2.3 1 5 5 5 5 5 
Ontario 128 61 5.9 7.6 23.2 6.7 3 3 3 3 1 3 
Prairies 111 62 9.0 10.0 23.0 9.0 5 2 1 1 2 1 
B.C. 123 104 4.7 5.7 18.0 5.2 4 1 4 4 4 4 
Canada 126 63 5.5 7.0 20.7 6.8  
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 Regional Hours and Events Volunteered by Type of nonprofit organization Rankings among Regions (read vertically) 
 
 
Region 

Ave. hours 
per 

volunteer 

Median hrs. 
per 

volunteer 

Volunteer 
Rate 

   (for  eligible

Ave. hrs. 
per capita 

 15+ pop.)       

Share of  
region’s 

total 
volunteers 

% of vol’s  
for this type 
vol’ng  for 2 
or more orgs 
of this type 

Ave. hrs. 
per 

volunteer 

Median 
hrs. per 

volunteer 

Volunteer 
Rate 

Ave. hrs. 
per capita 

Share of 
region’s 

total vol’s 

% of vol’s  
for this type 
vol’ng  for 2 
or more orgs 
of this type 

 SERVICE CLUBS & OTHER RECREATION  

Atlantic 179 86 3.7 6.7 11.7 5.1 1 2 2 1 2 5 
Québec 128 62 3.3 4.3 17.4 11.1 3 4 3 3 1 2 
Ontario 168 52 2.4 4.1 9.5 6.6 2 5 5 4 4 4 
Prairies 124 72 3.7 4.6 9.5 9.4 4 3 1 2 3 3 
B.C. 116 110 2.4 2.8 9.4 15.2 5 1 4 5 5 1 
Canada 143 72 3.0 4.2 11.1 9.2  

 SOCIAL SERVICES  

Atlantic 160 60 10.7 17.1 33.7 13.3 1 1 1 1 2 2 
Québec 135 47 6.5 8.7 34.0 13.4 3 3 4 4 1 1 
Ontario 100 37 6.5 6.5 25.7 10.2 5 5 3 5 3 3 
Prairies 107 40 9.5 10.1 24.2 8.2 4 4 2 2 5 4 
B.C. 140 50 6.3 8.9 24.3 6.5 2 2 5 3 4 5 
Canada 120 42 7.3 8.8 27.3 10.4  

 SPORTS  

Atlantic 142 75 4.8 6.8 15.0 16.6 1 2 2 2 2 3 
Québec 125 64 2.1 2.6 10.8 12.6 3 3 5 5 5 4 
Ontario 111 60 3.5 3.8 13.6 11.7 4 4 4 4 4 5 
Prairies 108 60 8.6 9.3 21.9 19.2 5 4 1 1 1 2 
B.C. 135 96 3.8 5.2 14.7 21.3 2 1 3 3 3 1 
Canada 117 68 4.1 4.8 15.4 16.0  

    

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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Table 7.10: Number of full-time equivalent (FTE) volunteer positions per organization, per type of nonprofit organization, per region, 

2000, and inter-regional rankings on most (1) to least (5) FTE volunteer positions per organization type  

Type of nonprofit  FTE volunteer positions per organization Inter-regional rankings 
organizations Atlantic QC ON Prairies BC CAN. Atlantic QC ON Prairies BC 
Arts & Culture 2.1 1.5 2.1 1.2 3.8 2.0 3 4 2 5 1 
Business or Professional 
associations and Unions 1.6 0.4 2.1 2.0 1.8 1.4 4 5 1 2 3 
Education & Research* 7.3 2.3 11.0 6.3 4.6 6.7 2 5 1 3 4 
Environmental or Animal 
Protection 1.5 1.0 6.9 3.0 4.5 3.2 4 5 1 3 2 

Grant-making, fundraising 
or voluntarism promotion 
(Foundations or Vol. Ctrs.) 

0.2 0.4 0.7 0.1 0.3 0.4 4 2 1 5 3 

Health 10.7 3.8 19.6 4.2 5.6 8.3 2 5 1 4 3 
Housing & Development 4.5 2.0 1.8 2.6 2.3 2.2 1 4 5 2 3 
International 5.0 6.3 2.6 7.2 7.0 5.0 4 3 5 1 2 
Law, Advocacy, or Politics 6.6 3.0 9.4 7.2 3.1 5.9 3 5 1 2 4 
Other / NEC 2.7 0.5 1.4 2.9 4.0 1.9 3 5 4 2 1 
Religion 2.9 2.2 3.5 2.7 2.5 2.9 2 5 1 3 4 
Sports & Recreation** 5.8 1.8 5.1 3.4 3.9 3.4 1 5 2 4 3 
Social Services 10.6 4.0 6.2 5.8 8.0 5.9 1 5 3 4 2 
Total, for all classified hrs. 4.6 2.0 4.5 3.2 3.6 3.4 1 5 2 4 3 

* Treat with caution, since the number of organizations recorded here may omit public schools included in the volunteering data 
** The ‘Sports’ and ‘Service Clubs and Other Rec.’ categories used elsewhere had to be combined into one ‘Sports & Recreation’ category to 

match the National Survey of Nonprofit and Voluntary Organizations’ groupings, here 
Full-Time Equivalence (FTE) is calculated at 40 hours per week times 48 weeks to allow for statutory holidays and 2 weeks vacation  

   Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering, and Participating, 2000, for the total hours per type, and the National 
Survey of Nonprofit and Voluntary Organizations, 2003, for the number of organizations 



An Information Sourcebook for Community Organizations on Volunteering and Donating in Québec 

- 138 - 
 

 

Table 7.11: Intra-regional rankings on the number of full-time equivalent (FTE) volunteer positions per organization, per type of 
nonprofit organization, per region, 2000 

Type of nonprofit  
Ranks on most (1) to least (13) ave. FTE volunteer 

positions per organization type within in  each region Comparisons on those regional rankings 

organizations * Atlantic QC ON Prairies BC CAN. Min., best-ranked Max., worst Range 
Arts & Culture 9 9 9 11 7 10 7 BC 11 Prairies 4 
Business or Professional 
associations and Unions 10 12 10 10 11 11 10 Atl., ON, 

Pr. 12 QC 2 

Education & Research 3 5 2 3 4 2 2 ON 5 QC 3 
Environmental or Animal 
Protection 11 10 4 7 5 7 4 ON 11 Atlantic 7 

Grant-making, fundraising 
or voluntarism promotion 
(Foundations or Vol. Ctrs.) 

12 11 12 12 12 12 11 QC 12 All the 
rest 1 

Health 1 3 1 5 3 1 1 Atl., ON 5 Prairies 4 
Housing & Development 7 7 11 9 10 9 7 Atl., QC 11 ON 4 
International 6 1 8 2 2 5 1 QC 8 ON 7 
Law, Advocacy, or Politics 4 4 3 1 8 3 1 Prairies 8 BC 7 
Religion 8 6 7 8 9 8 6 QC 9 BC 3 
Sports & Recreation 5 8 6 6 6 6 5 Atlantic 8 QC 3 
Social Services 2 2 5 4 1 4 1 BC 5 ON 4 

* Note, the ‘Other / N.E.C.’ type of nonprofit organizations was excluded from these rankings and comparisons 
 
Full-Time Equivalence (FTE) calculated at 40 hours per week times 48 weeks to allow for statutory holidays and 2 weeks vacation.  

  Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering, and Participating, 2000, for the total hours per type, and the National Survey 
of Nonprofit and Voluntary Organizations, 2003, for the number of organizations 
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Table 7.12: Unweighted averages of the inter-regional rankings on each measure of volunteer 
support for each of the 14 different types of nonprofit organizations in 2000, and the 
ultimate rankings for each region per subsector 

 Ave. rankings for the six measures shown 
in the previous table, plus the proportion 

of volunteers engaged in each type 

Ultimate rankings for those seven 
measures of support, per subsector  

(read horizontally) 
ICNPO type  
or sub-type Atl. QC ON Pr. BC Atl. QC ON Pr. BC 

Arts & Culture 3.4 2.9 3.4 3.7 1.6 3 2 3 5 1 
Business or Professional 
Associations & Unions 2.6 4.9 3.4 2.0 1.9 3 5 4 2 1 
Education & Research 3.0 4.7 2.6 1.4 3.1 3 5 2 1 4 
Environment 4.0 4.0 2.6 2.7 1.7 4 4 2 3 1 
Fndtns. & Vol. Ctrs.  4.4 2.3 1.6 3.4 2.9 5 2 1 4 3 
Health 2.1 3.3 2.0 3.7 3.9 2 3 1 4 5 
Housing & Development 1.9 2.1 4.6 3.6 2.6 1 2 5 4 3 
International 4.0 2.7 3.6 2.7 1.4 5 2 4 2 1 
Law, Advocacy, Politics 3.7 3.9 2.0 2.0 3.3 4 5 1 1 3 
Other / NEC 2.7 3.7 3.4 2.7 2.0 2 5 4 2 1 
Religion 2.6 4.4 2.4 2.0 3.6 3 5 2 1 4 
Service Clubs, Other Rec 2.1 2.4 3.9 2.9 3.7 1 2 5 3 4 
Social Services 1.4 2.4 4.1 3.6 3.4 1 2 5 4 3 
Sports 2.1 4.3 4.1 2.1 2.1 1 5 4 1 1 

Total 2.9 3.4 3.1 2.8 2.7 3 5 4 2 1 

Table 7.13: Unweighted averages of the inter-regional rankings on each of the seven measures of 
volunteer support for the various types of nonprofit organizations combined, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 

Region 

 
 
 
 
 

Variable 

Vol.  
Rate 

% of 
region’s 

vols. 
engaged 
in each 

type 

Share of 
total vol. 
hours for 
each type

Ave. Hrs. 
per Vol. 

Median 
Hrs. per 

Vol. 

Ave. Hrs. 
Per 

Capita 

% of vol’s 
for this 

type 
vol’ng for 
2 or more 

orgs of 
each type

 
 
 

Totals 

Atl. Average ranking 2.6 3.4 3.5 2.4 2.8 2.5 2.8 2.9 
 No. of first-places for 

individual subsectors 3 0 0 5 1 3 1 13 

 No. of last-places for 
individual subsectors 2 4 4 1 0 2 2 15 

QC Average ranking 4.6 3.7 2.9 3.0 2.5 4.1 3.1 3.4 
 No. of first-places 0 3 4 2 5 0 3 17 
 No. of last-places 9 7 4 2 2 8 3 35 

ON Average ranking 3.4 2.6 2.9 2.8 3.9 3.3 3.0 3.1 
 No. of first-places 1 5 4 4 0 2 4 20 
 No. of last-places 2 1 3 3 5 3 2 19 

Pr. Average ranking 1.5 2.9 3.1 4.1 3.1 2.4 2.3 2.8 
 No. of first-places 9 2 2 0 2 5 3 23 
 No. of last-places 0 1 2 6 3 0 0 12 

BC Average ranking 2.9 2.4 2.6 2.7 2.1 2.7 3.1 2.7 
 No. of first-places 1 4 4 3 7 4 3 26 
 No. of last-places 1 1 1 2 0 1 4 10 

Values for the ranks range between one (best) and five (worst), since there are five regions, and between zero and 14 
for the total no. of first or last places for the individual subsectors, and zero and 98 for all of them combined. 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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7.5 Appendix 5: The Civic and Social Participation questions in the NSGVP 
 
These (slightly edited) questions appear in the original NSGVP survey, in section F, 
PARTICIPATING, which begins: 
 
“Next I have some questions on your social activities and organizations to which you may 
belong…” 
 
a)  CIVIC PARTICIPATION: 
 
Are you a member or participant in any of the following types of organizations? 
 
1. A service club or fraternal association (Kiwanis, Knights of Columbus, Shriners). 

<1> Yes <2> No <7> Don’t Know <8> Refused 

2. A work-related organization such as a union or professional association. 
<1> Yes <2> No <7> Don’t Know <8> Refused 

3. A political organization. 
<1> Yes <2> No <7> Don’t Know <8> Refused 

4. A cultural, education, or hobby organization (theatre group, book club, bridge club etc). 
<1> Yes <2> No <7> Don’t Know <8> Refused 

5. A sports or recreation organization (baseball league, tennis club, etc). 
<1> Yes <2> No <7> Don’t Know <8> Refused 

6. A religious affiliated group (e.g. a youth group associated with a church). 
<1> Yes <2> No <7> Don’t Know <8> Refused 

7. A neighbourhood, civic or community association or a school group such as a 
Parent/Teachers Association. 

<1> Yes <2> No <7> Don’t Know <8> Refused 
 

b) SOCIAL PARTICIPATION: 
 
Please tell me whether you do the following activities every week, a few times a month, a 
few times a year, or not at all. How frequently do you: 
 
1. …socialize with parents or other relatives? 

<1> Every Week  <2> A Few Times A Month <3> A Few Times A Year 
<4> Not At All <7> Don’t Know <8> Refused 

2.   …socialize with friends who live outside the neighbourhood? 
<1> Every Week  <2> A Few Times A Month <3> A Few Times A Year 

<4> Not At All <7> Don’t Know <8> Refused 

3.   ...spend time with friends participating in sports or recreation activities? 
<1> Every Week  <2> A Few Times A Month <3> A Few Times A Year 

<4> Not At All <7> Don’t Know <8> Refused 

4.  …spend time watching family members participate in sports or recreation activities? 
<1> Every Week  <2> A Few Times A Month <3> A Few Times A Year …etc.
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7.6 Appendix 6: Consolidated tables on the distinguishing characteristics of volunteers in Québec 

Table 7.14: Detailed results of the logistic regressions for the distinguishing characteristics of the most active volunteers in six segments of 
Québec in 1997 

 
a. All variables in each model are significant at the 0.05 level. 
b. The r statistic from logistic regression can be interpreted as the partial correlation between the dependent variable (being an active volunteer) 

and the particular independent variable. Note, this does not refer to how much those two variables happen to overlap in the normal population. 
Rather, it measures the strength of their relationship while isolating or “partialling out” just that one factor, by mathematically holding constant 
or controlling for the effects of all the other factors that are correlated with both those variables. 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997, and Reed and Selbee (2000) 
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Table 7.15: Distinguishing characteristics of active volunteers in Québec with low religiosity in 

three community sizes, 1997 
Rank Large Urban Small Urban Rural 

1* Likely to be members or participants of 
various types of civic organizations 

Likely to be members or 
participants of various 
types of civic 
organizations 

Likely to be members or participants 
of various types of civic organizations

2 They’re unlikely to be married or living 
common-law 

Likely to be a manager or 
administrator  

Likely to have donated a lot to secular 
(non-religious) orgs. in past year 

3 Likely to have many people living in 
their household  

 Likely to participate in several types 
of social activities 

4 It’s unlikely they work full-time 
 Likely to be relatively satisfied with 

their life in general 
5 Likely to be self-employed   

6 Likely to be a planned giver, deciding in 
advance who they’ll donate to   

7 Unlikely to have children of their own 
between 13 and 17 living in their home  

 

8 More likely to prefer to speak English 

9 Likely participated in organized team 
sports in their youth 

10 Likely had experience in youth groups  
11 Likely to be a farmer 

12 
One reason they donate to charities is 
they feel they owe something to their 
community  

13 Unlikely to have a blue-collar 
occupation (including skilled workers)  

14 Unlikely to be outside the labour force  
15 Likely to be older 

16 
Likely to have engaged in a number of 
different types of volunteering to help 
others on their own, outside orgs. 

17 Unlikely to classify their ancestry as 
‘Canadian’ 

18 Likely to be relatively satisfied with 
their life in general 

19 Likely feel they have control over most 
decisions affecting their everyday life 

20 Likely to be of both British and French 
ancestry 

21 Likely to participate in several types of 
social activities 

   * In descending order of the strength of the partial correlation with being an active volunteer 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997, 

and Reed and Selbee (2000) 
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Table 7.16: Distinguishing characteristics of active volunteers in Québec with high religiosity in 
three community sizes, 1997 

Rank Large Urban Small Urban Rural 

1* 
Likely to be members or 
participants of various types of 
civic organizations 

Likely to participate in several 
types of social activities 

Likely to be members or 
participants of various types of 
civic organizations 

2 Likely to have had experience in 
religious organizations as a youth 

Likely to have had experience in 
student government as a youth 

Likely to have donated a lot to 
nonprofits or charities in past year 

3 
Likely to have children of their 
own ages 13 to 17 living in their 
home with them 

Likely to have children of their 
own ages 18-plus living in their 
home 

Likely to have engaged in a 
number of different types of 
volunteering to help others on their 
own, outside organizations 

4 Likely to have donated a lot to 
nonprofits or charities in past year 

Likely to have donated a lot to 
non-religious orgs. in past year 

Likely to rate themselves as pretty 
healthy for their age 

5 
Likely to have children of their 
own ages 6 to 12 living in their 
home with them 

Likely to have engaged in a 
number of different types of 
volunteering to help others on their 
own, outside organizations 

 

6 Likely did volunteer work as a 
youth  

Likely to have donated a lot to 
religious orgs. in past year 

 

7 
Unlikely to have an ethnic 
background other than British, 
French, or Canadian  

It’s unlikely that they’re Catholic 
 

8 It’s unlikely that they’re Catholic   

9 
Likely feel they have control over 
most decisions affecting their 
everyday life 

  

10 

They’re unlikely to be someone 
who donates to nonprofits because 
somebody they know has been 
affected by the cause 

  

11 Likely they’ve resided in their 
current community for many years 

  

   * In descending order of the strength of the partial correlation with being an active volunteer 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997, 

and Reed and Selbee (2000) 
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7.7 Appendix 7: Additional readings on volunteer recruitment, in various media 
 
Articles, Manuals, and other Resources available for free online 
 
Selected Articles 
 
1. “Finding Technical Assistance Volunteers to Involve ‘Virtually’,” by the Virtual 

Volunteering Project, circa 1998, www.serviceleader.org/old/vv/findta.html 

2. “Marketing and recruiting volunteers,” by Monika Penner, in CharityVillage, November 19, 
2001, online at www.charityvillage.com/cv/research/rvol32.html 

3. “Perfect Match: Recruiting Volunteers” www.national.com.au/Community/0,,2119,00.html 

4. “Recruiting and Retention,” a monthly column by Nancy Macduff of MBA Publishing in 
Walla Walla, Washington, in their online newsletter, Volunteer Today: An Electronic 
Gazette, at www.volunteertoday.com which has several years’ worth of tips and summaries 
of other reports, along with columns on a host of other volunteer management topics. E.g., 
see “Is it Passive or Active?” from the January 2004 edition, online at 
www.volunteertoday.com/ARCHIVES%202004/Jan04recruit.html 

5. “Recruiting Volunteers for Hard-To-Fill Positions,” by Nan Hawthorne, of CyberVPM.com 
and NonprofitSpace, in CharityVillage, no date, online at 
www.charityvillage.com/cv/research/rvol28.html 

6. “The Webbing Exercise,” by Ken Wyman, which appears as Appendix A, of Face to Face: 
How to Get BIGGER Donations from Very Generous People, published by the Voluntary 
Action Directorate, Multiculturalism and Citizenship, Department of Canadian Heritage, 
Ottawa, October 1993, online at www.pch.gc.ca/progs/pc-cp/pubs/e/Fac2Fac13.htm  
A slightly updated (1998) version of it also appears on Volunteer Hamilton’s Total site, at 
http://resources.tnpr.ca/fmiPortal.asp?WCI=ViewTopic&WCE=106&x= 

7. “Volunteer Recruitment Brochures: How to tap into the marketing power of testimonials,” by 
Katherine Khalife, in CharityVillage, August 19, 2002, online at 
www.charityvillage.com/cv/research/rvol40.html 

8. “Where should we place our volunteer ads? Summary: A collection of ideas,” from the 
soc.org.nonprofit newsgroup's FAQs, produced in association with The Evergreen State 
Society, online at www.nonprofit-info.org/npofaq/04/17.html 

 
 

http://www.serviceleader.org/old/vv/findta.html
http://www.charityvillage.com/cv/research/rvol32.html
http://www.national.com.au/Community/0,,2119,00.html
http://www.volunteertoday.com/
http://www.volunteertoday.com/ARCHIVES 2004/Jan04recruit.html
http://www.charityvillage.com/cv/research/rvol28.html
http://www.pch.gc.ca/progs/pc-cp/pubs/e/Fac2Fac13.htm
http://resources.tnpr.ca/fmiPortal.asp?WCI=ViewTopic&WCE=106&x=
http://www.charityvillage.com/cv/research/rvol40.html
http://www.nonprofit-info.org/npofaq/04/17.html
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Online Reports and Manuals 

A matter of design: job design theory and application to the voluntary sector, by Volunteer 
Canada (Ottawa: Volunteer Canada, 2001). Available along with several other related 
volunteer recruitment and management manuals – Family Volunteering: A Discussion Paper; 
Family Volunteering: The Final Report; Volunteer Connections: Creating an accessible and 
inclusive environment; Volunteer Connections: The benefits and challenges of employer 
supported volunteerism; Volunteer Connections: New Strategies for Involving Older Adults; 
Youth Works! Creating and developing youth-led volunteer projects; Volunteer Connections: 
New strategies for involving youth – in both pdf and rich text formats at 
www.volunteer.ca/volcan/eng/content/vol-management/resources.php?display=4,0 

 
A Springboard to Tomorrow: Creating Volunteer Programs for Young People that Encourage 

the Development of Skills, by Janet Lautenschlager (Ottawa: Voluntary Action Directorate, 
Canadian Heritage, Government of Canada, 1994, 50 pages). Available along with related 
documents at www.nald.ca/fulltext/heritage/ComPartnE/pub_list.htm 

 
Beyond Recruitment: An Online Workshop About Recruitment & Maintaining Volunteers in the 

New Environment Course Manual (Community Literacy of Ontario and Ontario Ministry of 
Agriculture, Food & Rural Affairs, April/May 2000, approx. 80 web pages). Online at 
www.nald.ca/fulltext/Clo/cover.htm 

 
‘BOOMNET’: Capturing the Baby Boomer Volunteers – A 2001 Research Project into Baby 

Boomers and Volunteering, and From ‘BOOMNET’ to ‘BOOMNOT’ – Part Two of a 
Research Project on Baby Boomers and Volunteering, by Judy Esmond, TEAM 
CONSULTANTS (Australia: the Department for Community Development, Volunteering 
Secretariat) with the 50 page report from May 2002 online at: 
www.volunteering.communitydevelopment.wa.gov.au/files/boom.pdf  
and the 28 page report from May 2002 online at: 
www.volunteering.communitydevelopment.wa.gov.au/files/boomnet.pdf 

 
Boys and Girls Clubs of Canada: The Marketing Handbook, Nov. 1996, 42 pages, available in 

html form at www.mentoringcanada.ca/Doclibrary/docdisplay.asp?doc=463 or in Word 
format via www.mentoringcanada.ca/Doclibrary/docsearchresults.asp?cat=18&sub=56 which 
also features their “Summary of Research: Recruitment and Retention,” 2001, and related 
reports on volunteer marketing or focus group reports about their organization in particular. 

 
Encouraging Volunteering Among Ontario Youth, by Angela Febbraro (Toronto: Canadian 

Centre for Philanthropy, 2001, 24 pages). Online at www.givingandvolunteering.ca  
specifically: www.givingandvolunteering.ca/pdf/n-r2-o.pdf 

 
Engaging The Next Generation: How Nonprofits Can Reach Young Adults by the Ad Council 

and MTV [Music Television] for The Pew Charitable Trusts. 2000, with the Executive 
Summary online at www.adcouncil.org/research/engaging_next_gen and full document online 
at www.adcouncil.org/pdf/engaging_the_next_gen.pdf 

 

http://www.volunteer.ca/volcan/eng/content/vol-management/resources.php?display=4,0
http://www.nald.ca/fulltext/heritage/ComPartnE/pub_list.htm
http://www.nald.ca/fulltext/Clo/cover.htm
http://www.volunteering.communitydevelopment.wa.gov.au/files/boom.pdf
http://www.volunteering.communitydevelopment.wa.gov.au/files/boomnet.pdf
http://www.mentoringcanada.ca/Doclibrary/docdisplay.asp?doc=463
http://www.mentoringcanada.ca/Doclibrary/docsearchresults.asp?cat=18&sub=56
http://www.givingandvolunteering.ca/
http://www.givingandvolunteering.ca/pdf/n-r2-o.pdf
http://www.adcouncil.org/research/engaging_next_gen
http://www.adcouncil.org/pdf/engaging_the_next_gen.pdf
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Involving volunteers from underrepresented groups, a summary of a study by Filiz Niyazi of the 
National Centre for Volunteering, in the Social Policy Findings series, 105, October, 1996 
(Joseph Rowntree Foundation, UK, 4 pages). Available through www.jrf.org.uk 

 
Promising Practices for Volunteer Administration in Hospitals: A Manual, by Femida Handy, 

Robert Mound, Lisa-Marie Vaccaro, Karin Prochazka (Toronto: Knowledge Development 
Centre, Canadian Centre for Philanthropy). Online at www.kdc-cdc.ca – specifically, 
www.kdc-cdc.ca/attachments/Promising_Practices_Final.pdf  

 
Promoting Volunteerism, with an annotated reading list; by Janet Lautenschlager (Ottawa: 

Voluntary Action Directorate, Canadian Heritage, 30 pages, 1991). Online at 
www.nald.ca/fulltext/heritage/ComPartnE/Promo1.htm 

 
Publicity! How You Can Publicize Volunteerism And National Volunteer Week In Your 

Community, by Janet Lautenschlager (Ottawa: Voluntary Action Directorate, Canadian 
Heritage, 39 pages, 1992). Online at www.nald.ca/fulltext/heritage/ComPartnE/Pblcty1.htm 

 
Recruiting Male Volunteers: A Guide Based on Exploratory Research, by Stephanie T. 

Blackman (Washington, DC: Corporation for National Service, 1999, 59 pages). Online at 
both www.nationalservice.org/research/fellows_reports/99/blackman.pdf and 
www.energizeinc.com/download/blackman.pdf or see the related AmeriCorps Member 
Recruitment Manual, online at www.americorps.org/resources/pdf/recruitment.pdf 

 
Recruiting, Retaining, and Rewarding Volunteers: What volunteers have to say, by Susan 

Phillips and Brian Little (Toronto: Canadian Centre for Philanthropy, 2002, 12 pages). 
Available with other IYV [International year of the Volunteers] Dissemination Documents, 
online at www.nonprofitscan.ca/report.asp?section=recently 

 
Reinventing Aging: Baby Boomers and Civic Engagement. (Boston, MA: Harvard School of 

Public Health–MetLife Foundation Initiative on Retirement and Civic Engagement, 2004). 
Available through www.hsph.harvard.edu/chc/reinventingaging/index.html and 
http://research.aarp.org/general/boomers_engagement.html 

 
Stronger Together: Recruiting and Working with Ethnocultural Volunteers, by Sue Pike. 

(Ottawa: the Central Volunteer Bureau of Ottawa-Carleton and the Voluntary Action 
Directorate, Canadian Heritage, 1990, 37 pages). Online at 
www.nald.ca/fulltext/heritage/ComPartnE/Strongr1.htm 

 
The Valuing the Rural Volunteer Toolkit, by Elinor Humphries, Samantha Albert, Renata Keenan 

Buhler, Rosemary Peer, Jan Sanders, and Darene Yavorsky. (Guelph: The Ontario Rural 
Council, 2002), www.torc.on.ca/torceng/memact/VRVToolkit.htm especially Section 2, Tool 
5, www.ruralonline.on.ca/uploaddocuments/d963+5%203%20RsSet.pdf 

 
The Volunteer Spirit in Canada: Motivations and Barriers, by David Lasby. (Toronto: Canadian 

Centre for Philanthropy, 2004). Online at www.givingandvolunteering.ca/reports.asp 
 
Volunteer Recruitment: Tips from the Field, by Sarah Jane Rehnborg, Betsy Clubine, et al. Texas 

Commission on Volunteerism and Community Service (TxCVCS), 1998, about 50 web pages. 

http://www.jrf.org.uk/
http://www.kdc-cdc.ca/
http://www.kdc-cdc.ca/attachments/Promising_Practices_Final.pdf
http://www.nald.ca/fulltext/heritage/ComPartnE/Promo1.htm
http://www.nald.ca/fulltext/heritage/ComPartnE/Pblcty1.htm
http://www.nationalservice.org/research/fellows_reports/99/blackman.pdf
http://www.energizeinc.com/download/blackman.pdf
http://www.americorps.org/resources/pdf/recruitment.pdf
http://www.nonprofitscan.ca/report.asp?section=recently
http://www.hsph.harvard.edu/chc/reinventingaging/index.html
http://research.aarp.org/general/boomers_engagement.html
http://www.nald.ca/fulltext/heritage/ComPartnE/Strongr1.htm
http://www.torc.on.ca/torceng/memact/VRVToolkit.htm
http://www.ruralonline.on.ca/uploaddocuments/d963+5 3 RsSet.pdf
http://www.givingandvolunteering.ca/reports.asp
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Online at both at www.txserve.org/txcvcs/resources/volrec/recruit.html and also at 
www.serviceleader.org/new/managers/2004/03/000213print.php 

 
Understanding Canadian Volunteers: Using the National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and 

Participating to Build Your Volunteer Program; and Volunteering Numbers: Using the 
National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating for Volunteer Management, by 
Norah McClintock (Toronto: the Canadian Centre for Philanthropy, 2004, 2000), online at 
www.givingandvolunteering.ca 

 
Why People Volunteer, by the Volunteer Centre of Ottawa-Carleton (Ottawa: the Central 

Volunteer Bureau of Ottawa-Carleton and the Voluntary Action Directorate, Canadian 
Heritage, 1992, 26 pages). www.nald.ca/fulltext/heritage/ComPartnE/WhyPplE1.htm 

 
 
Portal Sites 

Annotated links to articles and books such as the ones featured elsewhere in this Bibliography: 
 
1. The Foundation Center’s Learning Lab: www.fdncenter.org/learn/topical/voluntarism.html 
 
2. ServiceLeader.org, a project of the RGK Center for Philanthropy and Community Service, 

part of the Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs at the University of Texas at Austin, 
has lists of resources at www.serviceleader.org/new/managers/2003/04/000072print.php 
(with many of its links referring to the Volunteer Recruitment: Tips from the Field manual 
cited above, which has moved to www.txserve.org/txcvcs/resources/volrec/recruit.html ) and 
www.serviceleader.org/cgi-bin/mt-search.cgi?search=Recruitment 

 
3. MuseumMarketingTips.com: www.museummarketingtips.com/links/links_vol.html 
 
4. Charity Village: www.charityvillage.com/cv/research/rvol.html 
 
5. Total – a project of Volunteer Hamilton, particularly their Volunteer Management section at 

http://resources.tnpr.ca/fmiportal.asp?WCI=ViewCategory&WCE=250&WCU=250x271&x= 
 
6. VSKN, the Voluntary Sector Knowledge Network, a project of the University of Victoria 

School of Public Administration, especially at its ‘Managing Volunteers’ section at 
http://www.vskn.ca/hrm.htm#2 

 
 
Other Bibliographies 
 
For an annotated bibliography of volunteer management resources with an emphasis on 
Canadian content as of 2001, see:  
 
A Guide to Volunteer Program Management Resources by Fe Alluri, published by Volunteer 
Canada, online at www.volunteer.ca/volunteer/pdf/Volunteer_Program_Managemen.pdf 
 

http://www.txserve.org/txcvcs/resources/volrec/recruit.html
http://www.serviceleader.org/new/managers/2004/03/000213print.php
http://www.givingandvolunteering.ca/
http://www.nald.ca/fulltext/heritage/ComPartnE/WhyPplE1.htm
http://fdncenter.org/learn/topical/voluntarism.html
http://www.serviceleader.org/new/managers/2003/04/000072print.php
http://www.txserve.org/txcvcs/resources/volrec/recruit.html
http://www.serviceleader.org/cgi-bin/mt-search.cgi?search=Recruitment
http://www.museummarketingtips.com/links/links_vol.html
http://www.charityvillage.com/cv/research/rvol.html
http://www.vskn.ca/hrm.htm#2
http://www.volunteer.ca/volunteer/pdf/Volunteer_Program_Managemen.pdf
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For a huge (non-annotated) bibliography of volunteerism works generally with over 3,000 
entries, see The Volunteerism Bibliography, by Steve McCurley (VM Systems, Olympia, WA, 
2002), online at www.energizeinc.com/download/VolBibl.pdf 
 
 
Books and Manuals available in hardcopy (in libraries or for purchase) 
 
77 Ways To Recruit Volunteers, by Bill Wittich (Fullerton, CA: Knowledge Transfer Publishing, 

2003). Available through www.energizeinc.com\bkstore.html or www.volunteerpro.com 
 
Attracting and Managing Volunteers: A Parish Handbook, by Donna Pinsoleault and Donna 

Pinsoneault (Liguori Publications, 2002, ISBN: 076480717X, 144 pages). 
 
Count Me In! 501 Ideas on Recruiting Volunteers by Judy Esmond (Australia: Newseason 

Publications, 2001). Available through the ‘Making The Difference’ site: http://mtd4u.com 
 
How to Mobilize Church Volunteers, by Marlene Wilson (Augsburg Fortress Publishers, 1990, 

ISBN: 0806620129, 156 pages). 
 
How to Recruit & Train Volunteer Youth Workers: Reaching More Kids with Less Stress, by Les 

Christie (Toronto: HarperCollins Canada, 1992, ISBN: 0310351510, 208 pages). 
 
Recruiting Volunteers: A Guide for Non-Profits (50 Minute Series), by Carl Liljenstolpe and 

Mary A. Burke (Menlo Park, CA: Crisp Publications Inc., 1992, ISBN: 1560521414, 90 
pages). 

 
The Volunteer Recruitment (and Membership Development) Book, 3rd Ed., by Susan J. Ellis 

(Energize Books, 2002, ISBN: 0940576252, 152 pages). 
 
To Lead Is To Serve: How to Attract Volunteers & Keep Them, 2nd Ed., by Shar McBee (2002, 

ISBN: 0963856022, 232 pages). Available via www.toleadistoserve.com/content/product.cfm 
 
Volunteerism Marketing: New Vistas for Nonprofit and Public Sector Management. Donald R. 

Self and Walter W. Wymer, eds. (Binghamton, NY: Haworth Press, 1999, ISBN 0-7890-
0976-6). Includes: "Understanding Volunteer Markets: the Case of Senior Volunteers" by 
Walter W. Wymer, Jr.; "Segmenting Subgroups of Volunteers for Target Marketing: 
Differentiating Traditional Hospice Volunteers from other Volunteers" by Walter W. Wymer, 
Jr., and Becky J. Starnes; "Hospital Volunteers as Customers: Understanding Their Motives, 
How They Differ from Other Volunteers, and Correlates of Volunteer Intensity" by Walter W. 
Wymer, Jr.; "Encouraging Human Organ Donation: Altruism Versus Financial Incentives" by 
Thomas J. Cossé and Terry M. Weisenberger; "Volunteerism Among Non-clients as 
Marketing Exchange" by Kimball P. Marshall; and "Major Research Studies: An Annotated 
Bibliography of Marketing to Volunteers" by Walter W. Wymer, Jr. and Donald R. Self. 
These articles also appear in the Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector Marketing (The 
Haworth Press), vol. 6, no. 2/3. 

 

http://www.energizeinc.com/download/VolBibl.pdf
http://www.energizeinc.com/bkstore.html
http://www.volunteerpro.com/
http://mtd4u.com/articl01.htm
http://www.toleadistoserve.com/content/product.cfm
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Volunteers: How to Get Them, How to Keep Them by Helen Little (Naperville, IL: Panacea 
Press, 1999, ISBN: 1928892019, 128 pages). 

 
Volunteers Wanted, by Jo B. Rusin (Mobile, AL: Magnolia Mansions Press, 1999, ISBN: 

0966517520, 132 pages). 
 
 
Peer-Reviewed Journal Articles 
 
Bennett, Roger; and Kottasz, Rita. (2000) “Advertisement Style and the Recruitment of Charity 

Volunteers,” Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector Marketing, Vol. 8(2):45-63. 
 
Moyer, Mel. (1984) “How Voluntary Sector Managers Might Use Consumer Research to Market 

their Organizations to Volunteers,” The Philanthropist/Le Philanthrope, 4(3):15-25. 
 
Moyer, Mel. (1990) “Attracting Volunteers Using Buyer Behaviour Concepts,” Nonprofit 

Management & Leadership, 1(1), Fall. 
 
Penner, Louis A. (2002) “Dispositional and Organizational Influences on Sustained 

Volunteerism: An Interactionist Perspective,” Journal of Social Issues, 58 (3):447-67, Jan. 
 
Reed, Paul; and Selbee, L. Kevin. (2000) “Distinguishing characteristics of active volunteers in 

Canada,” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 29(4):571-92. 
 
Wymer, Walter W., Jr.; and Starns, Becky J. (2001) “Conceptual Foundations and Practical 

Guidelines for Recruiting Volunteers to Serve in Local Nonprofit Organizations,” Journal of 
Nonprofit & Public Sector Marketing, 9(1/2):97-118. 

 
Wymer, Walter W., Jr. (1999) “Understanding Volunteer Markets: the Case of Senior 

Volunteers,” Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector Marketing, 6(2/3):1-24. 
 
Wymer, Walter W., Jr.; and Self, Donald R. (1999) “Major Research Studies: An Annotated 

Bibliography of Marketing to Volunteers,” Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector Marketing, 
6(2/3):107-64. 
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7.8 Appendix 8: Changes in key indicators of overall donations in the five 
regions of Canada between 1997 and 2000 

Table 7.17: Formal donation rates and total, average, and median hours donated in Canada and its 
five main regions, 1997 

Variable Canada Atlantic QC ON Prairies B.C. 
Donor rate (%) 78.0 83.2 75.0 80.3 78.3 73.4 
Total amount donated 
    (in millions of $) 4435.2 325.0 567.8 2023.9 966.2 552.4 

%  of total donations 100.0 7.3 12.8 45.6 21.8 12.5 
Total no. of donors  
     (in thousands) 18,563 1,583 4,457 7,250 2,979 2,294 

%  of total donors 100.0 8.5 24.0 39.1 16.0 12.4 
Total eligible pop. aged 
15 +  (in thousands) 23,808 1,904 5,941 9,032 3,805 3,125 

%  of 15+ population 100.0 8.0 25.0 37.9 16.0 13.1 
Average donation ($) 239 205 127 279 324 241 
Median donation ($) 76 73 50 105 105 70 
Ave. donation per capita 
(among 15+ pop.) ($) 186 171 96 224 254 177 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 

Table 7.18: Absolute changes in the formal donation rates and total, average, and median hours 
donated in Canada and its five main regions in 2000 in comparison to 1997 

Variable Canada Atlantic QC ON Prairies B.C. 
Donor rate (% pts.) 0.1 0.9 -1.0 -2.1 6.2 0.6 
Total amount donated 
    (in thousands) 503,548 27,682 -52,140 251,848 214,945 61,213 

Share of total donations 0.0 -0.2 -2.4 0.4 2.1 -0.03 
Total no. of donors  472,400 17,590 -56,287 42,059 359,676 109,362 
%  of total donors 0.0 -0.1 -0.9 -0.7 1.5 0.3 
Total eligible pop.  575,056 565 6,363 296,709 147,974 123,445 
%  of 15+ population 0.0 -0.2 -0.6 0.3 0.2 0.2 
Average donation ($) 20.50 15.00 -10.20 32.90 29.40 14.50 
Median donation ($) -3 -5 -5 -5 -10 0 
Average donation per 
capita (among 15+ pop.) 

16.30 14.50 -8.90 19.90 44.90 12.10 

Average donation per 
capita, adjusting for 
regional inflation levels 

5.73 4.43  -13.33 6.41 26.35 6.12 

Total donations, adj. for 
regional inflation levels 
(in thousands) 

246,819 8,536 -78,701 126,285 141,761 41,716 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 
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7.9 Appendix 9: Comparative indicators on donating per nonprofit organization type and region, Canada, 2000 

 Arts & Rec. 
(incl. Sports) 

Biz., Prof., 
Unions 

Ed. & 
Research 

Environ-
ment 

Fndtns., 
Vol. Ctrs. Health Housing & 

Development 
Inter-

national 
Law, Adv.,  

Political 
Other / 
NEC Religion Social 

Services 
 Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank
1. Donor Rate to each type of nonprofit organization by the eligible 15+ population of each region (in %), followed by rankings among regions  
Atl. 16.0 2 0.2 5 26.7 1 4.7 4 8.5 5 65.8 1 1.9 1 5.0 3 5.2 2 2.6 1 44.6 1 46.1 1 
QC 12.3 4 0.3 2 14.2 5 1.5 5 18.1 1 41.5 5 1.5 3 4.0 5 1.3 5 1.5 4 34.3 2 37.9 3 
ON 11.0 5 0.4 1 18.4 4 6.1 3 14.7 2 58.0 3 0.8 5 4.3 4 4.7 3 2.4 2 32.1 4 35.9 5 
Pr. 16.1 1 0.2 4 22.2 2 7.0 1 14.3 3 60.8 2 1.5 2 6.5 2 4.3 4 2.2 3 33.3 3 36.4 4 
B.C. 14.8 3 0.3 3 18.6 3 6.5 2 9.2 4 48.2 4 1.3 4 6.7 1 5.9 1 1.5 5 18.7 5 38.4 2 
Can. 13.0  0.3  18.7  5.0  14.2  53.7  1.2  5.0  4.0  2.0  32.0  37.6
2. Proportion of Donors from each region giving to each type of nonprofit organization (in %), followed by rankings among regions  
Atl. 19.1 3 0.2 5 31.8 1 5.6 4 10.1 5 78.3 1 2.3 1 6.0 3 6.2 2 3.1 1 53.0 1 54.9 1 
QC 16.6 4 0.5 1 19.2 5 2.0 5 24.5 1 56.1 5 2.0 2 5.4 5 1.8 5 2.0 4 46.4 2 51.2 3 
ON 14.1 5 0.5 2 23.5 4 7.8 3 18.8 2 74.2 2 1.0 5 5.5 4 6.0 3 3.0 2 41.0 3 45.9 4 
Pr. 19.1 2 0.2 4 26.3 2 8.2 2 16.9 3 72.0 3 1.8 3 7.7 2 5.1 4 2.7 3 39.4 4 43.1 5 
B.C. 19.9 1 0.3 3 25.1 3 8.8 1 12.4 4 65.1 4 1.7 4 9.1 1 7.9 1 2.0 5 25.3 5 52.0 2 
Can. 16.7  0.4  23.9  6.5  18.2  68.8  1.6  6.3  5.1  2.6  41.0  48.1
3. Proportion of total Donor Relationships/Events from each region going to each type of nonprofit organization (in %), followed by rankings 
Atl. 7.1 3 0.1 5 11.8 1 2.1 4 3.7 5 29.0 1 0.8 1 2.2 3 2.3 2 1.1 1 19.6 1 20.3 4 
QC 7.3 4 0.2 1 8.4 5 0.9 5 10.7 1 24.7 5 0.9 2 2.4 5 0.8 5 0.9 4 20.4 2 22.5 1 
ON 5.9 5 0.2 2 9.7 4 3.2 3 7.8 2 30.8 2 0.4 5 2.3 4 2.5 3 1.3 2 17.0 3 19.0 2 
Pr. 7.9 2 0.1 4 10.9 2 3.4 2 7.0 3 29.7 3 0.7 3 3.2 2 2.1 4 1.1 3 16.2 4 17.8 5 
B.C. 8.7 1 0.2 3 10.9 3 3.8 1 5.4 4 28.3 4 0.7 4 4.0 1 3.5 1 0.9 5 11.0 5 22.6 3 
Can. 7.0  0.2  10.0  2.7  7.6  28.8  0.7  2.7  2.1  1.1  17.1  20.1  
4. Proportion of the Value of the total Donations from each region going to each type of nonprofit organization (in %), followed by rankings 
Atl. 2.5 4 0.0 5 3.2 3 0.9 4 3.9 5 15.1 5 0.3 3 2.1 5 0.8 5 0.5 4 62.6 1 8.2 4 
QC 6.0 1 0.3 1 4.0 1 0.6 5 13.8 1 21.6 1 0.6 2 3.1 4 0.8 4 1.1 1 32.0 5 16.0 1 
ON 2.5 5 0.3 2 2.7 5 2.4 1 7.7 2 21.4 2 0.2 5 3.3 3 0.9 3 1.1 2 47.0 3 10.5 2 
Pr. 3.3 3 0.2 3 3.2 4 1.8 2 5.1 4 16.1 4 0.2 4 3.5 2 1.2 2 0.6 3 57.5 2 7.4 5 
B.C. 4.2 2 0.0 4 3.5 2 1.7 3 6.9 3 19.7 3 1.1 1 4.1 1 1.7 1 0.3 5 46.3 4 10.5 3 
Can. 3.3  0.2  3.1  1.9  7.3  19.5  0.4  3.4  1.0  0.8  48.9  10.2
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 Arts & Rec. 
(incl. Sports) 

Biz., Prof., 
Unions 

Ed. & 
Research 

Environ-
ment 

Fndtns., 
Vol. Ctrs. Health Housing & 

Development 
Inter-

national 
Law, Adv.,  

Political 
Other / 
NEC Religion Social 

Services 
 Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank Amnt Rank

5. Average donation to each type of nonprofit organization by the donors of each region (in $), followed by rankings among regions  
Atl. 29 5 19 4 22 5 35 5 85 4 42 5 33 5 76 4 27 5 32 5 260 4 33 5 
QC 42 4 84 3 25 4 36 4 66 5 45 4 36 4 67 5 51 3 64 3 81 5 37 4 
ON 55 2 184 2 35 3 96 1 128 2 90 1 50 2 191 1 48 4 113 1 357 3 72 1 
Pr. 62 1 309 1 43 1 77 2 106 3 79 2 48 3 162 2 81 1 76 2 516 1 60 2 
B.C. 53 3 13 5 36 2 49 3 141 1 77 3 172 1 117 3 53 2 37 4 467 2 52 3 
Can. 51  142  33  75  104  74  60  138  53  82  310  55 

6. Median donation to each type of nonprofit organization by the donors of each region (in $), followed by rankings among regions  
Atl. 10 4 20 4 10 1 20 3 48 3 20 4 13 5 15 4 20 3 20 2 75 4 12 4 
QC 10 4 52 2 10 1 20 3 25 5 20 4 20 4 12 5 15 5 25 1 30 5 10 5 
ON 20 1 30 3 10 1 20 3 36 4 35 2 25 2 80 1 25 1 20 2 100 1 20 1 
Pr. 20 1 150 1 10 1 25 1 50 1 30 3 25 2 30 3 25 1 20 2 100 1 16 2 
B.C. 20 1 13 5 10 1 25 1 50 1 38 1 30 1 35 2 20 3 20 2 100 1 16 2 
Can. 15  45  10  25  39  26  25  25  20  20  55  15 

7. Average donation to each type of nonprofit organization by the residents of each region per capita among the household-dwelling population 
aged 15 or over (in $), followed by rankings among regions 

Atl. 4.64 5 0.03 5 5.96 4 1.66 4 7.15 5 27.93 4 0.62 3 3.83 4 1.44 4 0.83 4 116 2 15.27 4 
QC 5.18 4 0.29 3 3.49 5 0.54 5 11.99 4 18.72 5 0.53 4 2.66 5 0.68 5 0.96 3 28 5 13.91 5 
ON 6.05 3 0.66 1 6.51 3 5.81 1 18.84 1 52.32 1 0.39 5 8.16 2 2.26 3 2.69 1 115 3 25.72 1 
Pr. 9.98 1 0.59 2 9.54 1 5.34 2 15.14 2 48.03 2 0.73 2 10.60 1 3.48 1 1.71 2 172 1 21.96 2 
B.C. 7.84 2 0.03 4 6.61 2 3.20 3 12.98 3 37.19 3 2.16 1 7.83 3 3.12 2 0.55 5 88 4 19.81 3 
Can. 6.60  0.43  6.24  3.77  14.88  39.51  0.73  6.83  2.12  1.68  99  20.63

 Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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Table 7.19: Unweighted averages of the inter-regional rankings on each measure of donor support 
for each of the 12 different types of nonprofit organizations in 2000, and the ultimate 
rankings for each region per subsector  

 Ave. rankings for the seven measures 
shown in the previous table  

Ultimate rankings for those seven 
measures of support, per subsector  

(read horizontally) 
ICNPO type  Atl. QC ON Pr. BC Atl. QC ON Pr. BC 
Arts & Rec. (incl. Sports) 3.9 3.4 3.7 1.6 1.9 5 3 4 1 2 
Business or Professional  
Associations & Unions 4.7 1.9 1.9 2.7 3.9 5 1 1 3 4 

Education & Research 2.3 3.7 3.4 2.0 2.1 3 5 4 1 2 
Environment 4.0 4.6 2.1 1.7 2.0 4 5 3 1 2 
Fndtns. & Vol. Ctrs.  4.6 2.6 2.1 2.7 2.9 5 2 1 3 4 
Health 3.3 4.1 1.7 2.6 3.1 4 5 1 2 3 
Housing & Development 2.9 2.9 4.1 2.9 2.1 2 2 5 2 1 
International 4.0 4.6 2.7 2.0 1.7 4 5 3 2 1 
Law, Advocacy, Politics 3.4 4.6 2.7 2.4 1.6 4 5 3 2 1 
Other / NEC 2.7 2.9 1.6 2.6 4.4 3 4 1 2 5 
Religion 2.1 3.6 2.9 2.3 3.7 1 4 3 2 5 
Social Services 3.1 3.3 2.6 3.6 2.3 3 4 2 5 1 

Total   3.4 3.5 2.6 2.4 2.6 4 5 2 1 3 

 Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

Table 7.20: Unweighted averages of the inter-regional rankings on each of the measures of donor 
support for the various types of nonprofit organizations combined, 2000 

 
 
 
 

Region 

 
 
 
 

Variable 

Donor  
Rate 

% of 
region’s 
donors 

supporting 
each type 

% of 
region’s 

no. of 
donation 
per type 

Share of 
total 

donations 
for this 

type 

Ave.  per 
Donor 

Median 
per Donor 

Ave. 
Per 

Capita 

 
 
 

Totals

Atl. Average ranking 2.3 2.3 3.3 4.0 4.7 3.4 4.0 3.4 
 No. of first-places for 

individual subsectors 6 6 1 1 0 1 0 15 

 No. of last-places for 
individual subsectors 2 2 3 5 8 1 3 24 

QC Average ranking 3.7 3.5 3.0 2.3 4.0 3.7 4.4 3.5 
 No. of first-places 1 2 4 7 0 2 0 16 
 No. of last-places 5 5 4 2 3 5 7 31 

ON Average ranking 3.4 3.3 3.0 2.9 1.9 1.8 2.1 2.6 
 No. of first-places 1 0 2 1 5 6 6 21 
 No. of last-places 3 2 2 3 0 0 1 11 

Pr. Average ranking 2.6 3.1 3.2 3.2 1.8 1.6 1.6 2.4 
 No. of first-places 2 0 0 0 5 7 5 19 
 No. of last-places 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 

BC Average ranking 3.1 2.8 2.6 2.7 2.7 1.8 2.9 2.6 
 No. of first-places 2 4 5 3 2 7 1 24 
 No. of last-places 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 10 

 Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
Values for the ranks range between one (best) and five (worst), since there are five regions, and between 
zero and twelve for the total number of first or last places a region had on a given variable for the 
twelve individual subsectors, and between zero and 84 (12 times 7) for all of them combined. 
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7.10 Appendix 10: Detailed tables on the levels and changes in donating among 
the major demographic groups in Québec between 1997 and 2000 

 

Table 7.21: Donating rates and amounts for the major demographic groups in Québec, 1997 

Personal Characteristic 

Donor 
 rate  

(in %) 

Total 
Donations 
(in $000s) 

Share of 
Donations 

(in %) 

Average  
Donations 

($) 

Median 
Donations 

($) 
Total Provincial 75 567.8 100.0 127 50 

Age 15–24 58 18.0 3.2 32 13 
 25–34 74 53.4 9.4 67 33 
 35–44 78 197.7 34.8 195 50 
 45–54 81 116.5 20.5 137 65 
 55–64 81 86.1 15.2 158 73 
 65 and older 79 96.2 16.9 140 78 

Sex Male 70 226.8 39.9 111 50 
 Female 80 341.0 60.1 141 50 

Marital 
Status 

Married or  
common-law 82 337.9 59.5 115 57 

 Single 59 156.1 27.5 175 20 
 Widowed 78 46.8 8.2 144 67 
 Separated or divorced 68 27.0 4.8 86 40 

Education  Less than high school 66 113.5 20.0 84 35 
Level High school diploma 75 62.7 11.0 91 50 

 Some college 75 32.3 5.7 90 42 
 Post-secondary diploma 
or some university 81 128.2 22.6 88 51 

 University degree 87 231.1 40.7 381 90 
Labour  Employed 80 391.6 69.0 148 53 
Force Full-time 81 252.9 44.5 115 55 
Status Part-time 73 138.6 24.4 310 30 

 Unemployed 65 9.4 1.6 44 22 
 Not in labour force 70 166.9 29.4 104 48 

Household  Less than $20,000 62 77.1 13.6 71 30 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 76 113.9 20.1 90 40 
Level $40,000–$59,999 78 87.1 15.3 87 50 
 $60,000–$79,999 88 62.5 11.0 117 67 

 $80,000 or more 89 227.1 40.0 394 90 

 Source: Statistics Canada: National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 
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Table 7.22: Donating rates and amounts for the major demographic groups in Québec, 2000 

Personal Characteristic 

Donor 
 rate  

(in %) 

Total 
Donations 

($-millions) 

Share of 
Donations 

(in %) 

Average  
Donations 

($) 

Median 
Donations 

($) 
Total Provincial 74 515.7 100.0 117 45 

Age 15–24 55 27.7* 5.4* 52* 17* 
 25–34 73 62.0* 12.0* 86 33 
 35–44 85 107.3 20.8 99 40 
 45–54 77 124.7 24.2 147 55 
 55–64 82 90.6 17.6 149 57 
 65 and older 70 103.4 20.1 169 85 

Sex Male 71 280.4 54.4 135 50 
 Female 77 235.3 45.6 101 38 

Marital 
Status 

Married or  
common-law 79 329.0 63.8 113 45 

 Single 64 107.7* 20.9* 107* 33 
 Widowed 78 35.6 6.9 164 110* 
 Separated or divorced 64 … … 170* 37* 

Education  Less than high school 64 89.9 17.4 81 30 
Level High school diploma 77 62.7 12.2 76 30 

 Some college 62 22.4* 4.3* 87 34 
 Post-secondary diploma 
or some university 80 137.2 26.6 100 45 

 University degree 83 203.4 39.4 246 118 
Labour  Employed 78 335.6 65.1 118 45 
Force Full-time 80 284.0 55.1 123 45 
Status Part-time 68 51.5* 10.0* 98 40 
 Unemployed 58 … … … … 
 Not in labour force 69 158.0 30.6 113 50 
Household  Less than $20,000 56 39.8* 7.7* 73* 27* 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 72 131.6 25.5 95 30 
Level $40,000–$59,999 78 96.4 18.7 88 35 
 $60,000–$79,999 82 90.3 17.5 128 78 

 $80,000 or more 86 157.5 30.5 234 135 

… means the figure is not available because the sample size was too small to express the results 

* means the figure should be treated with caution because the sample size was quite small 

Source: Statistics Canada: National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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Table 7.23: Net changes in the donation rates or amounts for the major demographic groups in 
Québec in 2000 in comparison to 1997 

Personal Characteristic 
Donor rate 

(prcntg. pts.)

Total 
Donations 

($000s) 

Share of 
Donations 

(prcntg. pts.)

Average  
Donations 

($) 

Median 
Donations 

($) 
Total Provincial -1 -52,123 0.0 -10 -5 

Age 15–24 -3 9,707* 2.2* 20* 4* 
 25–34 -1 8,605* 2.6* 19 0 
 35–44 7 -90,369 -14.0 -96 -10 
 45–54 -4 8,232 3.7 10 -10 
 55–64 1 4,451 2.4 -9 -16 
 65 and older -9 7,250 3.1 29 7 

Sex Male 1 53,573 14.4 24 0 
 Female -3 -105,696 -14.4 -40 -12 

Marital 
Status 

Married or  
common-law -3 -8,866 4.3 -2 -12 

 Single 5 -48,406* -6.6* -68* 13* 
 Widowed 0 -11,217* -1.3* 20 43 
 Separated or divorced -4 n/a n/a 84* -3* 

Education  Less than high school -2 -23,560 -2.5 -4 -5 
Level High school diploma 2 38 1.1 -15 -20 

 Some college -13 -9,894* -1.3* -3 -8 
 Post-secondary diploma 
or some university -1 8,975 4.0 11 -6 

 University degree -4 -27,699 -1.3 -135 28 
Labour  Employed -2 -55,993 -3.9 -30 -8 
Force Full-time -1 31,052 10.5 8 -10 
Status Part-time -5 -87,146* -14.4* -212 10 
 Unemployed -7 n/a n/a n/a n/a 

 Not in labour force -1 -8,868 1.3 9 2 
Household  Less than $20,000 -6 -37,337* -5.9* 2* -3* 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 -4 17,664 5.5 5 -10 
Level $40,000–$59,999 0 9,265 3.3 1 -15 

 $60,000–$79,999 -6 27,834 6.5 11 11 
 $80,000 or more -3 -69,648 -9.5 -160 45 

“n/a” means the figure is not available because the sample size was too small to express the results in 
either the 1997 or 2000 Caring Canadians reports or both 

*  means the figure should be treated with caution because the sample size was quite small 

Source: Statistics Canada: National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 
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Table 7.24: Donating rates and amounts for the major demographic groups in Québec, 2000, 
adjusting the dollar amounts downward for the provincial inflation rate 

Personal Characteristic 

Donor 
 rate 

Total 
Donations 
(in millions 
of 1997-$) 

Share of 
Donations 

Average  
Donations 
(in 1997-$) 

Median 
Donations 
(in 1997-$) 

Total Provincial 74 489.1 100.0 111 43 
Age 15–24 55 26.3* 5.4* 49* 16* 

 25–34 73 58.8* 12.0* 82 31 
 35–44 85 101.8 20.8 94 38 
 45–54 77 118.3 24.2 139 52 
 55–64 82 85.9 17.6 141 54 
 65 and older 70 98.1 20.1 160 81 

Sex Male 71 265.9 54.4 128 47 
 Female 77 223.2 45.6 96 36 

Marital 
Status 

Married or  
common-law 79 312.0 63.8 107 43 

 Single 64 102.1* 20.9* 101* 31* 
 Widowed 78 33.8* 6.9 156 104 
 Separated or divorced 64 … … 161* 35* 

Education  Less than high school 64 85.3 17.4 77 28 
Level High school diploma 77 59.5 12.2 72 28 

 Some college 62 21.2* 4.3* 83 32 
 Post-secondary diploma 
or some university 80 130.1 26.6 95 43 

 University degree 83 192.9* 39.4 233 112 
Labour  Employed 78 318.3 65.1 112 43 
Force Full-time 80 269.4 55.1 117 43 
Status Part-time 68 48.8* 10.0* 93 38 
 Unemployed 58 … … … … 

 Not in labour force 69 149.9 30.6 107 47 
Household  Less than $20,000 56 37.7* 7.7* 69* 26* 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 72 124.8 25.5 90 28 
Level $40,000–$59,999 78 91.4 18.7 83 33 
 $60,000–$79,999 82 85.6 17.5 121 74 

 $80,000 or more 86 149.4 30.5 222 128 

… means the figure is not available because the sample size was too small to express the results 

*  means the figure should be treated with caution because the sample size was quite small 

Source: Statistics Canada: National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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Table 7.25: Net changes in the donation rates or amounts for the major demographic groups in 
Québec in 2000 in comparison to 1997, adjusting for the provincial inflation rate 

Personal Characteristic 
Donor rate 

(prcntg. pts.)

Total 
Donations 

($000s) 

Share of 
Donations 

(prcntg. pts.)

Average  
Donations 
(1997-$) 

Median 
Donations 
(1997-$) 

Total Provincial -1 -78,701 0.0 -16 -7 
Age 15–24 -3 8,279* 2.2* 17* 3* 

 25–34 -1 5,410* 2.6* 15 -2 
 35–44 7 -95,899 -14.0 -101 -12 
 45–54 -4 1,805 3.7 2 -13 
 55–64 1 -218 2.4 -17 -19 
 65 and older -9 1,921 3.1 20 3 

Sex Male 1 39,122 14.4 17 -3 
 Female -3 -117,823 -14.4 -45 -14 

Marital 
Status 

Married or  
common-law -3 -25,822 4.3 -8 -14 

 Single 5 -53,957* -6.6* -74* 11* 
 Widowed 0 -13,052* -1.3* 12 37 
 Separated or divorced -4 n/a n/a 75* -5* 

Education  Less than high school -2 -28,201 -2.6 -7 -7 
Level High school diploma 2 -3,198 1.1 -19 -22 
 Some college -13 -11,075* -1.3* -7 -10 
 Post-secondary diploma 

or some university -1 1,895 4.0 7 -8 

 University degree -4 -38,216 -1.3 -148 22 
Labour  Employed -2 -73,289 -3.9 -36 -10 
Force Full-time -1 16,415 10.5 2 -12 
Status Part-time -5 -89,800* -14.4* -217 8 
 Unemployed -7 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
 Not in labour force -1 -17,011 1.3 3 -1 
Household  Less than $20,000 -6 -39,388* -5.9* -2* -4* 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 -4 10,882 5.5 0 -12 
Level $40,000–$59,999 0 4,297 3.3 -4 -17 

 $60,000–$79,999 -6 23,180 6.5 4 7 
 $80,000 or more -3 -77,765 -9.5 -172 38 

“n/a” means the figure is not available because the sample size was too small to express the 
results in either the 1997 or 2000 Caring Canadians reports or both 

Source: Statistics Canada: National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 
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Table 7.26: Changes in the number of people donating to nonprofit organizations among the major 
demographic groups in Québec between 1997 and 2000 

Personal Characteristic 

1997’s age-15+ 
donor pop.  
(in '000s) 

2000’s age-15+ 
donor pop.  
(in '000s) 

Absolute 
change 

(in '000s) 

Relative  
change  
(in %) 

Total Provincial 4,471 4,408 -63 -1.4 
Age 15–24 562 533 -30 -5.3 
 25–34 797 721 -76 -9.5 
 35–44 1,014 1,084 70 6.9 
 45–54 850 848 -2 -0.2 
 55–64 545 608 63 11.5 
 65 and older 687 612 -75 -10.9 
Sex Male 2,043 2,077 34 1.6 
 Female 2,418 2,330 -89 -3.7 
Marital 
Status 

Married or  
common-law 2,938 2,912 -26 -0.9 

 Single 892 1,007 115 12.8 
 Widowed 325 217 -108 -33.2 
 Separated or divorced 314 255 -59 -18.8 
Education  Less than high school 1,344 1,114 -231 -17.2 
Level High school diploma 691 823 132 19.1 
 Some college 360 259 -101 -28.1 
 Post-secondary diploma 

or some university 1,455 1,378 -77 -5.3 

 University degree 607 827 220 36.3 
Labour  Employed 2,646 2,844 198 7.5 
Force Full-time 2,200 2,309 109 5.0 
Status Part-time 447 526 78 17.5 
 Unemployed 213 165 -50 -23.1 
 Not in labour force 1,605 1,398 -206 -12.9 
Household  Less than $20,000 1,086 545 -541 -49.8 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 1,266 1,385 119 9.4 
Level $40,000–$59,999 1,002 1,095 94 9.4 
 $60,000–$79,999 534 705 172 32.1 
 $80,000 or more 577 673 97 16.7 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 
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Table 7.27: Cross-tabulating the population’s years of birth with the age brackets used in the 
NSGVP analyses and the popular names of the generations 

Popular name of Year of Their age in NSGVP survey year Cut-points & approx. pops. for age 
brackets used in NSGVP analyses 

each generation birth 1997 2000 2004 1997 2000 2004 
Depression 1930 67 70 74 ~867,000   
Generation 1931 66 69 73 ↑   

 1932 65 68 72 65+ ~878,000  
a.k.a. the ‘Long 1933 64 67 71    

Civic Generation’ 1934 63 66 70  ↑ ~950,000 
 1935 62 65 69  65+  
 1936 61 64 68 -670,000   
 1937 60 63 67    
 1938 59 62 66   ↑ 
 1939 58 61 65  ~735,000 65+ 

War 1940 57 60 64    
Babies 1941 56 59 63 ↑   

 1942 55 58 62 55–64   
 1943 54 57 61   ~840,000 
 1944 53 56 60  ↑  

Early 1945 52 55 59  55–64  
Baby 1946 51 54 58    

Boomers 1947 50 53 57    
 1948 49 52 56 ~1,012,000  ↑ 
 1949 48 51 55   55–64 
 1950 47 50 54    
 1951 46 49 53 ↑ ~1,092,000  
 1952 45 48 52 45–54   
 1953 44 47 51    
 1954 43 46 50  ↑ ~1,170,000
 1955 42 45 49  45–54  

Later 1956 41 44 48    
Baby 1957 40 43 47 ~1,270,000   

Boomers 1958 39 42 46   ↑ 
 1959 38 41 45   45–54 
 1960 37 40 44  ~1,280,000  
 1961 36 39 43 ↑   
 1962 35 38 42 35–44   
 1963 34 37 41   ~1,220,000
 1964 33 36 40  ↑  

Generation X / 1965 32 35 39  35–44  
Baby 1966 31 34 38    

Busters 1967 30 33 37    
 1968 29 32 36 ~1,080,000  ↑ 
 1969 28 31 35   35–44 
 1970 27 30 34    
 1971 26 29 33 ↑ ~985,000  
 1972 25 28 32 25–34   
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Popular name of Year of Their age in NSGVP survey year Cut-points & approx. pops. for age 
brackets used in NSGVP analyses 

each generation birth 1997 2000 2004 1997 2000 2004 
 1973 24 27 31    
 1974 23 26 30  ↑ ~990,000 
 1975 22 25 29  25–34  
 1976 21 24 28    
 1977 20 23 27 ~974,000   
 1978 19 22 26   ↑ 
 1979 18 21 25  ~980,000 25–34 
 1980 17 20 24    
 1981 16 19 23 ↑   

Generation Y / 1982 15 18 22 15–24   
Echo Boom 1983 14 17 21   ~970,000 

 1984 13 16 20  ↑  
 1985 12 15 19  15–24  
 1986 11 14 18    
 1987 10 13 17    
 1988 9 12 16   ↑ 
 1989 8 11 15   15–24 

Note, the population estimates in the final columns may not match those in other tables, because these 
are based on the latest population estimates from Statistics Canada, rather than the estimates from 1998 
and 2001 when the NSGVP results were first processed. The 2004 values are actually based on the 2003 
populations, give or take a rough estimate of the institutionalized and reserve populations for each. 
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Table 7.28: Average annual donations from each major demographic group in Québec in 1997 and 2000, per capita, absolute and relative 
changes between those levels, and relative rankings for each demographic on those values and changes 

 Ave. per cap. donation ($) Changes Rankings for largest (1) to smallest values & changes 
Personal Characteristic 1997 2000 Absolute Relative 1997 (/27) 2000 (/25) Abs. ch.(/25) Rel. ch.(/25)

Total Provincial 96 87 -9 -9% n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Age 15–24 18 29 10 55% 27 25 8 1 
Bracket 25–34 49 63 14 28% 22 20 6 2 
 35–44 153 84 -69 -45% 3 12 23 24 
 45–54 112 113 1 1% 7 6 14 10 
 55–64 128 123 -5 -4% 4 4 18 13 
 65 and older 111 118 7 6% 9 5 10 7 
Sex Male 78 96 18 23% 15 9 3 3 
 Female 112 78 -35 -31% 6 15 21 20 
Marital  Married or common-law 95 89 -6 -6% 12 11 19 14 
Status Single 104 68 -35 -34% 10 17 22 21 
 Widowed 112 128 16 15% 8 3 5 4 
 Separated or divorced 58 ... ... ... 19 ... ... ... 
Education  Less than high school 35 52 17 -8% 25 23 4 15 
Level High school diploma 50 59 9 -13% 21 21 9 17 
 Some college 42 54 12 -20% 24 22 7 18 

 Post-secondary diploma 
or some university 51 80 29 12% 20 13 2 5 

 University degree 90 203 113 -38% 14 1 1 22 
Labour  Employed 118 92 -27 -22% 5 10 20 19 
Force Full-time 94 98 5 5% 13 8 12 8 
Status Part-time 227 67 -161 -71% 2 19 25 25 
 Unemployed 28 ... ... ... 26 ... ... ... 
 Not in labour force 72 79 6 9% 16 14 11 6 
Household  Less than $20,000 44 41 -3 -8% 23 24 17 16 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 69 69 0 0% 17 16 15 11 
Level $40,000–$59,999 68 68 0 0% 18 18 16 12 
 $60,000–$79,999 103 105 2 2% 11 7 13 9 
 $80,000 or more 352 200 -152 -43% 1 2 24 23 

    Source: Statistics Canada, NSGVP, 1997 and 2000.    ‘…’ means sample size was too small to express the value
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7.11 Appendix 11: Regional comparisons on the changes in the total, average, and per capita amounts of overall 
donations to nonprofit organizations between 1997 and 2000 

 
 

Contains: 
 

 
Table 7.29: Relative changes in the total amount of donations given in 2000 by the major demographic groups 
in each region compared to their 1997 levels, and inter-regional rankings on the magnitude of those changes 
 
Table 7.30: Average donations from the major demographic groups in each region in 2000 and inter-regional 
rankings on them 
 
Table 7.31: Average donations from the major demographic groups in each region in 2000, per capita 
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Table 7.29: Relative changes in the total amount of donations given in 2000 by the major demographic groups in each region compared to 
their 1997 levels, and inter-regional rankings on the magnitude of those changes 

 Relative change in each region (in %) Rankings for best (1) to worst (5) change 
Personal Characteristic Atlantic Québec Ontario Prairies B.C. Atl. QC ON Pr. B.C. 

Age 15–24 145.9 53.9 44.0 85.3 ... 1 3 4 2 ... 
Bracket 25–34 18.9 16.1 21.5 78.4 13.9 3 4 2 1 5 
 35–44 5.5 -45.7 -0.8 14.8 26.2 3 5 4 2 1 
 45–54 -21.8 7.1 33.9 21.0 59.1 5 4 2 3 1 
 55–64 36.6 5.2 18.5 -14.5 -13.7 1 3 2 5 4 
 65 and older 3.5 7.5 -9.9 10.8 -40.8 3 2 4 1 5 
Sex Male 15.2 23.6 2.5 19.8 9.5 3 1 5 2 4 
 Female 2.8 -31.0 22.1 24.9 12.3 4 5 2 1 3 
Marital  Married or common-law -0.1 -2.6 9.6 19.7 10.5 4 5 3 1 2 
Status Single 51.8 -31.0 18.2 55.1 25.2 2 5 4 1 3 
 Widowed 7.2 -24.0 20.5 7.4 -54.7 3 4 1 2 5 
 Separated or divorced 32.3 ... 27.2 11.1 94.7 2 ... 3 4 1 
Education  Less than high school -7.5 -20.8 -14.9 13.5 -39.0 2 4 3 1 5 
Level High school diploma 11.7 0.1 10.9 36.8 30.7 3 5 4 1 2 
 Some college 64.2 -30.6 34.4 14.0 7.5 1 5 2 3 4 

 Post-secondary diploma 
or some university -0.5 7.0 4.1 13.0 -6.6 4 2 3 1 5 

 University degree 21.1 -12.0 30.0 34.9 52.3 4 5 3 2 1 
Labour  Employed 22.6 -14.3 20.1 15.9 25.7 2 5 3 4 1 
Force Full-time 19.1 12.3 22.2 19.4 42.7 4 5 2 3 1 
Status Part-time 46.6 -62.9 10.6 4.0 -6.9 1 5 2 3 4 
 Unemployed 38.4 ... ... 79.7 -75.9 2 ... ... 1 3 
 Not in labour force -11.1 -5.3 -3.8 40.3 -0.3 5 4 3 1 2 
Household  Less than $20,000 -33.2 -48.4 -53.1 -37.5 -6.3 2 4 5 3 1 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 -0.7 15.5 11.8 5.5 17.8 5 2 3 4 1 
Level $40,000–$59,999 30.2 10.6 -18.0 10.7 -6.9 1 3 5 2 4 
 $60,000–$79,999 5.2 44.6 -4.6 12.3 -22.7 3 1 4 2 5 
 $80,000 or more 44.4 -30.7 57.3 83.8 43.9 3 5 2 1 4 
  Number of demographic groups with the best changes among the five regions  (/27) 5 2 1 11 8 
 Number of demographic groups with the worst changes among the five regions (/24) 3 11 3 1 6 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 
… means the sample sizes were too small in at least one year to express the original values the changes are based on; they are not included in the rankings, either 
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Table 7.30: Average donations from the major demographic groups in each region in 2000 and inter-regional rankings on them 
 Average annual donation from donors in each group (in $) Rankings for highest (1) to lowest (5)  
Personal Characteristic Atlantic Québec Ontario Prairies B.C. Atl. QC ON Pr. B.C. 

 Total Regional 220 117 312 354 255 4 5 2 1 3 
Age 15–24 107 52 137 178 … 3 4 2 1 ... 
Bracket 25–34 148 86 260 354 246 4 5 2 1 3 
 35–44 208 99 284 392 214 4 5 2 1 3 
 45–54 220 147 432 393 415 4 5 1 3 2 
 55–64 352 149 392 398 312 3 5 2 1 4 
 65 and older 322 169 371 399 224 3 5 2 1 4 
Sex Male 231 135 295 368 247 4 5 2 1 3 
 Female 211 101 327 340 262 4 5 2 1 3 
Marital  Married or common-law 229 113 342 401 282 4 5 2 1 3 
Status Single 159 107 187 215 170 4 5 2 1 3 
 Widowed 299 164 448 389 172 3 5 1 2 4 
 Separated or divorced 275 170 323 325 326 4 5 3 2 1 
Education  Less than high school 136 81 164 254 111 3 5 2 1 4 
Level High school diploma 199 76 257 302 183 3 5 2 1 4 
 Some college 232 87 273 303 177 3 5 2 1 4 

 Post-secondary diploma 
or some university 222 100 310 337 278 4 5 2 1 3 

 University degree 428 246 550 660 511 4 5 2 1 3 
Labour  Employed 241 118 326 363 276 4 5 2 1 3 
Force Full-time 243 123 328 355 274 4 5 2 1 3 
Status Part-time 227 98 318 396 282 4 5 2 1 3 
 Unemployed 104 … … 169 83 2 ... ... 1 3 
 Not in labour force 210 113 292 349 235 4 5 2 1 3 
Household  Less than $20,000 153 73 127 227 204 3 5 4 1 2 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 181 95 230 270 199 4 5 2 1 3 
Level $40,000–$59,999 235 88 240 322 211 3 5 2 1 4 
 $60,000–$79,999 225 128 271 293 199 3 5 2 1 4 
 $80,000 or more 349 234 497 584 402 4 5 2 1 3 
  No. of demographic groups with the highest averages among the five regions (of 27) 0 0 2 24 1 
 No. of demographic groups with the lowest averages among the five regions (of 25) 0 25 0 0 0 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
… means the sample sizes were too small in at least one year to express the values; they are not included in the rankings or the tallies for the worst ranked 
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Table 7.31: Average donations from the major demographic groups in each region in 2000, per capita 
 Ave. per capita annual donation from each group (in $) Rankings for highest (1) to lowest (5)  
Personal Characteristic Atlantic Québec Ontario Prairies B.C. Atl. QC ON Pr. B.C. 

Age 15–24 77 29 91 125 … 3 4 2 1 ... 
Bracket 25–34 128 63 192 311 181 4 5 2 1 3 
 35–44 183 84 243 344 178 3 5 2 1 4 
 45–54 184 113 356 360 351 4 5 2 1 3 
 55–64 299 123 321 341 201 3 5 2 1 4 
 65 and older 287 118 287 337 160 3 5 2 1 4 
Sex Male 187 96 224 301 169 3 5 2 1 4 
 Female 183 78 263 296 208 4 5 2 1 3 
Marital  Married or common-law 202 89 292 358 221 4 5 2 1 3 
Status Single 116 68 122 158 105 3 5 2 1 4 
 Widowed 258 128 318 340 137 3 5 2 1 4 
 Separated or divorced 236 … 230 254 245 3 ... 4 1 2 
Education  Less than high school 103 52 110 198 62 3 5 2 1 4 
Level High school diploma 172 59 204 247 146 3 5 2 1 4 
 Some college 201 54 219 250 133 3 5 2 1 4 

 Post-secondary diploma 
or some university 196 80 259 301 223 4 5 2 1 3 

 University degree 392 203 463 605 400 4 5 2 1 3 
Labour  Employed 212 92 267 313 216 4 5 2 1 3 
Force Full-time 217 98 272 309 215 3 5 2 1 4 
Status Part-time 185 67 242 327 221 4 5 2 1 3 
 Unemployed 88 … …. 132 54 2 ... ... 1 3 
 Not in labour force 165 79 213 282 159 3 5 2 1 4 
Household  Less than $20,000 116 41 81 150 125 3 5 4 1 2 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 151 69 171 229 129 3 5 2 1 4 
Level $40,000–$59,999 196 68 185 267 170 2 5 3 1 4 
 $60,000–$79,999 196 105 225 257 155 3 5 2 1 4 
 $80,000 or more 328 200 419 546 342 4 5 2 1 3 
  No. of demographic groups with the highest averages among the five regions (of 27) 0 0 0 27 0 
 No. of demographic groups with the lowest averages among the five regions (of 24) 0 24 0 0 0 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
… means the sample sizes were too small in at least one year to express the values; they are not included in the rankings or the tallies for the worst ranked 
Note, due to the rounding of the total donations these are based on, some of BC's could go up or (in most cases) down by $1, but this does not affect the rankings
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7.12 Appendix 12: Supplementary figures and tables on the larger (above-the-
national-median) donor groups in Canada 

 
Contents: 

 
 
• Graphic inter-regional comparisons on the “Larger Donor Rates,” or how prevalent the larger 

donors are among those with each characteristic within each category: Figure 7.1 through 
Figure 7.5, on pp. 168-170 

• Regional comparisons on the overall distributions of larger, smaller, and non-donors and the 
contributions from each, 2000: p. 171 

• Absolute and relative prevalence of the larger, smaller, and non-donors with each 
characteristic, first in Canada as a whole and then in the five regions : pp. 172-177 

• The prevalence and total, average, and median contributions of the larger donors with each 
characteristic, first in Canada as a whole and then in all the other regions besides this one: pp. 
178-183 

• Consolidated findings on the prevalence and generosity of the top ten larger donor 
demographic groups (not including amount of civic participation) across Canada, 2000: p. 184 

• Regional comparisons on the average donations by each larger donor group and the 
percentage of the region’s total donations they account for: p. 185 

• Overall odds that someone in each region is an above-the-national-median donor with that 
characteristic and the intra-regional rankings on the percent of the region’s total donations 
that each larger donor group accounts for: p. 186 
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Figure 7.1: Above-average donor rate by ethnicity: prevalence of above-the-national-median donor 

groups of various ethnic heritages in each region as a percent of all those age 15 and 
over with that trait, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Source:  Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

 

Figure 7.2: Above-average donor rate by religion: prevalence of above-the-national-median donor 
groups of various religious affiliations in each region as a percent of all those age 15 and 
over with that trait, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source:  Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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Figure 7.3: Above-average donor rate by occupation: prevalence of above-the-national-median 
donor groups of various occupations in each region as a percent of all those age 15 and 
over with that trait, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Source:  Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

Figure 7.4: Above-average donor rate by church attendance: prevalence of the above-the-national-
median donor groups of various frequencies of church attendance in each region as a 
percent of all those age 15 and over with that trait, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Source:  Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Professional 

Managers &
Administrators

Other White Collar

Blue Collar 

Not in labour force B.C.

Prairies

Ontario

Québec

Atlantic

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Do not attend

1-2 times/year

3-4 times/year

Monthly

Weekly

B.C.

Prairies

Ontario

Québec

Atlantic



An Information Sourcebook for Community Organizations on Volunteering and Donating in Québec 

- 170 - 
 

Figure 7.5: Above-average donor rate by civic participation: prevalence of above-the-national-
median donor groups engaged in various other types of civic participation in each 
region as a percent of all those age 15 and over with that trait, 2000 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source:  Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000  

These variables refer to the number of types of civic organizations the donors participated in or 
were members of, among these six types: i) cultural, education, or hobby organizations; ii) 
neighbourhood, civic or community associations or school groups; iii) political organizations; 
iv) religiously affiliated groups; v) service clubs or fraternal associations; and vi) sports or 
recreation organizations. But they do not include work affiliations (unions and professional 
associations) or organizations they may have volunteered for, outside those types. Nor is 
donating counted as a type of participation. 
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Table 7.32: Regional comparisons on the overall distributions of larger, smaller, and non-donors and the contributions from each, 2000 

 
Region Type of donor 

group 

Est. no. of age 
15+ people of 

each type  

Est. share of 
region's 15+ 

population (%)

Est. share of 
Canada's donor 

groups (%) 

Est. amount of 
donations from 

them ($) 

Est. share of the 
region’s total 
donations (%) 

Est. share of 
Cndn. groups' 
total dntns (%)

Average 
donation  

($) 
Atlantic Non-Donors 303,619 15.9 5.7 - - - - 
 Smaller Donors 831,997 43.7 8.8 22,698,519 6.4 8.5 27 
 Larger Donors 768,554 40.4 8.0 329,964,377 93.6 7.1 429 
 Total 1,904,170 100.0 7.8 352,662,896 100.0 7.1 185 
Québec Non-Donors 1,546,521 26.0 28.9 - - - - 
 Smaller Donors 2,690,943 45.2 28.4 65,494,144 12.7 24.5 24 
 Larger Donors 1,710,126 28.8 17.9 450,188,453 87.3 9.6 263 
 Total 5,947,590 100.0 24.4 515,682,597 100.0 10.4 87 
Ontario Non-Donors 2,036,646 21.8 38.1 - - - - 
 Smaller Donors 3,207,305 34.4 33.8 93,962,105 4.1 35.1 29 
 Larger Donors 4,085,239 43.8 42.7 2,181,759,483 95.9 46.7 534 
 Total 9,329,190 100.0 38.3 2,275,721,589 100.0 46.1 244 
Prairies Non-Donors 614,931 15.6 11.5 - - - - 
 Smaller Donors 1,494,083 37.8 15.8 44,716,412 3.8 16.7 30 
 Larger Donors 1,844,439 46.7 19.3 1,136,386,756 96.2 24.3 616 
 Total 3,953,453 100.0 16.2 1,181,103,168 100.0 23.9 299 
B.C. Non-Donors 845,811 26.0 15.8 - - - - 
 Smaller Donors 1,251,288 38.5 13.2 40,516,808 6.6 15.2 32 
 Larger Donors 1,151,705 35.5 12.0 573,083,141 93.4 12.3 498 
 Total 3,248,804 100.0 13.3 613,599,949 100.0 12.4 189 
Canada Non-Donors 5,347,528 21.9 100% - - - - 
 Smaller Donors 9,475,615 38.9 100% 267,387,988 5.4 100.0 28 
 Larger Donors 9,560,064 39.2 100% 4,671,382,211 94.6 100.0 489 
 Total 24,383,207 100.0 100% 4,938,770,198 100.0 100.0 203 

 Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000  

            “Smaller” and “Larger” Donors refers to those giving below or above the national median of $73, respectively. 
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Table 7.33: Prevalence of larger, smaller, and non-donors with selected characteristics in Canada, 2000 

 
 
Category  

 
Socio-demographic  
characteristic  

Estimated 
number of 
non-donors 

with this 
characteristic

Percent of 
those w. 

this char. 
who are 

non-
donors 

Est. no. of 
smaller 
donors 

(giving below  
median)  w. 
this char.  

% of 
those w. 

this char. 
who are 

small 
donors 

Est. no. of 
larger donors 
(giving $73 or 
more) w. this 
characteristic 

Percent of 
those w. 

this char. 
who are 
larger 
donors 

Odds that 
someone 
w. this 

char. is a 
larger 
donor 

% of whole 
15+ pop. w. 
this char. 
who are 
larger 
donors 

Total est. 
population 
with this 

char. (incl. 
smaller & 

non-donors)

% of both 
category 
and 15+ 
pop. w. 

this char.

Ethnic  Canadian 1,862,887 28.2 2,815,826 42.6 1,934,321 29.3 2/7 8.6 6,613,034 29.4 
Heritage British 740,079 13.3 2,176,082 39.2 2,641,409 47.5 1/2 11.7 5,557,570 24.7 
 French 393,129 19.2 972,751 47.6 678,198 33.2 1/3 3.0 2,044,078 9.1 
 Other 1,501,565 18.1 2,934,497 35.4 3,847,050 46.4 1/2 17.1 8,283,112 36.8 
Religion No religion 1,637,700 28.0 2,463,681 42.1 1,746,880 29.9 2/7 7.7 5,848,261 25.9 
 Catholic 1,973,270 21.2 3,862,682 41.5 3,482,539 37.4 3/8 15.4 9,318,491 41.3 
 Protestant 558,346 9.6 1,986,084 34.3 3,252,226 56.1 5/9 14.4 5,796,656 25.7 
 Other 343,361 21.5 616,542 38.6 635,459 39.8 2/5 2.8 1,595,362 7.1 
Occupation Professionals 531,788 13.8 1,180,823 30.6 2,148,656 55.6 5/9 8.8 3,861,267 15.8 

 Managers and 
Administrators 219,686 13.8 395,658 24.9 971,519 61.2 3/5 4.0 1,586,863 6.5 

 Other white-collar 1,550,261 21.6 3,120,897 43.4 2,522,390 35.1 1/3 10.3 7,193,548 29.5 
 Blue-collar 1,040,608 23.0 2,177,084 48.0 1,316,244 29.0 2/7 5.4 4,533,936 18.6 
 Not in labour force 2,005,184 27.8 2,601,153 36.1 2,601,256 36.1 1/3 10.7 7,207,593 29.6 
Church  Not at all 2,724,276 27.6 4,275,316 43.4 2,860,075 29.0 2/7 12.5 9,859,667 43.2 
Attendance 1-2 times a year 558,400 19.7 1,372,973 48.4 907,323 32.0 1/3 4.0 2,838,696 12.4 
 3-4 times a year 467,824 15.8 1,336,040 45.1 1,155,429 39.0 2/5 5.1 2,959,293 13.0 
 Monthly 428,313 14.7 902,963 31.1 1,576,298 54.2 1/2 6.9 2,907,574 12.7 
 Weekly 404,718 9.5 1,161,402 27.4 2,676,780 63.1 5/8 11.7 4,242,900 18.6 
Number of  No other types* 3,767,625 27.7 5,863,618 43.1 3,966,925 29.2 2/7 17.1 13,598,168 58.5 
types of civic One other type 815,258 13.5 2,217,199 36.6 3,023,730 49.9 1/2 13.0 6,056,187 26.0 
participation  2+ other types 247,342 6.9 1,036,513 28.8 2,317,410 64.3 2/3 10.0 3,601,265 15.5 

Totals** 5,347,528 21.9 9,475,615 38.9 9,560,064 100.0 1 39.2 24,383,207 100.0 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

                                                 
* These variables refer to the number of types of civic organizations the donors participated in or were members of, among these six types: i) cultural, education, or hobby 

organizations; ii) neighbourhood, civic or community associations or school groups; iii) political organizations; iv) religiously affiliated groups; v) service clubs or 
fraternal associations; and vi) sports or recreation organizations. But they do not include work affiliations (unions and professional associations) or organizations they 
may have volunteered for, outside those types. Nor is donating counted as a type of participation.  

** Note, the sub-totals for some of the individual categories may vary because not all the survey respondents gave every type of demographic information. The two 
“Percentage of population with that characteristic” columns use the sub-totals for each category as the denominators. 
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Table 7.34: Prevalence of larger, smaller, and non-donors with selected characteristics in Atlantic Canada, 2000 

 
 
Category  

 
Socio-demographic  
characteristic  

Estimated 
number of 
non-donors 

with this 
characteristic

Percent of 
those w. 

this char. 
who are 

non-
donors 

Est. no. of 
smaller 
donors 

(giving below  
median)  w. 
this char.  

% of 
those w. 

this char. 
who are 

small 
donors 

Est. no. of 
larger donors 
(giving $73 or 
more) w. this 
characteristic 

Percent of 
those w. 

this char. 
who are 
larger 
donors 

Odds that 
someone 
w. this 

char. is a 
larger 
donor 

% of whole 
15+ pop. w. 
this char. 
who are 
larger 
donors 

Total est. 
population 
with this 

char. (incl. 
smaller & 

non-donors)

% of both 
category 
and 15+ 
pop. w. 

this char.

Ethnic  Canadian 84,503 26.0 140,382 43.2 100,385 30.9 1/3 5.8 325,270 18.8 
Heritage British 96,463 11.7 347,152 42.0 382,527 46.3 1/2 22.1 826,142 47.7 
 French 52,962 22.6 101,668 43.4 79,463 33.9 1/3 4.6 234,093 13.5 
 Other 40,035 11.6 144,451 41.8 160,820 46.6 1/2 9.3 345,306 20.0 
Religion No religion 69,571 22.4 170,751 55.1 69,655 22.5 2/9 3.9 309,977 17.3 
 Catholic 123,749 18.5 273,530 40.8 272,404 40.7 2/5 15.2 669,683 37.5 
 Protestant 70,499 9.2 316,888 41.5 376,497 49.3 1/2 21.1 763,884 42.7 
 Other 14,746 33.9 14,716 33.9 13,985 32.2 1/3 0.8 43,447 2.4 
Occupation Professionals 19,737 8.0 85,690 34.6 142,556 57.5 4/7 7.5 247,983 13.0 

 Managers and 
Administrators 4,967 7.1 14,239 20.4 50,601 72.5 5/7 2.7 69,807 3.7 

 Other white-collar 81,781 14.6 263,496 47.1 213,746 38.2 3/8 11.2 559,023 29.4 
 Blue-collar 64,269 16.5 194,872 50.0 130,290 33.5 1/3 6.8 389,431 20.5 
 Not in labour force 132,864 20.8 273,700 42.9 231,362 36.3 1/3 12.2 637,926 33.5 
Church  Not at all 141,344 24.5 292,132 50.7 142,823 24.8 1/4 7.8 576,299 31.7 
Attendance 1-2 times a year 43,680 18.4 137,588 58.0 56,034 23.6 1/4 3.1 237,302 13.0 
 3-4 times a year 42,645 15.7 131,780 48.5 97,319 35.8 1/3 5.3 271,744 14.9 
 Monthly 26,251 8.9 100,120 34.0 168,115 57.1 4/7 9.2 294,486 16.2 
 Weekly 28,718 6.5 132,705 30.1 279,424 63.4 5/8 15.3 440,847 24.2 
Number of  No other types* 230,377 22.1 506,603 48.5 307,010 29.4 2/7 16.6 1,043,990 56.5 
types of civic One other type 50,237 10.2 190,715 38.7 251,758 51.1 1/2 13.6 492,710 26.7 
participation  2+ other types 13,096 4.2 105,557 34.0 192,261 61.8 5/8 10.4 310,914 16.8 

Totals** 303,619 15.9 831,997 43.7 768,554 100.0 1 40.4 1,904,170 100.0 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

                                                 
* These variables refer to the number of types of civic organizations the donors participated in or were members of, among these six types: i) cultural, education, or hobby 

organizations; ii) neighbourhood, civic or community associations or school groups; iii) political organizations; iv) religiously affiliated groups; v) service clubs or 
fraternal associations; and vi) sports or recreation organizations. But they do not include work affiliations (unions and professional associations) or organizations they 
may have volunteered for, outside those types. Nor is donating counted as a type of participation.  

** Note, the sub-totals for some of the individual categories may vary because not all the survey respondents gave every type of demographic information. The two 
“Percentage of population with that characteristic” columns use the sub-totals for each category as the denominators. 
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Table 7.35: Prevalence of larger, smaller, and non-donors with selected characteristics in Québec, 2000 

 
 
Category  

 
Socio-demographic  
characteristic  

Estimated 
number of 
non-donors 

with this 
characteristic

Percent of 
those w. 

this char. 
who are 

non-
donors 

Est. no. of 
smaller 
donors 

(giving below  
median)  w. 
this char.  

% of 
those w. 

this char. 
who are 

small 
donors 

Est. no. of 
larger donors 
(giving $73 or 
more) w. this 
characteristic 

% of 
those w. 

this char. 
who are 
larger 
donors 

Odds that 
someone 
w. this 

char. is a 
larger 
donor 

% of whole 
15+ pop. w. 
this char. 
who are 
larger 
donors 

Total est. 
population 
with this 

char. (incl. 
smaller & 

non-donors)

% of both 
category 
and 15+ 
pop. w. 

this char.

Ethnic  Canadian 974,287 24.9 1,853,557 47.5 1,078,288 27.6 2/7 18.9 3,906,132 68.4 
Heritage British 27,489 23.4 13,243 11.3 76,863 65.4 2/3 1.3 117,595 2.1 
 French 235,751 22.7 526,567 50.6 277,980 26.7 1/4 4.9 1,040,298 18.2 
 Other 199,223 30.7 223,529 34.5 225,981 34.8 1/3 4.0 648,733 11.4 
Religion No religion 126,176 31.4 144,114 35.9 131,312 32.7 1/3 2.3 401,602 7.1 
 Catholic 1,159,611 24.4 2,225,442 46.8 1,366,339 28.8 2/7 24.2 4,751,392 84.0 
 Protestant 41,846 19.9 99,732 47.4 68,858 32.7 1/3 1.2 210,436 3.7 
 Other 100,122 34.0 111,038 37.7 83,103 28.2 2/7 1.5 294,263 5.2 
Occupation Professionals 136,422 15.2 340,975 37.9 421,388 46.9 1/2 7.1 898,785 15.1 

 Managers and 
Administrators 67,395 17.9 144,141 38.3 164,625 43.8 4/9 2.8 376,161 6.3 

 Other white-collar 432,160 25.7 850,517 50.6 398,518 23.7 1/4 6.7 1,681,195 28.3 
 Blue-collar 299,211 27.1 628,287 56.9 175,792 15.9 1/6 3.0 1,103,290 18.6 
 Not in labour force 611,333 32.4 727,023 38.5 549,804 29.1 2/7 9.2 1,888,160 31.7 
Church  Not at all 670,153 36.2 849,229 45.9 332,025 17.9 1/6 5.9 1,851,407 32.7 
Attendance 1-2 times a year 261,878 22.5 600,422 51.5 303,334 26.0 1/4 5.4 1,165,634 20.6 
 3-4 times a year 206,184 19.3 578,548 54.2 282,897 26.5 1/4 5.0 1,067,629 18.9 
 Monthly 165,682 21.7 269,949 35.3 328,580 43.0 3/7 5.8 764,211 13.5 
 Weekly 112,362 13.8 291,381 35.9 407,557 50.2 1/2 7.2 811,300 14.3 
Number of  No other types* 1,225,766 30.3 1,902,597 47.0 921,569 22.8 2/9 16.1 4,049,932 70.6 
types of civic One other type 186,377 16.1 540,331 46.6 432,464 37.3 3/8 7.5 1,159,172 20.2 
participation  2+ other types 44,269 8.4 155,681 29.6 326,187 62.0 5/8 5.7 526,137 9.2 

Totals** 1,546,521 26.0 2,690,943 45.2 1,710,126 100.0 1 28.8 5,947,590 100.0 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

                                                 
* These variables refer to the number of types of civic organizations the donors participated in or were members of, among these six types: i) cultural, education, or hobby 

organizations; ii) neighbourhood, civic or community associations or school groups; iii) political organizations; iv) religiously affiliated groups; v) service clubs or 
fraternal associations; and vi) sports or recreation organizations. But they do not include work affiliations (unions and professional associations) or organizations they 
may have volunteered for, outside those types. Nor is donating counted as a type of participation. 

** Note, the sub-totals for some of the individual categories may vary because not all the survey respondents gave every type of demographic information. The two 
“Percentage of population with that characteristic” columns use the sub-totals for each category as the denominators. 
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Table 7.36: Prevalence of larger, smaller, and non-donors with selected characteristics in Ontario, 2000 

 
 
Category  

 
Socio-demographic  
characteristic  

Estimated 
number of 
non-donors 

with this 
characteristic

Percent of 
those w. 

this char. 
who are 

non-
donors 

Est. no. of 
smaller 
donors 

(giving below  
median)  w. 
this char.  

% of 
those w. 

this char. 
who are 

small 
donors 

Est. no. of 
larger donors 
(giving $73 or 
more) w. this 
characteristic 

% of 
those w. 

this char. 
who are 
larger 
donors 

Odds that 
someone 
w. this 

char. is a 
larger 
donor 

% of whole 
15+ pop. w. 
this char. 
who are 
larger 
donors 

Total est. 
population 
with this 

char. (incl. 
smaller & 

non-donors)

% of both 
category 
and 15+ 
pop. w. 

this char.

Ethnic  Canadian 531,595 33.2 570,827 35.6 499,348 31.2 1/3 5.8 1,601,770 18.7 
Heritage British 361,861 13.9 947,380 36.4 1,290,065 49.6 1/2 15.0 2,599,306 30.3 
 French 84,128 17.6 188,649 39.6 203,979 42.8 3/7 2.4 476,756 5.6 
 Other 710,846 18.2 1,316,892 33.7 1,881,660 48.1 1/2 21.9 3,909,398 45.5 
Religion No religion 721,057 30.3 933,959 39.3 722,096 30.4 1/3 8.4 2,377,112 27.7 
 Catholic 509,630 18.7 942,477 34.5 1,277,443 46.8 1/2 14.9 2,729,550 31.7 
 Protestant 272,153 10.3 834,869 31.5 1,540,240 58.2 4/7 17.9 2,647,262 30.8 
 Other 169,789 20.1 340,553 40.4 332,811 39.5 2/5 3.9 843,153 9.8 
Occupation Professionals 242,566 15.6 368,286 23.7 941,389 60.6 3/5 10.1 1,552,241 16.6 

 Managers and 
Administrators 79,707 12.5 113,121 17.7 445,675 69.8 2/3 4.8 638,503 6.8 

 Other white-collar 607,494 22.2 1,058,702 38.6 1,073,411 39.2 2/5 11.5 2,739,607 29.4 
 Blue-collar 355,723 21.3 776,311 46.4 539,321 32.3 1/3 5.8 1,671,355 17.9 
 Not in labour force 751,157 27.5 890,885 32.7 1,085,443 39.8 2/5 11.6 2,727,485 29.2 
Church  Not at all 1,051,738 28.1 1,505,777 40.2 1,186,739 31.7 1/3 13.7 3,744,254 43.2 
Attendance 1-2 times a year 146,751 16.8 396,010 45.5 328,188 37.7 3/8 3.8 870,949 10.0 
 3-4 times a year 168,684 17.1 351,119 35.6 467,307 47.3 1/2 5.4 987,110 11.4 
 Monthly 158,444 12.7 331,194 26.5 758,422 60.8 3/5 8.7 1,248,060 14.4 
 Weekly 184,264 10.1 488,482 26.7 1,153,840 63.2 5/8 13.3 1,826,586 21.1 
Number of  No other types* 1,373,527 26.5 2,097,156 40.5 1,710,442 33.0 1/3 19.3 5,181,125 58.5 
types of civic One other type 314,104 13.7 650,452 28.4 1,327,687 57.9 4/7 15.0 2,292,243 25.9 
participation  2+ other types 114,553 8.3 344,368 24.9 923,836 66.8 2/3 10.4 1,382,757 15.6 

Totals** 2,036,646 21.8 3,207,305 34.4 4,085,239 100.0 1 43.8 9,329,190 100.0 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

                                                 
* These variables refer to the number of types of civic organizations the donors participated in or were members of, among these six types: i) cultural, education, or hobby 

organizations; ii) neighbourhood, civic or community associations or school groups; iii) political organizations; iv) religiously affiliated groups; v) service clubs or 
fraternal associations; and vi) sports or recreation organizations. But they do not include work affiliations (unions and professional associations) or organizations they 
may have volunteered for, outside those types. Nor is donating counted as a type of participation. 

** Note, the sub-totals for some of the individual categories may vary because not all the survey respondents gave every type of demographic information. The two 
“Percentage of population with that characteristic” columns use the sub-totals for each category as the denominators. 
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Table 7.37: Prevalence of larger, smaller, and non-donors with selected characteristics in the Prairie region, 2000 

 
 
Category  

 
Socio-demographic  
characteristic  

Estimated 
number of 
non-donors 

with this 
characteristic

Percent of 
those w. 

this char. 
who are 

non-
donors 

Est. no. of 
smaller 
donors 

(giving below  
median)  w. 
this char.  

% of 
those w. 

this char. 
who are 

small 
donors 

Est. no. of 
larger donors 
(giving $73 or 
more) w. this 
characteristic 

% of 
those w. 

this char. 
who are 
larger 
donors 

Odds that 
someone 
w. this 

char. is a 
larger 
donor 

% of whole 
15+ pop. w. 
this char. 
who are 
larger 
donors 

Total est. 
population 
with this 

char. (incl. 
smaller & 

non-donors)

% of both 
category 
and 15+ 
pop. w. 

this char.

Ethnic  Canadian 82,375 25.6 106,838 33.2 132,397 41.2 2/5 3.6 321,610 8.8 
Heritage British 124,621 11.9 432,519 41.5 486,098 46.6 1/2 13.3 1,043,238 28.6 
 French 15,315 7.3 102,017 48.4 93,558 44.4 4/9 2.6 210,890 5.8 
 Other 271,731 13.1 770,621 37.2 1,030,108 49.7 1/2 28.2 2,072,460 56.8 
Religion No religion 280,686 23.2 569,051 47.0 360,259 29.8 2/7 9.8 1,209,996 32.8 
 Catholic 82,923 10.3 263,036 32.8 456,886 56.9 4/7 12.4 802,845 21.8 
 Protestant 114,550 8.2 478,789 34.1 809,432 57.7 4/7 22.0 1,402,771 38.0 
 Other 31,198 11.5 105,301 38.8 134,932 49.7 1/2 3.7 271,431 7.4 
Occupation Professionals 53,006 8.6 174,677 28.3 388,958 63.1 5/8 9.8 616,641 15.6 

 Managers and 
Administrators 25,295 9.5 63,995 24.0 177,525 66.5 2/3 4.5 266,815 6.7 

 Other white-collar 200,684 15.7 584,081 45.8 491,408 38.5 2/5 12.4 1,276,173 32.3 
 Blue-collar 154,657 18.3 345,744 40.8 346,545 40.9 2/5 8.8 846,946 21.4 
 Not in labour force 181,289 19.1 325,585 34.4 440,003 46.5 1/2 11.1 946,877 24.0 
Church  Not at all 354,933 19.9 816,589 45.9 608,673 34.2 1/3 16.2 1,780,195 47.4 
Attendance 1-2 times a year 40,838 11.1 168,613 45.9 157,575 42.9 3/7 4.2 367,026 9.8 
 3-4 times a year 24,774 6.2 172,820 43.0 203,881 50.8 1/2 5.4 401,475 10.7 
 Monthly 59,714 13.7 143,239 32.9 232,190 53.4 1/2 6.2 435,143 11.6 
 Weekly 52,535 6.8 147,173 19.0 573,862 74.2 3/4 15.3 773,570 20.6 
Number of  No other types* 436,481 23.9 724,980 39.7 664,741 36.4 3/8 17.4 1,826,202 47.9 
types of civic One other type 95,824 7.8 503,218 41.2 623,788 51.0 1/2 16.4 1,222,830 32.1 
participation  2+ other types 28,284 3.7 227,445 29.8 508,507 66.5 2/3 13.3 764,236 20.0 

Totals** 614,931 15.6 1,494,083 37.8 1,844,439 100.0 1 46.7 3,953,453 100.0 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

                                                 
* These variables refer to the number of types of civic organizations the donors participated in or were members of, among these six types: i) cultural, education, or hobby 

organizations; ii) neighbourhood, civic or community associations or school groups; iii) political organizations; iv) religiously affiliated groups; v) service clubs or 
fraternal associations; and vi) sports or recreation organizations. But they do not include work affiliations (unions and professional associations) or organizations they 
may have volunteered for, outside those types. Nor is donating counted as a type of participation.  

** Note, the sub-totals for some of the individual categories may vary because not all the survey respondents gave every type of demographic information. The two 
“Percentage of population with that characteristic” columns use the sub-totals for each category as the denominators. 
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Table 7.38: Prevalence of larger, smaller, and non-donors with selected characteristics in British Columbia, 2000 

 
 
Category  

 
Socio-demographic  
characteristic  

Estimated 
number of 
non-donors 

with this 
characteristic

Percent of 
those w. 

this char. 
who are 

non-
donors 

Est. no. of 
smaller 
donors 

(giving below  
median)  w. 
this char.  

% of 
those w. 

this char. 
who are 

small 
donors 

Est. no. of 
larger donors 
(giving $73 or 
more) w. this 
characteristic 

% of 
those w. 

this char. 
who are 
larger 
donors 

Odds that 
someone 
w. this 

char. is a 
larger 
donor 

% of whole 
15+ pop. w. 
this char. 
who are 
larger 
donors 

Total est. 
population 
with this 

char. (incl. 
smaller & 

non-donors)

% of both 
category 
and 15+ 
pop. w. 

this char.

Ethnic  Canadian 190,127 41.5 144,222 31.5 123,904 27.0 1/4 4.4 458,253 16.3 
Heritage British 129,645 13.3 435,788 44.9 405,857 41.8 3/7 14.4 971,290 34.5 
 French 4,974 6.1 53,850 65.6 23,219 28.3 2/7 0.8 82,043 2.9 
 Other 279,729 21.4 479,005 36.6 548,481 42.0 3/7 19.5 1,307,215 46.4 
Religion No religion 440,210 28.4 645,807 41.7 463,559 29.9 2/7 16.4 1,549,576 54.8 
 Catholic 97,357 26.7 158,198 43.3 109,466 30.0 2/7 3.9 365,021 12.9 
 Protestant 59,296 7.7 255,805 33.1 457,198 59.2 3/5 16.2 772,299 27.3 
 Other 27,506 19.2 44,934 31.4 70,629 49.4 1/2 2.5 143,069 5.1 
Occupation Professionals 80,058 14.7 211,195 38.7 254,365 46.6 1/2 7.8 545,618 16.8 

 Managers and 
Administrators 42,322 18.0 60,162 25.5 133,092 56.5 4/7 4.1 235,576 7.3 

 Other white-collar 228,142 24.3 364,101 38.8 345,307 36.8 3/8 10.6 937,550 28.9 
 Blue-collar 166,748 31.9 231,870 44.3 124,296 23.8 1/4 3.8 522,914 16.1 
 Not in labour force 328,540 32.6 383,960 38.1 294,645 29.3 2/7 9.1 1,007,145 31.0 
Church  Not at all 506,108 26.5 811,588 42.5 589,814 30.9 1/3 20.4 1,907,510 65.9 
Attendance 1-2 times a year 65,253 33.0 70,340 35.6 62,191 31.4 1/3 2.1 197,784 6.8 
 3-4 times a year 25,537 11.0 101,774 44.0 104,025 45.0 4/9 3.6 231,336 8.0 
 Monthly 18,222 11.0 58,461 35.3 88,991 53.7 1/2 3.1 165,674 5.7 
 Weekly 26,838 6.9 101,661 26.0 262,097 67.1 2/3 9.1 390,596 13.5 
Number of  No other types* 501,473 33.5 632,282 42.2 363,164 24.3 1/4 12.1 1,496,919 49.8 
types of civic One other type 168,715 19.0 332,484 37.4 388,033 43.6 3/7 12.9 889,232 29.6 
participation  2+ other types 47,141 7.6 203,462 33.0 366,619 59.4 3/5 12.2 617,222 20.6 

Totals** 845,811 26.0 1,251,288 38.5 1,151,705 100.0 1 35.5 3,248,804 100.0 
Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

                                                 
* These variables refer to the number of types of civic organizations the donors participated in or were members of, among these six types: i) cultural, education, or hobby 

organizations; ii) neighbourhood, civic or community associations or school groups; iii) political organizations; iv) religiously affiliated groups; v) service clubs or 
fraternal associations; and vi) sports or recreation organizations. But they do not include work affiliations (unions and professional associations) or organizations they 
may have volunteered for, outside those types. Nor is donating counted as a type of participation. 

** Note, the sub-totals for some of the individual categories may vary because not all the survey respondents gave every type of demographic information. The two 
“Percentage of population with that characteristic” columns use the sub-totals for each category as the denominators. 
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Table 7.39: Concentrations and contributions of larger (above-the-national-median) donors in Canada, 2000 

 
Category  

 
Socio-demographic 
characteristic 

Estimated 
number of 

larger donors 
of this type 

Share of 
region’s 

total donors 
(in %) 

Share of 
region’s 15+ 

pop. 
(in %) 

% of that 
category’s 

larger 
donors 

Estimated total 
amount of 

donations from 
them ($) 

% of larger 
donors’ 

total they 
account for 

Percent of 
region’s 

total 
donations 

Their 
average 
annual 

donations 
Ethnic  Canadian 1,934,321 10.2 8.6 21.3 678,228,203 15.3 13.7 351 
Heritage British 2,641,409 13.9 11.7 29.0 1,443,138,641 32.6 29.2 546 
 French 678,198 3.6 3.0 7.5 240,826,466 5.4 4.9 355 
 Other 3,847,050 20.2 17.1 42.3 2,069,037,350 46.7 41.9 538 
Religion No religion 1,746,880 9.2 7.7 19.2 545,932,007 12.2 11.1 313 
 Catholic 3,482,539 18.3 15.4 38.2 1,248,480,289 28.0 25.3 358 
 Protestant 3,252,226 17.1 14.4 35.7 2,366,296,360 53.1 47.9 728 
 Other 635,459 3.3 2.8 7.0 297,361,785 6.7 6.0 468 
Occupation Professionals 2,148,656 11.3 8.8 22.5 1,289,957,669 27.6 26.1 600 

 Managers and 
Administrators 971,519 5.1 4.0 10.2 553,900,649 11.9 11.2 570 

 Other white-collar 2,522,390 13.3 10.3 26.4 1,100,198,258 23.6 22.3 436 
 Blue-collar 1,316,244 6.9 5.4 13.8 507,837,080 10.9 10.3 386 
 Not in labour force 2,601,256 13.7 10.7 27.2 1,219,488,555 26.1 24.7 469 
Church  Not at all 2,860,075 15.0 12.5 31.2 918,493,571 20.4 18.6 321 
Attendance 1-2 times a year 907,323 4.8 4.0 9.9 277,552,340 6.2 5.6 306 
 3-4 times a year 1,155,429 6.1 5.1 12.6 441,116,066 9.8 8.9 382 
 Monthly 1,576,298 8.3 6.9 17.2 679,082,574 15.1 13.8 431 
 Weekly 2,676,780 14.1 11.7 29.2 2,176,591,465 48.4 44.1 813 
Number of  No other types* 3,966,925 20.8 17.1 42.6 1,482,795,095 32.6 30.0 374 
types of civic One other type 3,023,730 15.9 13.0 32.5 1,577,974,885 34.7 32.0 522 
participation  2+ other types 2,317,410 12.2 10.0 24.9 1,483,421,327 32.6 30.0 640 
Total for all larger donors types** 9,560,064 50.2 39.2 100.0 4,671,382,211 100.0 94.6 489 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

                                                 
* These variables refer to the number of types of civic organizations the donors participated in or were members of, among these six types: i) cultural, education, or hobby 

organizations; ii) neighbourhood, civic or community associations or school groups; iii) political organizations; iv) religiously affiliated groups; v) service clubs or 
fraternal associations; and vi) sports or recreation organizations. But they do not include work affiliations (unions and professional associations) or organizations they 
may have volunteered for, outside those types. Nor is donating counted as a type of participation.  

** Note, the sub-totals for some of the individual categories may vary because not all the survey respondents gave every type of demographic information. The two 
“Percentage of population with that characteristic” columns use the sub-totals for each category as the denominators. 
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Table 7.40: Concentrations and contributions of larger (above-the-national-median) donors in the Atlantic region, 2000 

 
 
Category  

 
Socio-demographic  
characteristic 

Estimated  
no. of larger 

donors of 
this type 

Percent of 
region’s 

total 
donors  

Share of 
region’s 
15+ pop.
(in %) 

% of that 
category’s 

larger 
donors 

Estimated total 
amount of 

donations from 
them ($) 

% of larger 
donors’ 

total they 
account for 

Percent of 
region’s 

total 
donations 

Their 
average 
annual 

donations

Their 
median 
annual 

donations 
Ethnic  Canadian 100,385 6.3 5.8 13.9 39,136,803 12.9 11.1 390 177 
Heritage British 382,527 23.9 22.1 52.9 168,481,261 55.4 47.8 440 228 
 French 79,463 5.0 4.6 11.0 21,643,144 7.1 6.1 272 178 
 Other 160,820 10.0 9.3 22.2 74,682,031 24.6 21.2 464 203 
Religion No religion 69,655 4.4 3.9 9.5 22,848,832 7.5 6.5 328 175 
 Catholic 272,404 17.0 15.2 37.2 102,184,728 33.6 29.0 375 195 
 Protestant 376,497 23.5 21.1 51.4 171,140,688 56.2 48.5 455 233 
 Other 13,985 0.9 0.8 1.9 8,390,458 2.8 2.4 600 307 
Occupation Professionals 142,556 8.9 7.5 18.5 83,062,092 25.2 23.6 583 244 

 Managers and 
Administrators 50,601 3.2 2.7 6.6 33,018,464 10.0 9.4 653 372 

 Other white-collar 213,746 13.4 11.2 27.8 64,302,490 19.5 18.2 301 160 
 Blue-collar 130,290 8.1 6.8 17.0 47,977,641 14.5 13.6 368 189 
 Not in labour force 231,362 14.5 12.2 30.1 101,603,690 30.8 28.8 439 283 
Church  Not at all 142,823 8.9 7.8 19.2 43,342,839 13.9 12.3 303 167 
Attendance 1-2 times a year 56,034 3.5 3.1 7.5 12,052,419 3.9 3.4 215 138 
 3-4 times a year 97,319 6.1 5.3 13.1 30,474,243 9.8 8.6 313 189 
 Monthly 168,115 10.5 9.2 22.6 57,665,461 18.5 16.4 343 166 
 Weekly 279,424 17.5 15.3 37.6 168,274,882 54.0 47.7 602 335 
Number of  No other types* 307,010 19.2 16.6 40.9 101,581,980 32.3 28.8 331 173 
types of civic One other type 251,758 15.7 13.6 33.5 107,231,216 34.1 30.4 426 210 
participation  2+ other types 192,261 12.0 10.4 25.6 105,373,100 33.5 29.9 548 301 
Total for all larger donors types** 768,554 48.0 40.6 100 329,964,377 100 93.6 429 210 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

                                                 
* These variables refer to the number of types of civic organizations the donors participated in or were members of, among these six types: i) cultural, education, or hobby 

organizations; ii) neighbourhood, civic or community associations or school groups; iii) political organizations; iv) religiously affiliated groups; v) service clubs or 
fraternal associations; and vi) sports or recreation organizations. But they do not include work affiliations (unions and professional associations) or organizations they 
may have volunteered for, outside those types. Nor is donating counted as a type of participation.  

** Note, the sub-totals for some of the individual categories may vary because not all the survey respondents gave every type of demographic information. The two 
“Percentage of population with that characteristic” columns use the sub-totals for each category as the denominators. 
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Table 7.41: Concentrations and contributions of larger (above-the-national-median) donors in Québec, 2000 

 
Category  

 
Socio-demographic 
characteristic 

Estimated  
no. of larger 

donors of 
this type 

Percent of 
region’s 

total 
donors  

Share of 
region’s 
15+ pop.
(in %) 

% of that 
category’s 

larger 
donors 

Estimated total 
amount of 

donations from 
them ($) 

% of larger 
donors’ 

total they 
account for 

Percent of 
region’s 

total 
donations 

Their 
average 
annual 

donations

Their 
median 
annual 

donations 
Ethnic  Canadian 1,078,288 24.5 18.9 65.0 283,475,017 63.9 55.0 263 150 
Heritage British 76,863 1.7 1.4 4.6 22,570,995 5.1 4.4 294 240 
 French 277,980 6.3 4.9 16.8 71,436,689 16.1 13.9 257 165 
 Other 225,981 5.1 4.0 13.6 66,026,155 14.9 12.8 292 176 
Religion No religion 131,312 3.0 2.3 8.0 51,761,875 11.7 10.0 394 171 
 Catholic 1,366,339 31.0 24.2 82.8 329,160,074 74.7 63.8 241 157 
 Protestant 68,858 1.6 1.2 4.2 39,587,317 9.0 7.7 575 240 
 Other 83,103 1.9 1.5 5.0 20,417,709 4.6 4.0 246 102 
Occupation Professionals 421,388 9.6 7.1 24.6 127,180,578 28.3 24.7 302 200 

 
Managers and 
Administrators 164,625 3.7 2.8 9.6 56,776,229 12.6 11.0 345 206 

 Other white-collar 398,518 9.1 6.7 23.3 88,123,109 19.6 17.1 221 144 
 Blue-collar 175,792 4.0 3.0 10.3 33,701,201 7.5 6.5 192 127 
 Not in labour force 549,804 12.5 9.2 32.1 144,407,337 32.1 28.0 263 138 
Church  Not at all 332,025 7.5 5.9 20.1 97,381,513 22.0 18.9 293 170 
Attendance 1-2 times a year 303,334 6.9 5.4 18.3 61,048,058 13.8 11.8 201 150 
 3-4 times a year 282,897 6.4 5.0 17.1 67,242,385 15.2 13.0 238 151 
 Monthly 328,580 7.5 5.8 19.9 77,605,754 17.6 15.0 236 160 
 Weekly 407,557 9.3 7.2 24.6 138,879,929 31.4 26.9 341 160 
Number of  No other types* 921,569 20.9 16.1 54.8 198,473,028 44.5 38.5 215 143 
types of civic One other type 432,464 9.8 7.5 25.7 138,946,360 31.1 26.9 321 186 
participation  2+ other types 326,187 7.4 5.7 19.4 109,022,969 24.4 21.1 334 200 
Total for all larger donors types** 1,710,126 38.9 28.8 100.0 450,188,453 100.0 87.3 263 155 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

                                                 
* These variables refer to the number of types of civic organizations the donors participated in or were members of, among these six types: i) cultural, education, or hobby 

organizations; ii) neighbourhood, civic or community associations or school groups; iii) political organizations; iv) religiously affiliated groups; v) service clubs or 
fraternal associations; and vi) sports or recreation organizations. But they do not include work affiliations (unions and professional associations) or organizations they 
may have volunteered for, outside those types. Nor is donating counted as a type of participation.  

** Note, the sub-totals for some of the individual categories may vary because not all the survey respondents gave every type of demographic information. The two 
“Percentage of population with that characteristic” columns use the sub-totals for each category as the denominators. 
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Table 7.42: Concentrations and contributions of larger (above-the-national-median) donors in Ontario, 2000 

 
Category  

 
Socio-demographic 
characteristic 

Estimated  
no. of larger 

donors of 
this type 

Percent of 
region’s 

total 
donors  

Share of 
region’s 
15+ pop.
(in %) 

% of that 
category’s 

larger 
donors 

Estimated total 
amount of 

donations from 
them ($) 

% of larger 
donors’ 

total they 
account for 

Percent of 
region’s 

total 
donations 

Their 
average 
annual 

donations

Their 
median 
annual 

donations 
Ethnic  Canadian 499,348 6.8 5.8 12.9 247,482,121 11.9 10.9 496 235 
Heritage British 1,290,065 17.7 15.0 33.3 713,692,381 34.3 31.4 553 235 
 French 203,979 2.8 2.4 5.3 88,695,835 4.3 3.9 435 200 
 Other 1,881,660 25.8 21.9 48.6 1,033,220,532 49.6 45.4 549 250 
Religion No religion 722,096 9.9 8.4 18.6 216,756,828 10.5 9.5 300 180 
 Catholic 1,277,443 17.5 14.9 33.0 588,673,469 28.4 25.9 461 249 
 Protestant 1,540,240 21.1 17.9 39.8 1,103,729,871 53.3 48.5 717 272 
 Other 332,811 4.6 3.9 8.6 160,440,537 7.8 7.1 482 260 
Occupation Professionals 941,389 12.9 10.1 23.0 573,339,005 26.3 25.2 609 278 

 
Managers and 
Administrators 445,675 6.1 4.8 10.9 307,318,053 14.1 13.5 690 329 

 Other white-collar 1,073,411 14.7 11.5 26.3 540,460,449 24.8 23.7 503 175 
 Blue-collar 539,321 7.4 5.8 13.2 187,236,773 8.6 8.2 347 180 
 Not in labour force 1,085,443 14.9 11.6 26.6 573,405,203 26.3 25.2 528 235 
Church  Not at all 1,186,739 16.3 13.7 30.5 416,505,956 20.0 18.3 351 185 
Attendance 1-2 times a year 328,188 4.5 3.8 8.4 106,204,103 5.1 4.7 324 160 
 3-4 times a year 467,307 6.4 5.4 12.0 187,965,479 9.0 8.3 402 220 
 Monthly 758,422 10.4 8.7 19.5 392,199,049 18.8 17.2 517 230 
 Weekly 1,153,840 15.8 13.3 29.6 984,389,179 47.2 43.3 853 420 
Number of  No other types* 1,710,442 23.5 19.3 43.2 746,475,189 35.2 32.8 436 200 
types of civic One other type 1,327,687 18.2 15.0 33.5 679,760,381 32.1 29.9 512 240 
participation  2+ other types 923,836 12.7 10.4 23.3 694,273,143 32.7 30.5 752 323 
Total for all larger donors types** 4,085,239 56.0 43.8 100.0 2,181,759,483 100.0 95.9 534 240 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
                                                 
* These variables refer to the number of types of civic organizations the donors participated in or were members of, among these six types: i) cultural, education, or hobby 

organizations; ii) neighbourhood, civic or community associations or school groups; iii) political organizations; iv) religiously affiliated groups; v) service clubs or 
fraternal associations; and vi) sports or recreation organizations. But they do not include work affiliations (unions and professional associations) or organizations they 
may have volunteered for, outside those types. Nor is donating counted as a type of participation.  

** Note, the sub-totals for some of the individual categories may vary because not all the survey respondents gave every type of demographic information. The two 
“Percentage of population with that characteristic” columns use the sub-totals for each category as the denominators. 
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Table 7.43: Concentrations and contributions of larger (above-the-national-median) donors in the three Prairie provinces, 2000 

 
Category  

 
Socio-demographic 
characteristic 

Estimated  
no. of larger 

donors of 
this type 

Percent of 
region’s 

total 
donors  

Share of 
region’s 
15+ pop.
(in %) 

% of that 
category’s 

larger 
donors 

Estimated total 
amount of 

donations from 
them ($) 

% of larger 
donors’ 

total they 
account for 

Percent of 
region’s 

total 
donations 

Their 
average 
annual 

donations

Their 
median 
annual 

donations 
Ethnic  Canadian 132,397 4.0 3.6 7.6 57,472,408 5.5 4.9 434 260 
Heritage British 486,098 14.6 13.3 27.9 321,191,792 30.7 27.2 661 220 
 French 93,558 2.8 2.6 5.4 53,459,187 5.1 4.5 571 243 
 Other 1,030,108 30.9 28.2 59.1 615,163,843 58.7 52.1 597 243 
Religion No religion 360,259 10.8 9.8 20.5 110,952,406 10.2 9.4 308 173 
 Catholic 456,886 13.7 12.4 25.9 179,048,702 16.5 15.2 392 205 
 Protestant 809,432 24.2 22.0 46.0 726,507,847 66.9 61.5 898 331 
 Other 134,932 4.0 3.7 7.7 70,051,851 6.4 5.9 519 200 
Occupation Professionals 388,958 11.7 9.8 21.1 283,049,617 24.9 24.0 728 320 

 
Managers and 
Administrators 177,525 5.3 4.5 9.6 108,422,274 9.5 9.2 611 225 

 Other white-collar 491,408 14.7 12.4 26.6 261,024,504 23.0 22.1 531 174 
 Blue-collar 346,545 10.4 8.8 18.8 209,615,109 18.4 17.7 605 230 
 Not in labour force 440,003 13.2 11.1 23.9 274,275,252 24.1 23.2 623 293 
Church  Not at all 608,673 18.2 16.2 34.3 185,740,048 17.0 15.7 305 176 
Attendance 1-2 times a year 157,575 4.7 4.2 8.9 73,446,588 6.7 6.2 466 205 
 3-4 times a year 203,881 6.1 5.4 11.5 104,928,238 9.6 8.9 515 173 
 Monthly 232,190 7.0 6.2 13.1 116,447,011 10.7 9.9 502 250 
 Weekly 573,862 17.2 15.3 32.3 612,708,154 56.0 51.9 1,068 510 
Number of  No other types* 664,741 19.9 17.4 37.0 338,547,260 30.7 28.7 509 200 
types of civic One other type 623,788 18.7 16.4 34.7 424,352,874 38.5 35.9 680 250 
participation  2+ other types 508,507 15.2 13.3 28.3 340,694,019 30.9 28.8 670 300 
Total for all larger donors types** 1,844,439 55.2 46.7 100.0 1,136,386,756 100.0 96.2 616 240 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

                                                 
* These variables refer to the number of types of civic organizations the donors participated in or were members of, among these six types: i) cultural, education, or hobby 

organizations; ii) neighbourhood, civic or community associations or school groups; iii) political organizations; iv) religiously affiliated groups; v) service clubs or 
fraternal associations; and vi) sports or recreation organizations. But they do not include work affiliations (unions and professional associations) or organizations they 
may have volunteered for, outside those types. Nor is donating counted as a type of participation.  

** Note, the sub-totals for some of the individual categories may vary because not all the survey respondents gave every type of demographic information. The two 
“Percentage of population with that characteristic” columns use the sub-totals for each category as the denominators. 
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Table 7.44: Concentrations and contributions of larger (above-the-national-median) donors in British Columbia, 2000 

 
Category  

 
Socio-demographic 
characteristic 

Estimated  
no. of larger 

donors of 
this type 

Percent of 
region’s 

total 
donors  

Share of 
region’s 
15+ pop.
(in %) 

% of that 
category’s 

larger 
donors 

Estimated total 
amount of 

donations from 
them ($) 

% of larger 
donors’ 

total they 
account for 

Percent of 
region’s 

total 
donations 

Their 
average 
annual 

donations

Their 
median 
annual 

donations 
Ethnic  Canadian 123,904 5.2 4.4 11.2 50,661,854 9.2 8.3 409 250 
Heritage British 405,857 16.9 14.4 36.8 217,202,212 39.2 35.4 535 240 
 French 23,219 1.0 0.8 2.1 5,591,611 1.0 0.9 241 128 
 Other 548,481 22.8 19.5 49.8 279,944,789 50.6 45.6 510 221 
Religion No religion 463,559 19.3 16.4 42.1 143,612,066 25.8 23.4 310 148 
 Catholic 109,466 4.6 3.9 9.9 49,413,316 8.9 8.1 451 190 
 Protestant 457,198 19.0 16.2 41.5 325,330,637 58.5 53.0 712 305 
 Other 70,629 2.9 2.5 6.4 38,061,230 6.8 6.2 539 260 
Occupation Professionals 254,365 10.6 7.8 22.1 223,326,377 39.0 36.4 878 516 

 
Managers and 
Administrators 133,092 5.5 4.1 11.6 48,365,629 8.4 7.9 363 186 

 Other white-collar 345,307 14.4 10.6 30.0 146,287,706 25.5 23.8 424 221 
 Blue-collar 124,296 5.2 3.8 10.8 29,306,356 5.1 4.8 236 128 
 Not in labour force 294,645 12.3 9.1 25.6 125,797,073 22.0 20.5 427 210 
Church  Not at all 589,814 24.5 20.4 53.3 175,523,215 31.4 28.6 298 150 
Attendance 1-2 times a year 62,191 2.6 2.2 5.6 24,801,172 4.4 4.0 399 213 
 3-4 times a year 104,025 4.3 3.6 9.4 50,505,721 9.0 8.2 486 221 
 Monthly 88,991 3.7 3.1 8.0 35,165,299 6.3 5.7 395 400 
 Weekly 262,097 10.9 9.1 23.7 272,339,321 48.8 44.4 1,039 550 
Number of  No other types* 363,164 15.1 12.1 32.5 97,717,638 17.5 15.9 269 165 
types of civic One other type 388,033 16.1 12.9 34.7 227,684,054 40.7 37.1 587 250 
participation  2+ other types 366,619 15.3 12.2 32.8 234,058,096 41.8 38.1 638 237 
Total for all larger donors types** 1,151,705 47.9 35.5 100.0 573,083,141 100.0 93.4 498 221 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

                                                 
* These variables refer to the number of types of civic organizations the donors participated in or were members of, among these six types: i) cultural, education, or hobby 

organizations; ii) neighbourhood, civic or community associations or school groups; iii) political organizations; iv) religiously affiliated groups; v) service clubs or 
fraternal associations; and vi) sports or recreation organizations. But they do not include work affiliations (unions and professional associations) or organizations they 
may have volunteered for, outside those types. Nor is donating counted as a type of participation.  

** Note, the sub-totals for some of the individual categories may vary because not all the survey respondents gave every type of demographic information. The two 
“Percentage of population with that characteristic” columns use the sub-totals for each category as the denominators. 
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Table 7.45: Consolidated findings on the prevalence and generosity of the top ten larger donor demographic groups (not including 
amount of civic participation) across Canada, 2000 

Rank 
for total 
amount 
donated 

in 
Canada 

Characteristic of each 
larger donor group  
 
(whose members all 
donated at least $73 to 
nonprofits in 2000) 

Number of 
regions it 
reached 

top ten for 
the total 

amount of 
donations 

Average 
donation 
from the 

larger 
donors of 
this type 

in Canada 

Range among 
the regions for 
larger donors’ 

average 
donations  

% of total 
donations 
given by 

this larger 
donor 

group in 
Canada 

Range for larger 
donors’ % of 

total donations 
among the 

regions 

Larger donor rate  
(%  of those with 
char. who gave 

above median) in 
Canada, both as a 

percentage and then 
as an odds ratio 

Range for odds 
one w. char. is a 

larger donor, 
among the 

regions 

1 Protestant 4 
(not QC) 728 $455 in Atl. to 

$898 in Pr. 47.9 49% in Atl. ,ON  
to 62% in Pr. 56% 5/9 1/2 in Atl. to 

3/5 in BC 

2 Attends church weekly 5 813 $341 in QC to 
$1,068 in Pr. 44.1 27% in QC to 

52% in Pr. 63% 5/8 1/2 in QC to 3/4 
in Prairies 

3 Other ethnicity 4 
(not QC) 538 $464 in Atl. to 

$597 in Pr. 41.9 21% in Atl. & 
ON to 52% in Pr. 46% 1/2 1/2 in others to 

3/7 in BC 

4 British ethnicity 4 
(not QC) 546 $440 in Atl. to 

$461 in Pr. 29.2 27% in Pr. to 
48% in Atl.  48% 1/2 3/7 in BC to 1/2 

in the others 

5 Professional occupation 5 600 $321 in QC to 
$680 in Pr. 26.1 24% in Atl. & 

Pr. to 36% in BC 56% 5/9 1/2 in BC, QC 
to 5/8 in Pr. 

6 Catholic 4 
(not BC) 358 $241 in QC to 

$461 in ON 25.3 26% in ON  to 
64% in QC 37% 3/8 2/7 in QC to 4/7 

in Prairies 

7 Not in the labour force 5 469 $210 in BC to 
$623 in Pr. 24.7 21% in BC to 

29% in Atl.  36% 1/3 2/7 in BC & QC 
to 1/2 in Pr. 

8 
Other white-collar 
occupation besides prof., 
management or admin. 

5 436 $221 in QC to 
$531 in Pr. 22.3 17% in QC to 

24% in BC 29% 1/3 1/4 in QC to 2/5 
in ON 

9 Does not attend church 4 
(not Atl.) 321 $293 in QC to 

$298 in BC 18.6 19% in QC to 
29% in BC 35% 2/7 1/6 in QC to 1/3 

in BC, ON, Pr. 

10 Attend church monthly 
3 

(not in BC 
or Pr.) 

431 $160 in QC to 
$230 in ON 13.8 15% in QC to 

17% in ON 54% 1/2 3/7 in QC to 3/5 
in ON 

Source: Statistics Canada: National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000.  These figures only apply to the age-15 and up 
household population, and the ranges are only provided for those regions the characteristics are among the top ten for in total donations.  
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Table 7.46: Average donations by each above-the-national-median-donation demographic group and percent of the total amount of each 
region’s total donations that each group accounts for, 2000 

 
Socio-demographic 

Average annual donation by the above-the-median donors 
in each demographic group in each region ($) 

Percent of the value of the region’s total donations that each 
larger donor group in that region accounts for 

characteristic  Canada Atlantic Québec Ontario Prairies B.C. Canada Atlantic Québec Ontario Prairies B.C. 
Canadian ethnicity 351 390 263 496 434 409 13.7 11.1 55.0 10.9 4.9 8.3 
British ethnicity 546 440 294 553 661 535 29.2 47.8 4.4 31.4 27.2 35.4 
French ethnicity 355 272 257 435 571 241 4.9 6.1 13.9 3.9 4.5 0.9 
Other ethnicity 538 464 292 549 597 510 41.9 21.2 12.8 45.4 52.1 45.6 
No religion 313 328 394 300 308 310 11.1 6.5 10.0 9.5 9.4 23.4 
Catholic 358 375 241 461 392 451 25.3 29.0 63.8 25.9 15.2 8.1 
Protestant 728 455 575 717 898 712 47.9 48.5 7.7 48.5 61.5 53.0 
Other Religion 468 600 246 482 519 539 6.0 2.4 4.0 7.1 5.9 6.2 
Professional occupation 600 583 302 609 728 878 26.1 23.6 24.7 25.2 24.0 36.4 
Managers & 
Administrators 570 653 345 690 611 363 11.2 9.4 11.0 13.5 9.2 7.9 

Other white-collar occ. 436 301 221 503 531 424 22.3 18.2 17.1 23.7 22.1 23.8 
Blue-collar occupation 386 368 192 347 605 236 10.3 13.6 6.5 8.2 17.7 4.8 
Not in the labour force 469 439 263 528 623 427 24.7 28.8 28.0 25.2 23.2 20.5 
Does not attend church 321 303 293 351 305 298 18.6 12.3 18.9 18.3 15.7 28.6 
Attends church one or 
two times per year 306 215 201 324 466 399 5.6 3.4 11.8 4.7 6.2 4.0 

Attends church three or 
four times per year 382 313 238 402 515 486 8.9 8.6 13.0 8.3 8.9 8.2 

Attends church Monthly 431 343 236 517 502 395 13.8 16.4 15.0 17.2 9.9 5.7 
Attends church Weekly 813 602 341 853 1,068 1,039 44.1 47.7 26.9 43.3 51.9 44.4 
No other type of civic 
participation* 374 331 215 436 509 269 30.0 28.8 38.5 32.8 28.7 15.9 

One other type of civic 
participation* 522 426 321 512 680 587 32.0 30.4 26.9 29.9 35.9 37.1 

Two or more other types 
of civic participation* 640 548 334 752 670 638 30.0 29.9 21.1 30.5 28.8 38.1 

Total for all 21 types of 
larger donors** 489 429 263 534 616 498 94.6 93.6 87.3 95.9 96.2 93.4 

*, **  See corresponding notes in previous tables Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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Table 7.47: Overall odds that someone in the age-15+ household population in each region is a larger (above-the-national-median) donor 
with the selected characteristic, considered both as a percentage of the population and as odds ratios, 2000 

Canada Atlantic Québec Ontario Prairies B.C. Socio-demographic 
characteristic of each 
larger donor group  
(whose members all donated  
at least $73 annually) 

Odds of 
being a 
larger 

donor if 
they have 
the char.  

Percent of adult 
pop. who were 
larger donors 

with that char., 
first as a %  then 
as an odds ratio 

Odds if 
they do 

have 
the 

char.  

Percent of adult 
pop. who were 

larger donors with 
that char., first as a 

%  then as odds 

Odds if 
they do 

have 
the 

char.  

Percent of adult 
pop. who were 

larger donors with 
that char., first as a 

%  then as odds 

Odds if 
they do 

have 
the 

char.  

Percent of adult 
pop. who were 

larger donors with 
that char., first as a 

%  then as odds 

Odds if 
they do 

have 
the 

char.  

Percent of adult 
pop. who were 

larger donors with 
that char., first as a 

%  then as odds 

Odds if 
they do 

have 
the 

char.  

Percent of adult 
pop. who were 

larger donors with 
that char., first as a 

%  then as odds 

Canadian ethnic heritage 2/7 8.6 ~1/12 1/3 5.8 ~1/17 2/7 18.9 1/5 1/3 5.8 ~1/17 2/5 3.6 <1/20 1/4 4.4 <1/20 
British ethnic heritage 1/2 11.7 1/9 1/2 22.1 ~1/5 2/3 1.3 ~1/100 1/2 15.0 1/7 1/2 13.3 1/8 3/7 14.4 1/7 
French ethnic heritage 1/3 3.0 1/33 1/3 4.6 <1/20 1/4 4.9 <1/20 3/7 2.4 <1/20 4/9 2.6 1/39 2/7 0.8 ~1/100
Other ethnic heritage 1/2 17.1 1/6 1/2 9.3 ~1/11 1/3 4.0 <1/20 1/2 21.9 ~1/5 1/2 28.2 2/7 3/7 19.5 1/5 
No religion 2/7 7.7 1/13 2/9 3.9 <1/20 1/3 2.3 <1/20 1/3 8.4 1/12 2/7 9.8 ~1/10 2/7 16.4 1/6 
Catholic religion 3/8 15.4 1/6 2/5 15.2 1/7 2/7 24.2 1/4 1/2 14.9 1/7 4/7 12.4 1/8 2/7 3.9 1/26 
Protestant religion 5/9 14.4 1/7 1/2 21.1 1/5 1/3 1.2 ~1/100 4/7 17.9 1/6 4/7 22.0 2/9 3/5 16.2 1/6 
Other religion 2/5 2.8 ~1/36 1/3 0.8 ~1/100 2/7 1.5 ~1/100 2/5 3.9 1/26 1/2 3.7 <1/20 1/2 2.5 1/40 
Professional occupation 5/9 8.8 ~1/11 4/7 7.5 ~1/13 1/2 7.1 1/14 3/5 10.1 1/9 5/8 9.8 ~1/10 1/2 7.8 ~1/13 
Managers, 
administrators 3/5 4.0 1/25 5/7 2.7 <1/20 4/9 2.8 <1/20 2/3 4.8 1/21 2/3 4.5 4/89 4/7 4.1 <1/20 

Other white-collar occ. 1/3 10.3 1/9 3/8 11.2 1/9 1/4 6.7 1/15 2/5 11.5 1/9 2/5 12.4 1/8 3/8 10.6 1/9 
Blue-collar occupation 2/7 5.4 ~1/20 1/3 6.8 ~1/15 1/6 3.0 <1/20 1/3 5.8 ~1/17 2/5 8.8 ~1/11 1/4 3.8 1/26 
Not in the labour force 1/3 10.7 1/9 1/3 12.2 1/8 2/7 9.2 ~1/11 2/5 11.6 1/9 1/2 11.1 1/9 2/7 9.1 1/11 
Never attends church 2/7 12.5 1/8 1/4 7.8 ~1/13 1/6 5.9 1/17 1/3 13.7 ~1/7 1/3 16.2 1/6 1/3 20.4 1/5 
Attends church one or 
two times per year 1/3 4.0 1/25 1/4 3.1 <1/20 1/4 5.4 ~1/19 3/8 3.8 <1/20 3/7 4.2 1/24 1/3 2.1 <1/20 

Attends church three or 
four times per year 2/5 5.1 ~1/20 1/3 5.3 ~1/20 1/4 5.0 1/20 1/2 5.4 ~1/19 1/2 5.4 ~1/19 4/9 3.6 1/28 

Attends church monthly 1/2 6.9 ~1/14 4/7 9.2 ~1/11 3/7 5.8 ~1/17 3/5 8.7 ~1/11 1/2 6.2 ~1/16 1/2 3.1 <1/20 
Attends church weekly 5/8 11.7 1/9 5/8 15.3 1/7 1/2 7.2 1/14 5/8 13.3 1/8 3/4 15.3 1/7 2/3 9.1 1/11 
No other type of civic 
participation 2/7 17.1 1/6 2/7 16.6 1/6 2/9 16.1 1/6 1/3 19.3 1/5 3/8 17.4 1/6 1/4 12.1 1/8 

One other type of civic 
participation 1/2 13.0 1/8 1/2 13.6 1/7 3/8 7.5 ~1/13 4/7 15.0 1/7 1/2 16.4 1/6 3/7 12.9 1/8 

Two or more other types 
of civic participation 2/3 10.0 1/10 5/8 10.4 1/9 5/8 5.7 ~1/18 2/3 10.4 1/9 2/3 13.3 1/7 3/5 12.2 1/8 

Total for all 21 sub-types  39.2 2/5  40.4 2/5  28.8 2/7  43.8 4/9  46.7 1/2  35.5 3/8 

Source: Statistics Canada: National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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7.13 Appendix 13: Changes in the sizes and shares of each major demographic group in Québec, 1997 to 2000 

Table 7.48: Changes in the sizes and proportions of the total household populations of age fifteen or over for the major demographic 
groups in Québec in 1997 and 2000 

 Age-15+ pop. (in '000s) Changes Each group’s share of total age-15+ pop. (in %) 
Personal Characteristic 1997 2000 Abs. ('000s) Relative (%) 1997 2000 Abs. ch. Rel. ch. 

Total Provincial 5,941 5,948 6 0.1  100.0  100.0  - - 
Age 15–24 974 968 -7 -0.7  16.4  16.3  -0.1  -0.8  
Bracket 25–34 1,090 985 -105 -9.6  18.3  16.6  -1.8  -9.7  
 35–44 1,293 1,278 -15 -1.2  21.8  21.5  -0.3  -1.3  
 45–54 1,042 1,101 59 5.7  17.5  18.5  1.0  5.6  
 55–64 675 738 63 9.3  11.4  12.4  1.0  9.2  
 65 and older 867 878 11 1.3  14.6  14.8  0.2  1.2  
Sex Male 2,907 2,918 11 0.4  48.9  49.1  0.1  0.3  
 Female 3,035 3,030 -5 -0.2  51.1  50.9  -0.1  -0.3  
Marital  Married or common-law 3,558 3,698 140 3.9  59.9  62.2  2.3  3.8  
Status Single 1,502 1,573 71 4.7  25.3  26.4  1.2  4.6  
 Widowed 419 278 -141 -33.7  7.1  4.7  -2.4  -33.8  
 Separated or divorced 463 399 -64 -13.8  7.8  6.7  -1.1  -13.9  
Education  Less than high school 2,028 1,741 -287 -14.1  34.1  29.3  -4.9  -14.2  
Level High school diploma 925 1,067 142 15.3  15.6  17.9  2.4  15.2  
 Some college 481 416 -65 -13.6  8.1  7.0  -1.1  -13.6  

 Post-secondary diploma 
or some university 1,807 1,722 -84 -4.7  30.4  29.0  -1.4  -4.8  

 University degree 700 1,001 301 43.0  11.8  16.8  5.0  42.8  
Labour  Employed 3,308 3,657 348 10.5  55.7  61.5  5.8  10.4  
Force Full-time 2,698 2,885 187 6.9  45.4  48.5  3.1  6.8  
Status Part-time 610 772 162 26.5  10.3  13.0  2.7  26.4  
 Unemployed 330 284 -46 -13.8  5.6  4.8  -0.8  -13.9  
 Not in labour force 2,303 2,007 -296 -12.9  38.8  33.7  -5.0  -13.0  
Household  Less than $20,000 1,749 978 -771 -44.1  29.4  16.5  -13.0  -44.1  
Income  $20,000–$39,999 1,663 1,913 250 15.0  28.0  32.2  4.2  14.9  
Level $40,000–$59,999 1,278 1,408 130 10.2  21.5  23.7  2.2  10.1  
 $60,000–$79,999 606 861 255 42.2  10.2  14.5  4.3  42.0  
 $80,000 or more 645 787 142 22.0  10.9  13.2  2.4  21.9  

    Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997 and 2000 
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Table 7.49: Percent of the total donations, volunteers hours, and eligible household populations by each major demographic group in 
Québec and the relative premiums or deficits in their contributions in proportion to the size of their population in 2000 

Personal Characteristic 
 

Share of total 
amounts 
donated  

Share of total 
volunteer 

hours 

Share of  
both 

(weighing both 
equally)  

Share of age-
15+ household 

population 

Diff. b/w share 
of donations & 
population in 
proportion to 
size of pop. 

Diff. b/w share 
of vol. hrs. & 
population in 
proportion to 
size of pop. 

Diff. b/w share 
of Both in 

proportion to 
size of pop.  

(in %) 
Age 15–24 5.4 13.4 9.4 16.3 -67 -18 -42 
Bracket 25–34 12.0 10.0 11.0 16.6 -27 -39 -33 
 35–44 20.8 20.8 20.8 21.5 -3 -3 -3 
 45–54 24.2 16.5 20.3 18.5 31 -11 10 
 55–64 17.6 17.4 17.5 12.4 42 40 41 
 65 and older 20.1 22.0 21.0 14.8 36 49 42 
Sex Male 54.4 54.9 54.6 49.1 11 12 11.4 
 Female 45.6 45.1 45.4 50.9 -10 -11 -11.0 
Marital  Married or common-law 63.8 65.3 64.5 62.2 3 5 4 
Status Single 20.9 22.2 21.5 26.4 -21 -16 -19 
 Widowed 6.9 … … 4.7 48 … … 
 Separated or divorced … 8.3 … 6.7 … 24 … 
Education  Less than high school 17.4 21.6 19.5 29.3 -40 -26 -33 
Level High school diploma 12.2 16.1 14.1 17.9 -32 -10 -21 
 Some college 4.3 8.3 6.3 7.0 -38 19 -10 

 Post-secondary diploma 
or some university 26.6 34.3 30.5 29.0 -8 19 5 

 University degree 39.4 19.7 29.6 16.8 134 17 76 
Labour  Employed 65.1 50.2 57.6 61.5 6 -18 -6 
Force Full-time 55.1 35.3 45.2 48.5 14 -27 -7 
Status Part-time 10.0 14.8 12.4 13.0 -23 14 -4 
 Unemployed … … … 4.8 … … … 
 Not in labour force 30.6 43.1 36.9 33.7 -9 28 9 
Household  Less than $20,000 7.7 18.0 12.9 16.5 -53 9 -22 
Income  $20,000–$39,999 25.5 30.2 27.9 32.2 -21 -6 -13 
Level $40,000–$59,999 18.7 22.4 20.5 23.7 -21 -5 -13 
 $60,000–$79,999 17.5 16.2 16.8 14.5 21 12 16 
 $80,000 or more 30.5 13.2 21.9 13.2 131 0 65 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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7.14 Appendix 14: Regional comparisons on the levels of donor and volunteer 
support for the six major types of nonprofit organizations in 2000 

Note, in these Figures, the “number of donations” actually refers to the overall engagements or 
relationships between the region’s individual donors and the particular agencies they supported, 
that year. Even if some donors were giving in monthly or quarterly installments, that would only 
be counted as a single donor engagement or event, in this sense – as with volunteer engagements. 
Figure 7.6: Percent of volunteers, volunteers hours, and total number and value of donations going 

to major types of nonprofit organizations, Canada, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sources: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

Figure 7.7: Percent of volunteers, volunteers hours, and total number and value of donations going 
to major types of nonprofit organizations, Atlantic Canada, 2000 
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Figure 7.8: Percent of volunteers, volunteers hours, and total number and value of donations going 
to major types of nonprofit organizations, Québec, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

Figure 7.9: Percent of volunteers, volunteers hours, and total number and value of donations going 
to major types of nonprofit organizations, Ontario, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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Figure 7.10: Percent of volunteers, volunteers hours, and total number and value of donations going 
to major types of nonprofit organizations, Canadian Prairies, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 

Figure 7.11: Percent of volunteers, volunteers hours, and total number and value of donations going 
to major types of nonprofit organizations, British Columbia, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000 
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7.15 Appendix 15: Fundraising resources geared to donations from individuals  

Articles 
“The Fine Art of Asking for the Gift,” Kim Klein, an excerpt from her Getting Major Gifts 

(2001) in the Grassroots Fundraising Journal  she publishes, online at  
www.grassrootsfundraising.org/magazine/gmg_fineart.html  See also her:  

“Choosing the Right Fundraising Strategy,” with Stephanie Roth, originally in the Grassroots 
Fundraising Journal, 18(3), and available for purchase from them at  
www.grassrootsfundraising.org/howto  but also currently online for free at Volunteer 
Hamilton’s Total site at 
http://resources.tnpr.ca/TopicAssets/1000/choosing_the_right_fundraising_strategy.doc  
and also at www.glsen.org/cgi-bin/iowa/all/news/record/218.html   

 

Manuals 
A Fundraising Resource Kit For Developing a Fundraising Plan (Burnaby, BC: The Neil Squire 

Foundation, 2003 with funding by the Government of Canada's Social Development 
Partnerships Program). Online at 
www.neilsquire.ca/snapfiles/pdf%2Ffundraising%2520resource%2520kit.pdf  

Capital Fundraising [Overview of], and Capital Fundraising Resource Kit, by Suzanne Gibson 
(Toronto: Ontario Non-Profit Housing Association, SCPI Training and Support Program, 
2003). Online at www.onpha.on.ca/affordable_housing_initiatives/dev_resources/default.asp 

“Fundraising,” in Part 5 - Committee Procedures, of the Community Policing “How Do We Do 
It” Manual (Orillia, ON: O.P.P. Community Policing Development Centre, 1997).  
Online at www.gov.on.ca/opp/cpdc/english/p58.pdf  The rest of the manual can be 
accessed at www.gov.on.ca/opp/cpdc/english/how.htm (also in French). 

Fundraising Guide  (Canton, Michigan: Society for Nonprofit Organizations, 1999. Online at 
www.snpo.org/funding/index.php (SNPO publishes Nonprofit World and offers courses 
in Nonprofit Leadership and Management, among other things)  

Understanding Canadian Donors: Using the National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and 
Participating to Build Your Fundraising Program, by Norah McClintock. (Toronto: 
Canadian Centre for Philanthropy, 2004). Online at 
www.givingandvolunteering.ca/pdf/reports/Understanding_Donors.pdf 

Ken Wyman’s Face to Face: How to get Bigger Donations from Very Generous People (1993), 
and Fundraising Ideas That Work for Grassroots Groups (1995) and Guide to Special 
Events Fundraising (1989, updated 1998), published by the (former) Voluntary Action 
Program of what is now Canadian Heritage and all available for free in both html or pdf 
format from Canadian Heritage at www.pch.gc.ca/progs/pc-cp/pubs/index_e.cfm  

 

http://www.grassrootsfundraising.org/magazine/gmg_fineart.html
http://www.grassrootsfundraising.org/howto
http://resources.tnpr.ca/TopicAssets/1000/choosing_the_right_fundraising_strategy.doc
http://www.glsen.org/cgi-bin/iowa/all/news/record/218.html
http://www.neilsquire.ca/snapfiles/pdf%2Ffundraising%2520resource%2520kit.pdf
http://www.onpha.on.ca/affordable_housing_initiatives/dev_resources/default.asp
http://www.gov.on.ca/opp/cpdc/english/p58.pdf
http://www.gov.on.ca/opp/cpdc/english/how.htm
http://www.snpo.org/funding/index.php
http://www.givingandvolunteering.ca/pdf/reports/Understanding_Donors.pdf
http://www.pch.gc.ca/progs/pc-cp/pubs/index_e.cfm
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Note, just search www.Google.com for “fundraising,” with either “manual” or “Guide” (and 
possibly with “face to face”  [but add: “-UK” to screen out United Kingdom entries, where that 
means soliciting strangers on the street]) and maybe with a keyword or two for your particular 
subsector, and you’ll turn up plenty more such resources. 
 

Portals 
Fundraising – a ‘References for Research’ Guide (Dartmouth, NS: Community Animation 

Program (CAP), Health Canada and Environment Canada, 2001). Online at 
www.ns.ec.gc.ca/community/resources.html#Fundraising See also their The Green 
Source - A Quick Reference of Available Programs in the Atlantic Region, Notes from 
Fundraising Workshops, and link to www.proposalwriter.com/grants.html   

Fund Raising (Victoria, BC: The Voluntary Sector Knowledge Network, a project of the 
University of Victoria School of Public Administration) www.vskn.ca/fund.htm  

Fund Raising – Documents, templates & tool-kits on fund raising, a section of the “Total” portal 
maintained by the Volunteer Centre of Hamilton, ON, online at http://resources.tnpr.ca  

Fundraising ‘Quick Guide’ [an inventory of mainly online resources and organizations]. 
(Toronto & Vancouver: CharityVillage, 2004).  Online at 
www.charityvillage.com/cv/guides/guide3.asp  

Introduction to Fundraising. (Toronto: Southern Ontario Library Service, 2004). Online at 
www.library.on.ca/fund-dev/FD  

 

Prospect Research  

Introductory Articles 

 “How Can We Research Wealthy Individuals?,” by Mike McClintock, Front & Centre, 9(1): 14, 
(A Canadian Centre for Philanthropy publication; some articles eventually become 
available to non-members via http://nonprofitscan.andornot.com/default.htm) 

“Prospect Research Strategies,” by David Lamb, a PowerPoint presentation online at 
www.lambresearch.com/Presentations/Prospect%20Research%20Strategies-1hr_files/frame.htm  

“Prospect Research: Got Facts?” by Jeff Jones, Nonprofit Times, March 1, 2004, online at 
www.nptimes.com/Mar04/npt2.html  

“Why Bill Gates Is Not a Prospect for Your Campaign!,” by Robert Hoak (New York, NY: 
Changing Our World, Inc., 2003). First appeared in www.onphilanthropy.com  
Currently online at both  www.onphilanthropy.com/bestpract/bp2003-01-24.html and 
www.changingourworld.com/res1.html 

 

http://www.google.com/
http://www.ns.ec.gc.ca/community/resources.html#Fundraising
http://www.proposalwriter.com/grants.html
http://www.vskn.ca/fund.htm
http://resources.tnpr.ca/
http://www.charityvillage.com/cv/guides/guide3.asp
http://www.library.on.ca/fund-dev/FD
http://nonprofitscan.andornot.com/periodicals.htm
http://www.lambresearch.com/Presentations/Prospect Research Strategies-1hr_files/frame.htm
http://www.nptimes.com/Mar04/npt2.html
http://www.onphilanthropy.com/
http://www.onphilanthropy.com/bestpract/bp2003-01-24.html
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Canadian Sources 

“Internet Prospect Research – Free Sources,” a Frequently Asked Question answered by Allan 
Friedman of York University, online at www.yorku.ca/prorsfaq  

“Websites for Individual Research - National Society of Fund Raising Executives … On-Line 
Donor Research,” compiled for Barbara Fanning for the Southern Ontario Library 
Service, online at www.sols.org/fund-dev/FD/campaigns/donorresearch.htm   

 
Note, the comprehensive subscription-based service she references, PRO.2 / Prospect Research 
Online by iWave, a Canadian company –  in PEI, yet (Charlottetown) – has a different url, now: 
it’s at www.rpbooks.com They now include the data from the “Who’s Who” publications, as 
well as from corporate, business news, foundations, and other sources. 
 
 

American Sources we can still only dream about but which may spark ideas 

The Colorado Professional Researchers for Advancement have links to various kindred 
organizations at www.alumnifriends.mines.edu/cpra/Links/default.htm including one to 
where fundraisers can find various sorts of professional and business people in Colorado 
at www.alumnifriends.mines.edu/cpra/Links/Colorado_Professional_Associations/default.htm  

Internet Prospector, Inc.: www.internet-prospector.org a  “Nonprofit Service to the Prospect 
Research Community” website originated by Randy Bunney, in St. Paul, Minn. See its 
“People” page for ways to track down high-worth, well-connected, and professional 
individuals at  www.internet-prospector.org/bio.html  

David Lamb’s Prospect Research Page at www.lambresearch.com/index.html lists sites that have 
applications for prospect research, in various categories such as Executives or 
Professionals. Also has various presentations online. 

LexisNexis: a database predominantly geared to the legal profession which also has a line of 
services for Development Professionals mainly in the academic world: see 
www.lexisnexis.com/academic/1univ/devpro/price.asp  It’s unclear how much 
information they have on Canadian movers and shakers, though. 

Prospect Research Tips from Waltman Associates, www.tc.umn.edu/~bergq003/wa/rsrchtips.html  

“Where can I find information on cultivating donors?,” by the Foundation Center in New York, 
NY. http://fdncenter.org/learn/faqs/html/cultivation.html  

 
 

http://www.yorku.ca/prorsfaq
http://www.sols.org/fund-dev/FD/campaigns/donorresearch.htm
http://www.rpbooks.com/
http://www.alumnifriends.mines.edu/cpra/Links/default.htm
http://www.alumnifriends.mines.edu/cpra/Links/Colorado_Professional_Associations/default.htm
http://www.internet-prospector.org/
http://www.internet-prospector.org/bio.html
http://www.lambresearch.com/index.html
http://www.lexisnexis.com/academic/1univ/devpro/price.asp
http://www.tc.umn.edu/~bergq003/wa/rsrchtips.html
http://fdncenter.org/learn/faqs/html/cultivation.html
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Direct Mail 

Specialists in Direct Mail with Extensive Tutorial or Background Articles  
The FLA Group Inc., Ottawa www.theflagroup.com Articles by Fraser Green and others include: 

“Direct Mail,” online at their “News” site, www.theflagroup.com/new/news/index.php 
(you may have to toggle the date for this particular article to October 31, 2003) and 
“Measuring Your Donors’ Value,” originally in Front & Centre, January, 2001, and also 
at www.theflagroup.com/presentations/article/front.html  

Mal Warwick & Associates, in Berkeley California: has been described by some (e.g., the 
Southern Ontario Library Service, above) as the “guru” of direct mail. There are many 
useful articles at www.malwarwick.com/direct.html as well as a newsletter elsewhere on 
the site, as well as discussions of internet based fundraising. 

See, too, their joint Report on Surveys of Direct Mail Charitable Donors in the United States and 
Canada conducted for Mal Warwick & Associates and The FLA Group (Toronto: Lang 
Research, March 2003). Summarized in “Poll of Direct Mail Donors Yields Surprises,” 
by Mal Warwick, at www.malwarwick.com/donorsurvey.html  or in a PowerPoint 
presentation at www.malwarwick.com/ppt0303_donor_survey.html with the full report 
online at  www.malwarwick.com/donorsurvey.pdf  

 
Companies that Sell Mailing Lists Geared to Certain Demographic Groups 

(note, a listing here does not constitute an endorsement of their services or prices: they’re  
only provided for your convenience, to let you know what’s out there… caveat emptor) 

Canada Post  www.canadapost.ca/business/prodserv/mdm/default-e.asp isn’t just the 
organization that you deliver your direct mail to (and vice versa).  
It also has a free online service to tell you how many homes, apartments, farms, and 
businesses are in a given postal code at its ‘Householder Counts and Maps’ site, at 
www.canadapost.ca/business/offerings/address_management/can/householder-e.asp  
And it sells mailing lists, especially for anonymous, bulk admail tailored to certain 
demographics. Their “GeoPost™ Plus” system uses Census information as analyzed by 
the MapInfo-Compusearch firm, which uses Consumer Spending data and Census Data to 
profile quite a number of types of neighbourhoods more likely to have residents with 
certain characteristics: like “Young Urban Professionals.” Their brochure on this is at 
www.canadapost.ca/business/offerings/unaddressed_admail/pdf/geopost-e.pdf and their 
“Unaddressed Admail” guide is at www.canadapost.ca/tools/pg/downloads/down01-e.asp  
(as Chapter 12 of their main postal guide). For fuller descriptions of the PSYTE market 
segmentation system used by the MapInfo-Compusearch firm, see 
www.tetrad.com/pricing/can/psyte.html   

Environics Analytics, based in Toronto, “is a new consumer segmentation system that classifies 
all Canadians into one of 66 lifestyle types – with names like Cosmopolitan Elite” which 
combines StatCan data with Environic’s own market research on consumer behaviour 
and social values. Online at  www.environicsanalytics.ca/prizmce.php  

http://www.theflagroup.com/
http://www.theflagroup.com/new/news/index.php
http://www.theflagroup.com/presentations/article/front.html
http://www.malwarwick.com/direct.html
http://www.malwarwick.com/donorsurvey.html
http://www.malwarwick.com/ppt0303_donor_survey.html
http://www.malwarwick.com/donorsurvey.pdf
http://www.canadapost.ca/business/prodserv/mdm/default-e.asp
http://www.canadapost.ca/business/offerings/address_management/can/householder-e.asp
http://www.canadapost.ca/business/offerings/unaddressed_admail/pdf/geopost-e.pdf
http://www.canadapost.ca/tools/pg/downloads/down01-e.asp
http://www.tetrad.com/pricing/can/psyte.html
http://www.environicsanalytics.ca/prizmce.php
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Similarly, other ‘Value-added distributors’ which use Census data or other Statistics Canada 
surveys (e.g., Household Expenditure Data, which includes donations) are listed at 
www.statcan.ca/english/reference/value.htm  

For a quick introduction to how consumer lists are compiled, especially the ones based on other 
sources, see http://maxpages.com/mktconnections/Target_Consumer_Lists which was 
written by a list broker in Burnaby, BC.  

global addresses inc., is a list brokerage firm located in Vancouver, BC www.globaladdresses.ca 
See their selection of Brokered Lists geared to certain lifestyles or backgrounds at  
www.globaladdresses.ca/databasesAE.html  

Two firms for targeting religious markets in both Canada and the USA are: 

Tri-Media Marketing in Skokie, IL & Fort Worth, TX, has names and addresses for churches 
who’ve bought things (like bibles) www.trimediaonline.com/dcards/TC023.htm and for 
consumers who’ve bought religious products www.trimediaonline.com/conslist.php   

Response Unlimited, a Waynesboro, VA company. To see their mailing lists with Canadian 
content, search their catalogue at www.responseunlimited.com/catalog.lasso setting the 
category to “Canadian.” 

 
 
Special Events 
CharityVillage features dozens of short articles about Special Events and Promotions at 

www.charityvillage.com/cv/research/revnt.html   

Events – a listserv dedicated to the topic of special event fundraising for nonprofits, by whose 
participants are consultants and practitioners. It is one of a family of lists maintained at 
http://charitychannel.com/Forums  Currently it can be searched at 
http://charitychannel.com/archives/EVENTS.html but that url may change and frequent 
users should pay a modest membership fee to help with its upkeep. 

Guide to Special Events Fundraising, a manual by Ken Wyman (Ottawa: Voluntary Action 
Program of Canadian Heritage, 1989, last revised in 1998), online in both html and pdf 
format at  www.pch.gc.ca/progs/pc-cp/pubs/index_e.cfm  

The Canadian Special Events Society in Burnaby, BC www.cses.ca/index.html has links to some 
trade magazines and to its members in the various provinces. 

“Where can I find information on fundraising through special events?” an ‘FAQ’ by the 
Foundation Center in New York, NY, which mostly lists “How-To” hardcopy books or 
manuals; online at http://fdncenter.org/learn/faqs/html/special_events.html  

“When Special Events Aren't So Special,” by Jeff Jones and Ted Montuori, Nonprofit Times, 
March 15, 2004, online at www.nptimes.com/dme/Mar04/dme_1.html [A cautionary tale] 

 

http://www.statcan.ca/english/reference/value.htm
http://maxpages.com/mktconnections/Target_Consumer_Lists
http://www.globaladdresses.ca/
http://www.globaladdresses.ca/databasesAE.html
http://www.trimediaonline.com/dcards/TC023.htm
http://www.trimediaonline.com/conslist.php
http://www.responseunlimited.com/catalog.lasso
http://www.charityvillage.com/cv/research/revnt.html
http://charitychannel.com/Forums
http://charitychannel.com/archives/EVENTS.html
http://www.pch.gc.ca/progs/pc-cp/pubs/index_e.cfm
http://www.cses.ca/index.html
http://fdncenter.org/learn/faqs/html/special_events.html
http://www.nptimes.com/dme/Mar04/dme_1.html
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Notes 
                                                 
1 Note, the results of another survey – the National Survey of Nonprofit and Voluntary Organizations 

(Hall et al., 2004) – with more current (2003) data have been released since completing the bulk of the 
present reports. It has some quite different results on the amount and distribution of volunteering and 
donating than the NSGVP surveys do. However, those were reported in aggregate by the nonprofit 
organizations (e.g., how many volunteers did the organization have in the past year, and about how 
much time did they average, each) rather than by the individuals making the contributions, hence the 
discrepancies. And because the survey of organizations only asked about the overall contributions, it 
cannot be used to provide breakdowns on the contributions of individual demographic groups, which 
figure prominently into these reports. 

2 Note, this report only applies to “formal” volunteering, which is any service given without payment 
through any nonprofit group or organization (including community organizations, churches, sporting or 
social clubs, and trade, labour, and political associations) – not including the help people gave on their 
own to family, neighbors, or friends. 

3 The International Classification of Nonprofit Organizations (ICNPO) developed by the Center for Civil 
Society Studies of the Institute for Policy Studies for its Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project has now 
been applied to dozens of countries around the world; see www.jhu.edu/~cnp/compdata.html  for some 
free results. 

4 See Appendix 1 for some definitions of them, and for where to find more detail. Note, their Type 8, 
“Philanthropy and Voluntarism Promotion” (also known as “Philanthropic intermediaries”) has been 
rechristened as the more familiar “Foundations and Volunteer Centres,” here. 

5 That is, the two National Survey(s) on Giving, Volunteering, and Participating (NSGVPs) of 1997 and 
2000, and the Survey of Voluntary Activity in 1987. 

6 Nationally, 57% of all volunteers helped to organize or supervise activities or events for organizations in 
2000, which was up from 51% (source: Caring Canadians, Involved Canadians [Hall, McKeown & 
Roberts, 2001], p. 41). And more recently, the National Survey of Nonprofit and Voluntary 
Organizations found that the nonprofit organizations themselves estimated that 31% of all their 
volunteer engagements outside of board positions in 2003 only involved short-term positions. (See Hall 
et al. [2004], at p. 31:  “7% of volunteers are engaged in governance, serving on the organization’s 
board of directors...[and] ninety-three percent ...are engaged exclusively in activities such as delivering, 
or helping to deliver, programs and services and engaging in fundraising and campaigning activities. 
While 31% of [the latter] give their time only once or twice a year, for example, to do campaigning or 
fundraising, 69% are more frequently engaged....”) 

7 For introductions to the notion of “compassion fatigue,” or secondary post-traumatic stress, see the June 
2002 issue of Volunteer Today at www.volunteertoday.com/ARCHIVES%202002/June02recrui.html 
and there's a more in-depth article, “Compassion Fatigue: An Introduction,” by Charles R. Figley, 
Ph.D., of the Florida State University Traumatology Institute at 
www.greencross.org/_Research/CompassionFatigue.asp and a Compassion Fatigue profile at 
www.ace-network.com/cfspotlight.htm and a self-test at www.ace-network.com/cftest.htm  

8 In fact, there was a 34.6% increase just in the number of registered Canadian charities in 2000 (78,006) 
compared to 1987 (57,970). (Source: the Canada Customs and Revenue Agency for 2000, and the 
Canadian Centre for Philanthropy for 1987.) As for the other types of nonprofit organizations (lacking 
charitable status), no one really knows how many of them were in operation in Canada in 1987. 
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9 Québec’s total population was 6,782,819 in 1987, 7,302,553 in 1997, and 7,372,448 in 2000 (source: 

Statistics Canada, CANSIM I, Matrix 6377), which represents an increase of 8.7% between 1987 and 
2000, and a 1.0% increase between 1997 and 2000. Its eligible age 15+ population was 5,224,000 in 
1987, 5,941,227 in 1998, and 5,947,590 in 2000, for changes of 13.9% (1987-2000) and 0.1% (1997-
2000) (source: Statistics Canada, Guidebooks for the 1997 and 2000 NSGVPs, and Duchesne, 1989). 

10 This is New Rural Economy project coordinated by Concordia University. See their “The Aging of 
Rural Canada's Volunteer Base,” an ‘In-Sites Flyer’ by David Bruce and Matthew MacInnis, online at  
ftp://132.205.87.156/nre_flyers/in%20sites/NRE2%20InSites%2011%20-
%20David%20Bruce%205.PDF  or “Rural Volunteering Under Threat,” at 
ftp://132.205.87.156/nre_flyers/in%20sites/NRE2%20InSites%203.PDF 

11 Another study by Reed and Selbee examines the volunteering of distinct cohorts of people (born in the 
same years) over the span of the three national surveys, and their results indicate that the volunteer 
labour force is vanishing at a rate of three per cent a year. This was initially presented in, “Interpreting 
the Signals: Change, Uncertainty and the State of the Voluntary Sector in Canada,” at the 2001 
ARNOVA conference in Miami, Florida, and cited by Roy MacGregor in the Globe and Mail (“In a 
skeptical, urbanized country, volunteers are an endangered species,” Fri. Apr. 2, 2004), at 
www.globeandmail.com/servlet/ArticleNews/TPStory/LAC/20040402/MACGREGOR02/TPComment/Columnists  
The final paper itself will be called “Attrition and Replacement Trends Among Volunteers: A Cohort 
Analysis for Canada, 1987-2000.” 

12 See, e.g., Funding Matters: The Impact of Canada's New Funding Regime on Nonprofit and Voluntary 
Organizations, by Katherine Scott, Canadian Council for Social Development, for the Voluntary Sector 
Initiative, 2003, at www.ccsd.ca/pubs/2003/fm/index.htm or www.vsi-
isbc.ca/eng/funding/fundingmatters/index.cfm  

13 Note, this hybrid education level demographic category, “a college certificate or diploma or some 
university,” was the one actually used in the Caring Canadians reports, where it was labeled as 
“Postsecondary diploma.” Similarly, their “Some postsecondary” grouping actually refers only to those 
with “some college” (but no diploma, yet), and does not include those who have completed some 
university (but no degree, yet). 

14 Québec’s GDP had increased 19%, its unemployment rate had decreased 26%, and the average total 
income of all its earners had increased by more than ten percent higher between the end of 1997 and 
the end of 2000. 

15 Although Reed and Selbee did check the differences between the above and the below-the-median 
volunteers, too, to confirm that the latter did not differ significantly from non-volunteers. 

16 Some of these characteristics are specific to this particular survey on contributory behaviour, like how 
much the respondents donated. The rest (such as income bracket) are routinely provided as 
demographic information in Labour Force Surveys generally, of which the NSGVPs are special 
instances. 

17 The details of this procedure are not important for most readers, but if you would like some sense of it, 
the University of Chicago library* introduces these concepts as follows:  
   – Logistic models are “Statistical models which describe the relationship between a qualitative 
dependent variable (that is, one which can take only certain discrete values, such as the presence or 
absence of a disease) and an independent variable. A common application is in epidemiology for 
estimating an individual’s risk (probability of a disease) as a function of a given risk factor.”  
   –  Regressions are a method of quantifying the relationship between the variable one is interested in, 
and other factors or traits which may be influences on it;  and  
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  – Regression analyses are “Procedures for finding the mathematical function which best describes the 
relationship between a dependent variable and one or more independent variables. …In logistic 
regression …the dependent variable is qualitative rather than continuously variable and likelihood 
functions are used to find the best relationship. …,” that is, “Functions constructed from a statistical 
model and a set of observed data which give the probability of that data for various values of the 
unknown model parameters. Those parameter values that maximize the probability are the maximum 
likelihood estimates of the parameters.”  

   *From the “Glossary of Statistical Terms” by the John Crerar Library,  University of Chicago, retrieved 
from the Internet, at  www.lib.uchicago.edu/e/su/med/healthstat/statglossary.html    

18 Unfortunately, the sample sizes in the NSGVP are too small to support this type of analysis for the 
individual Prairie and Atlantic provinces or the Territories. 

19 Source: Caring Canadians, 2000, p. 37. Note, although the volunteer participation rate of the very 
religious dropped to 37% in 2000, the average hours volunteered by the very religious remained very 
high, at about 200 hours (about the same as that of those who attended services weekly, in both 1997 
and 2000), and it continued to exceed the average of Canadians who do not consider themselves to be 
very religious (which had increased from 138 hours to 156). 

20 Let’s begin with how not to interpret these partial correlation coefficients (or rather, semi-partial 
correlation coefficients, since they are merely akin to them). First, don’t interpret them too literally. 
The type of measurement being invoked here does not describe a straightforward, simple correlation, in 
the sense of how much they overlap in the population (e.g., in this case, between 12.7% of the non-
religious, rurally-based active volunteers in the survey also being at least part French). Rather, it has to 
do with explaining how important the latter factor is in explaining or predicting the former: whether 
there’s an iron-clad, direct, linear relationship between them, such that if one is present (or absent, for 
an inverse relationship), then so, always, is the other (a perfect correlation of 1)… or whether there’s a 
lot more slippage than that. That’s the ‘coefficient’ bit. (What one does is, multiply the coefficient by 
itself (square it) and convert the result to a percentage, to see how much of the variance in the factor 
you’re interested in is explained by the other factor.) 
 
Second, in this context, one should not interpret them too stringently. That is, don’t apply the same 
criteria you might see applied to judge the importance of ordinary correlation coefficients, where some 
hold they should be at least +/- 0.7 to be considered a strong correlation in many ‘hard’ science 
contexts; or at least +/- 0.2 in some ‘softer,’ social sciences or a specialized application such as 
personnel testing (see, e.g., Aamodt 1999).  

    This is the ‘partial’ correlation coefficient bit. It involves measuring the strength of the correlation 
between two variables while removing the influence of one or more other variables, both on the factor 
you’re trying to explain and on the factor you’ve latched onto to explain it. It’s called a “partial” 
correlation because the effects of the other variables you have data on are “partialled out” or removed 
from the relationship, with only the relationship you’re most ‘partial to,’ or interested in, remaining. 
This is also known as statistically “controlling for” the extraneous variables.  

    Now, if there is a relationship between the various other factors and the phenomenon some 
investigators are trying to explain, they could start out with a very strong correlation with their 
favoured explanation, only to see it whittled down to a far more modest one as they screen out the 
influence of those other factors. For example, a relatively robust correlation of 0.81 between some test 
subjects’ height and their weight could well be reduced to 0.61, once the influence of their age is 
removed. (This example is provided in: Chan, Y. H. (2003) “Biostatistics 104: Correlational Analysis,” 
Singapore Medical Journal, 44(12): 614-19, online at www.sma.org.sg/smj/4412/4412bs1.pdf) That 
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already means that, far from finding that height alone explains 65% of the variations in weight, it only 
explains 37%. And once a host of other factors related to both height and weight – such as gender, diet, 
exercise regimen, lifestyle, etc. – are added to (or rather, taken away, or partialled out from) the mix, 
they might find that height alone only accounts for about 16% of these people’s variation in height (i.e., 
the partial correlation might only be around 0.4).  

    Hence, in the present social science context, where there is far from a straightforward causal relation-
ship between the various demographic and behavioural factors we’ll be looking at with the propensity 
to volunteer, a partial correlation coefficient of 0.2 or so can be regarded as a fairly good predictor. 

21 E.g., Burke and Liljenstolpe (1992) briefly review these ten volunteer recruitment sources, and public 
    appeals or advertising do not even make their list.: 

“Once you have defined job responsibilities and qualifications for a specific volunteer function, you 
can recruit volunteers through:  
 Internal Organizational Networking …empowers current volunteers [or staff] to recruit specific 

community members with specialized skills); 
 Community Networking […agency staff or representatives attempt to recruit while making  

community presentations, or at social gatherings, or they approach local merchants]; 
 Company Community Service Projects 
 Volunteer Information and Referral Services [through Volunteer Centres, campuses, etc.] 
 Rehabilitation Retraining Programs [though government or nonprofit programs assisting those 

recovering from injuries] 
 Trade or Job Retraining Programs [through adult education centres or colleges which include a 

practicum as part of their vocational training] 
 Work Experience Candidates 
 School Project Contracts 
 Educational Internships 
 Collaborative Partnerships [between government agencies, nonprofits, and businesses].” 

22 E.g., Wittich (2003) notes, “Cable television can be a wonderful way to get your name on the television 
screen in-between soaps and sports shows. Remember, any advertising requires multiple viewings to 
have an impact. So try to get your cable channel to put your message on for a repeat of six or more 
times. They say it usually takes ten or more exposures to an advertisement before we automatically 
pick up that product in the store.” 

23 Bennett & Kottasz (2000) write, “Broadbridge and Horne’s (1996) survey of charity shop volunteers in 
Scotland concluded that over a third of their sample had heard about volunteering possibilities via 
notices, leaflets, or shop window advertisements. Another third had found out about vacant positions 
through local newspapers…. Whithear (1999) posits that around 20% of all UK charity shop 
volunteers are recruited via formal advertisements.”  Their citations are to:  

O’Connor, P. (1997) “Working with and recruiting volunteers as part of a fundraising strategy,” 
Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Marketing, 2 (4), 353-64. 

Broadbridge, A. and Horne, S. (1996) “Volunteers in charity retailing: Recruitment and training,” 
Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 6 (3), 255-70. 

Whithear, R. (1999) “Charity shop volunteers: A case for ‘tender loving care,’” International Journal 
of Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Marketing, 4 (2), 107-120. 

24 First, using the 1997 NSGVP itself, Jones (2000) includes a Table (2) showing what proportion of the 
relevant population attends church either regularly (at least monthly) or weekly, both for the major 
cities and for the rest of each province, and how this correlates with the very/somewhat religious in 
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those areas, as well. These rates may have declined by five or ten percent since then, however. Second, 
the annual General Social Survey (GSS) usually asks about religious attendance. It has found that, 
nationally, only about 20% of the adult population attends religious services weekly, beginning in 
2001. An article by Fortura (2003) on the GSS contains some tables and a large map showing what 
proportion of the population attends at least monthly, both in the major urban centres and the other 
regions of each province, and describes how this had declined since the mid-nineties. (It will be 
available in most university, government, and major public libraries, or the issue can be purchased 
online.) In addition, you can get a global snapshot of monthly or better religious attendance in your 
province as a whole from the most recent (2003) GSS in the highlight report by Schellenberg (2004): 
specifically, in its Chart 20, at www.statcan.ca/english/freepub/89-598-XIE/2003001/Figures/chart20.htm See 
also how that becomes more prevalent with age, in its Chart 21, www.statcan.ca/english/freepub/89-598-
XIE/2003001/Figures/chart21.htm Note, though, that even regular church attendance may only capture 
about half of those who consider themselves either somewhat or very religious in many areas, as you 
can see in Jones (2000). 

25 Source: Statistics Canada, in “Study: Self-Employment Activity in Rural Canada, 1981 to 2001,” in The 
Daily, Friday, July 23, 2004; online at www.statcan.ca/Daily/English/040723/d040723c.htm which 
summarizes a study of that name by Valerie du Plessis in Rural and Small Town Canada Analysis 
Bulletin, Vol. 5, no. 5, available for free via www.statcan.ca:8096/bsolc/english/bsolc?catno=21-006-XIE  

26 Thanks to Ontario Genealogical Society and the National Library of Canada, the Federal Census of 
1871 is online, at www.collectionscanada.ca/archivianet/020108_e.html  You can search it for surnames of 
various ethnic origins, either by restricting the search to English, Irish, Scottish, or Welsh ethnic origin 
and scrolling through all the names that come up, or by entering a name you suspect is British and 
seeing what ethnic origin is attached to it. 

27 There’s the 1940 National Registration, for example (see www.genealogy.gc.ca/10/100706_e.html), which 
everyone over 16 had to fill out (unless they were already in the army), which included the place of 
birth, both of one’s self and one’s parents; nationality; year of entry into Canada (if an immigrant); 
racial origin; and languages. (It costs fifty dollars to access it, though, and unless it’s your own record 
or for an estate, the government will only issue it if you can show the person’s been dead for at least 
twenty years.) And there are various immigration records which can be searched, described at 
www.genealogy.gc.ca/10/1008_e.html which give the country of origin. The records from the 1901 Census 
have also been made available for a number of places through some private companies such as 
www.ancestry.com The “Frequently Asked Questions” section on the 1901 Census at 
www.collectionscanada.ca/archivianet/020122/02012208_e.html includes an inventory of which towns’ or 
counties’ records have been incorporated into some other genealogy databases, at 
www.collectionscanada.ca/archivianet/020122/docs/1901-20040413.pdf  

28 Not including those living on reserves, army bases, or in Nunavut or the Territories, who were not 
included in the NSGVP surveys (or the Labour Force Surveys generally, which they are based upon). 

29 The International Classification of Nonprofit Organizations (ICNPO) developed by the Center for Civil 
Society Studies of the Institute for Policy Studies for its Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project. 

30 See Appendix 1 for some preliminary definitions of them, and for where to find more detail. Note, in 
this report, Type 8, “Philanthropy and Voluntarism Promotion” has been rechristened as “Foundations 
and Volunteer Centres.”   

31 Unfortunately, the sample sizes would not support further sub-dividing the ‘Arts & Recreation’ type 
into its three main components in all the regions, as was done with the volunteering data. 
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32 Possibly because their members already support them with dues, for one thing, and the vast majority of 

these organizations lack charitable status, so donations to them would not be tax-deductible. 
33 This is likely due to some ‘mega-donations’ going to the Business or Professional associations or 

Unions category in those other provinces, where it had very high average contributions from its donors 
($84 in Québec, $184 in Ontario, and $309 in the Prairies), despite receiving relatively few donations 
in total. 

34 Nationally, the GDP had increased by 21% between the end of 1997 and the end of 2001, the unem-
ployment rate had decreased by 25%, there were 8% more people working,  and the average total 
annual income for all earners had increased by 13%. 

35 Canadians can write-off larger donations in proportion to the size of their total annual income than we 
used to; and a measure first introduced in 1997 (and then increased in 2000) reduced how much 
‘capital gains’ tax we have to pay if we donate publicly-listed stocks instead of just selling them (see, 
e.g., Hall et al. 2001, p. 12). 

36 When the 2000 figure is converted to 1997 dollars according to the Consumer Price Index for this 
province for 1997 and 2000, it represents $489.1-M. in 1997 dollars: a 13.9% decrease. 

37 Considering the improved economy, we might well expect some drop from part-time workers, since 
many donors who had one or more part-time jobs in 1997 may have succeeded in getting full-time 
employment by 2000, and so their donations in that year would be credited to the full-time workers’ 
demographic instead – which did go up $31-M.  But the apparent loss for the part-time group was 
almost three times that (-$87-M), and what’s more, they actually increased their overall population by 
more than 160,000. Granted, their donor rate had dropped five points, but even so, there were nearly 
eighty thousand more part-time employees as donors in Québec in 2000 than in 1997, so you’d think 
they’d end up with about the same amount overall. But they didn’t, because the average donation had 
dropped so much for this group… and this seems to be where the problem lies. The average donation 
from Québec’s part-time workers in 2000 was $98, which seems about right, compared to the $117 
average for the province as a whole, and their total donations accounted for ten percent of the 
province’s total, which is in keeping with part-time workers’ share of the total donations in the other 
regions in 2000 (9.4% in the Atlantic region, 11.3% in Ontario, 14.8% in the Prairies, 17.6% in B.C.). 
But in 1997, Québec’s part-time workers allegedly gave an average of $310, each (compared to $127 
for the province’s donors as a whole), and they accounted for nearly a quarter (24.4%) of the 
province’s total donations. In contrast, part-time workers only accounted for 7.0% of the Atlantic 
region’s total donations in 1997, 11.5% of  Ontario’s, 17.4% of the Prairies’. Granted, part-time 
workers were credited with 21.1% of B.C.’s total donations in 1997, but the results for the smaller 
demographics from that region are subject to reliability questions due to sample size limitations, as 
well.  

38 The full list of the “Percentage of donors who donated via each donation method” which Lasby and 
McIver (2004b) give in their Figure 7 is:  Sponsorship of someone in event: 47% of Canadian donors;  
Place of worship: 39%;  Door-to-door canvassing: 38%;  Mail request: 32%;  Canvassing in a public 
place: 27%;  In memoriam: 25%;  Charity event: 24%;  At work: 17%;  Payroll deduction: 11%;  
Telephone: 9%;  TV/Radio: 8%;  Came to charity on their own: 7%;  Other: 5%.  (Based on Statistics 
Canada’s National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 2000.) They also provide Figures 
on what percentage of donors who gave to various subsectors (Health, Social Services, Religious, 
Education & Research, Arts & Culture, and Philanthropic Intermediaries and Voluntarism Promotion) 
responded to each type of major method, nationally. 
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