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VII. SUMMARY AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

In this section, we first briefly summarize our 
key findings about the extent to which 
responding organizations report major 
challenges across all categories of capacity 
building. We then turn to a more explicit 
consideration of what nonprofits said would 
be most helpful to them and highlight those 
we believe are of particular relevance to 
funders. 
 
A. MAJOR CAPACITY BUILDING 

CHALLENGES 
 
Focusing on the extent to which particular 
types of capacity building present major 
challenges, we find that seven of the top ten 
challenges all relate to securing various forms 

of funding (including the top six) with the 
remaining three indirectly related to funding. 
As Figure 247 shows, obtaining other funding 
is a major challenge for 73 percent, followed 
by expanding the donor base (65 percent), 
securing foundation or corporate grants (61 
percent), and developing a capital campaign, 
building an endowment, or securing 
government grants and contracts (all 54 to 55 
percent). Writing grant proposals is a major 
challenge to 41 percent.  
 
The other three items in the top ten are at 
least indirectly related to securing financial 
resources: enhancing the visibility or 
reputation of the organization (a major 
challenge for 49 percent), attracting new 
members or clients (44 percent) and 
developing targeted community 
communications (37 percent). 

73%

65%

61%

55%

54%

54%

49%

44%

41%

37%

24%

24%

31%

12%

17%

26%

40%

39%

41%

45%

1%

2%

5%

8%

4%

6%

9%

12%

16%

16%

2%

9%

3%

25%

25%

14%

2%

5%

2%

2%

GetFunds

DonorBase

FndCorpGrant

CapitalCamp

BuildEndow

GovGrant

Visibility

AttractMemb

GrantWrite

TargetComm

Figure 247: Ten Top Major Challenges (n=335‐344) 

Major challenge Minor challenge Not a challenge Not applicable

Developing targeted 
communications (2.18)

Writing grant proposals (2.20)

Attracting new members/clients (2.22)

Enhancing visibility/reputation (2.36)

Securing gov’t grants 
and contracts (2.21)

Building an endowment (2.01)

Developing capital campaign (1.96)

Securing foundation or 
corporate grants (2.50)

Expanding the donor base (2.45)

Obtaining other funding (2.68)
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A review of the next ten major challenges 
(identified by 29-35 percent of the 
respondents) shows greater spread among the 
seven broad capacity building categories (see  
Figure 248). These include two information 
technology related tasks: creating compre-
hensive and interactive websites (a major 
challenge for 35 percent) and creating, 
updating, and effectively using databases(31 
percent), as well as three items related to 
board issues: training and developing the 
board (32 percent), recruiting and keeping 
board members (31 percent) and board 
training (29 percent). Two networking and 
advocacy issues are also included: 
strengthening relationships with key policy 
makers (32 percent) and enhancing public 
understanding of policy issues (33 percent), 
as are strategic planning (a major challenge for 
33 percent), recruiting and keeping volunteers 
(33 percent) and conducting effective special 
events (29 percent). 

B. MAJOR TYPES OF ASSISTANCE IN 

MEETING CAPACITY BUILDING NEEDS 
 
As we noted earlier (see Figure 142 in Section 
V.), there is widespread agreement that 
funding assistance appears to be the most 
helpful way to address the challenges, 
followed by peer learning support and 
technical assistance. Among the specific types 
of funding assistance we examined, multi-year 
funding and general overhead funding are 
ranked as most helpful overall with more than 
80 percent of respondents considering these 
as “very helpful” when asked for an overall 
assessment of specific types of assistance. 
When asked about helpful assistance from 
IAC, operations and project funding were 
both considered very helpful by about the 
same percentages. Finally, when asked to 
describe what type of assistance would be 
most helpful in addressing the organization’s 
own top three capacity building or technical 
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Figure 248: Top Ten to Twenty Major Challenges 

Major challenge Minor challenge Not a challenge Not applicable

Board training (1.80)

Special events (1.98)

Recruit/keep board members (1.83)

Creating, updating, and effectively 
using databases (2.03)

Strengthening relationships with key 
policy makers (2.02

Training/developing board (1.92)

Strategic planning (2.08)

Recruit/keep volunteers (1.97)

Enhancing public understanding of 
policy issues (2.02)

Creating comprehensive/ interactive 
website (2.08)
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assistance challenges, some reference to 
funding was included in respectively 40 and 
28 percent of the descriptions.  
Peer learning is considered very helpful by 44 
percent when asked about their general 
assessment of this type of assistance but is 
rarely included in descriptions of the most 
effective ways to address their own top 
capacity building or technical assistance 
challenges. Finally, workshops and training 
opportunities and access to outside 
consultants are considered very helpful by 
respectively 29 and 33 percent of respondents 
when asked for a general assessment, and by 
35 percent when asked about workshops and 
training opportunities provided by the IAC.  
 
However, all types of external assistance, 
including consultants, student interns, loaned 
executives, and workshops or training, were 
included in only 14 percent of descriptions of 
what would be helpful to address the 
organizations own top three capacity building 
challenges and in 18 percent of descriptions 
for addressing technical assistance challenges 
(many of which relate to information 
technology).  
 
Based on our analysis of what respondents 
view as the most helpful types of assistance to 
meet various types of capacity building and 
technical assistance needs, we identify four 
priorities for the IAC and other funders in the 
arts and culture field.  
 
Top Priority – Funding Assistance. More 
than 80 percent see multi-year funding and 
general overhead as very helpful. We 
recommend that Indiana funders give serious 
consideration to providing this type of 
support to arts and culture organizations 
seeking assistance with capacity building 
needs. Such funding provides maximum 
flexibility for arts and culture organizations 
and allows them to shift focus as new 
challenges emerge. Endowment funding, 
small grants and challenge grants targeted at 
particular areas of capacity building are also 

likely to be quite useful. We suspect, based on 
results from our 2007 survey, that some of 
these types of funding support may be more 
helpful for capacity building challenges that 
are more clearly defined, such as marketing, as 
opposed to operations and governance. 
 
Second Priority – Peer Learning. The 
opportunity to interact with and learn from 
peer organizations is seen as very helpful by 
44 percent of respondents. Thus, we 
recommend that arts and culture funders give 
serious consideration to creating structured 
opportunities for peer interactions and 
information sharing among executives and 
others in key arts and culture management 
positions, such as marketing directors, 
volunteer managers, special event 
coordinators, grant writers, and the like. 
 
Third Priority – Joint activities with other 
organizations. More than 32 percent indicate 
that joint activities with other organizations 
are very helpful, with 85 percent finding it at 
least somewhat helpful. We therefore 
recommend that funders and other 
community leaders explore ways to facilitate 
collaborative activities among arts and culture 
organizations, while also recognizing that 
there are potential costs and constraints 
associated with such efforts.  
 
Fourth Priority: Support for Technical 
Assistance. Outside consultants, student 
interns, and workshops and other off-site 
trainings are viewed as very helpful by about 
three in ten or more of respondents and at 
least somewhat helpful by three-fourths or 
more. Workshops and trainings provided by 
the IAC were also seen as very helpful for 
more than a third. Thus, we recommend that 
funders give particular attention to identifying 
and supporting high quality consultants, 
student internship programs, and training 
opportunities for arts and culture 
organizations. 
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