


DETAILED FINDINGS

I. NONPROFIT AFFILIATIONS

Just over-half of Indiana nonprofits are formally affili-
ated with other organizations. The majority of these in-
volve headquarter-subsidiary type relationships. Non-
profits in the religion field are the most likely to be af-
filiated with other organizations, almost all of which are
religious bodies. For all other types of nonprofits, most
are affiliated with mutual benefit (membership) organi-
zations. Medium-sized and older organizations are also
disproportionately likely to be affiliated.

Indiana nonprofits and their affiliations with other
organizations: Affiliations are usually vertical relation-
ships between headquarters and their subsidiaries, al-
though many have some other form of affiliation. Non-
profits that operate as subsidiaries of a headquarter or-
ganization gain access to established expertise, name
recognition, and additional resources. Headquarters rely
on subsidiaries or local chapters to increase the scope of
their activities, especially geographic scope, in order to
better accomplish their missions. We discuss relation-
ships that involve formal collaborations or informal net-
works in Chapter II.

e Formal headquarter-subsidiary affiliations: We
asked our survey respondents to indicate whether
they were formally affiliated with another organiza-
tion as a local subsidiary or chapter of a headquarter
organization, whether they were a headquarter or-
ganization with local subsidiaries, or had some other
type of formal affiliation.

— Qverall: More than half (57 percent) of Indiana
nonprofits are formally affiliated with another
organization. This includes nearly one-third (30
percent) that are local affiliates or subsidiaries of
another (headquarter) organization and 6 percent
that are themselves headquarter organizations
with subsidiaries. The rest of those with formal
affiliations (19 percent overall) say they have
some other affiliation.

—  Whether organizations are affiliated with other
entities relates most significantly to their field of
activity, size, and age, but not funding profile.

— Nonprofit field: Religion nonprofits’ are, by far,
the most likely (75-77 percent) to indicate they
are formally affiliated with another organization,
compared to only 44 percent of the human ser-
vices and 36 percent of arts, culture and humani-
ties nonprofits.'® See Figure 1.

Figure 1: Percent of nonprofits formally affiliated with
another organization by field of activity
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— To see whether these differences by nonprofit
field stand up when we take other important or-
ganizational features into account, we use multi-
variate statistical techniques'' to control for size,
age, funding source, technological capacity, and
proximity to urban centers.'* This more complex
analysis shows that controlling for these other
factors, public and societal benefit and religion
nonprofits have significantly higher odds of be-
ing affiliated than nonprofits in other fields,
while human services nonprofits have signifi-
cantly lower odds of formal affiliation. The mul-
tivariate analysis thus confirms the high rates of
affiliation for religion nonprofits and the low

? For our definitions of nonprofit fields, see Appendix A.

1 We explored whether these differences in formal affiliations
by field reflected variations in the prevalence of local affiliates
or subsidiaries, but found no indications of such a pattern.

"' See Methodological Note.

'2 We included a variable that indicates whether the nonprofit
is located in a metropolitan area or not to test whether close-
ness to urban centers helps explain the extent to which non-
profits are affiliated. Assuming that nonprofits in densely
populated areas would have more opportunities (and possibly
pressures) to form various types of relationships with other
organizations, we hypothesized that there would be a positive
relationship, but did not find one.




rates for human service nonprofits, while reveal-
ing an otherwise hidden high rate of affiliation
for public and societal benefit nonprofits.

The apparent discrepancy between the likelihood
of having some formal affiliation when consid-
ering only nonprofit field as a factor by itself
(e.g., bivariate analysis, illustrated in Figure 1)
as opposed to when we consider multiple factors
at the same time (e.g., multivariate analysis,
summarized in the preceding paragraph) has to
do with the complexities of organizations and
their characteristics. For example, in Figure 1,
mutual benefit nonprofits seem quite likely to be
affiliated, but may just be because they are gen-
erally quite old and, as we show below, older
nonprofits are more likely to have formal affilia-
tions. Similarly, Figure 1 suggests that arts, cul-
ture and humanities nonprofits are unlikely to be
formally affiliated, but that is most likely be-
cause they are quite young and young nonprofits
are unlikely to have formal affiliations.

As noted above, religion nonprofits are signifi-
cantly more likely than nonprofits in other fields
to be in a formal affiliation. This holds regard-
less of whether these nonprofits provide human
services or not.

Size: Less than one-half (47 percent) of small
nonprofits (i.e. those without any full-time
equivalent, (FTE), staff members) have an af-
filiation with another organization. Very large
organizations (i.e. those with more than 50
FTEs) are only slightly more likely to report
some formal affiliation (57 percent). However,
74 percent of medium-sized nonprofits are af-
filiated with some other organization. See Figure
2. Multivariate analyses confirm this general
pattern of a curvilinear relationship (inverted U
shape) between formal affiliations and number
of FTEs.

Age: As alluded to above, one of the characteris-
tics most robustly related to organizational af-
filiations is age—older nonprofits are generally
more likely to be formally affiliated than
younger ones. See Figure 3. This pattern also
holds when we control for other factors: for
every 10 years of age, the odds that a nonprofit
is affiliated with another organization increases

by approximately 7 percent. We do not know
whether this pattern reflects greater likelihood of
survival for nonprofits that are formally affili-
ated, whether nonprofits accumulate formal af-
filiations as they age, or whether nonprofits es-
tablished in earlier periods were simply more
likely to be formally affiliated from the start.
Possibly all three factors operate.

Figure 2: Percent of nonprofits affiliated with another
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Figure 3: Percent of nonprofits affiliated with another
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Type of entities with which Indiana nonprofits
are affiliated: We asked those respondents that are
formally affiliated with other organizations to indi-
cate whether they are affiliated with a religious body
(congregation, denomination, or similar entity);
other religious or faith-based organization; secular
nonprofit service organization; nonprofit advocacy
organization; nonprofit mutual benefit (membership)
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organization; government agency, authority, or simi-
lar organization; or a business or other for-profit or-
ganization. Respondents could select multiple re-
sponses.

— Most of the Indiana nonprofits that are affiliated
with other organizations are affiliated with a re-
ligious body (38 percent indicate that this is the
case, see Figure 4). This reflects the prevalence
(24 percent) of Indiana nonprofits that are relig-
ion or spiritual development nonprofits, and the
fact that almost all of these (93 percent) are af-
filiated with a religious body. Indeed, as we
show later, relatively few nonprofits in the other
fields are affiliated with religious bodies, rang-
ing from 2 percent for arts, culture and humani-
ties nonprofits to 18 percent for mutual benefit
nonprofits.

Figure 4: Types of organization with which Indiana non-
profits are affiliated (n=1,154-1,165)
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—  Mutual benefit (membership) organizations are
the next most likely entity with which Indiana
nonprofits are affiliated (29 percent). Nonprofits
from every field except religion are most likely
to name these types of organizations as affili-
ates. This is likely because many nonprofits are
formally affiliated with umbrella membership
bodies or associations."

" This definition of mutual benefit organizations is more ex-
pansive than our mutual benefit nonprofit field. The latter in-
cludes primarily pension and retirement funds, insurance ser-
vices, fraternal beneficiary societies, and cemeteries, while the
former may include trade and professional associations.

About one in five (18 percent) of those that are
formally affiliated with another organization are
affiliated with a secular nonprofit service pro-
vider.

One in ten or less of the nonprofits that are for-
mally affiliated with other organizations say that
they are affiliated with other faith-based non-
profits (e.g. other than congregations or denomi-
nations, 11 percent), advocacy nonprofits (10
percent), or government agencies (9 percent).
Even fewer (5 percent) are formally affiliated
with for-profit organizations.

The types of organizations with which Indiana
nonprofits are affiliated vary considerably by the
field in which they are active.

= Arts, culture, and humanities nonprofits
have the highest incidence of affiliation with
mutual benefit (membership) organizations.
Nearly three-fifths (58 percent) of those that
are formally affiliated with some other or-
ganization include this category as one of
these entities, as compared to 29 percent of
Indiana nonprofits overall, shown in Figure
4. About half as many say they are affiliated
with secular service (31 percent) and advo-
cacy nonprofits (27 percent). Only a small
minority of these nonprofits (8 percent or
less) are affiliated with other types of enti-
ties, such as for-profit organizations, gov-
ernment agencies, or religious bodies. See
solid bars in Figure 5.

= Education nonprofits. Compared to nonprof-
its overall, education nonprofits are more
likely to say they are affiliated with a gov-
ernment agency (21 percent), a higher per-
centage of nonprofits than in any other field
except for human services. They are also
more likely than any other field to indicate
that they are affiliated with a for-profit or-
ganization (15 percent vs.5 percent overall).
See hatched bars in Figure 5.

= Health nonprofits. About half of health non-
profits are affiliated with a mutual benefit
(membership) organization. One-third is af-
filiated with secular service (33 percent) or
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advocacy (31 percent) nonprofits. See solid more likely to say they are affiliated with
bars in Figure 6. government agencies (22 percent). See white
bars in Figure 6.

Figure 5: Types of organizations with which arts (n=41-
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Figure 6: Types of organizations with which health (n=70-
71), public benefit (n=188-191), and human ser-
vices (n=286-291) nonprofits are affiliated
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religion and mutual benefit nonprofits are
relatively unlikely to be affiliated with other

= Public and societal benefit nonprofits that types of entities.

are affiliated with other organizations are
most likely to be affiliated with mutual
benefit/membership (43 percent) or secular
service (38 percent) organizations, but
unlikely to be affiliated with other types of
organizations. See hatched bars in Figure 6.

o Affiliations with federated funders: Above we
looked at formal affiliations, mainly headquarter-
subsidiary relationships. However, nonprofits may
also be affiliated with other organizations through
formal funding structures, such as those that exist
between federated funders and their beneficiary or-
ganizations, e.g., the local United Way and its mem-
ber agencies. In order to determine the extent of
these affiliations, we asked Indiana nonprofits
whether during the most recent fiscal year they re-

= Human services nonprofits follow a pattern
similar to public benefit organizations, ex-
cept that human services nonprofits are less
likely to be affiliated with secular service
organizations (21 percent) and considerably
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ceived grants or support from United Way organiza-
tions, religious federated funders (e.g., Catholic
Charities, Jewish Federation), or some other feder-
ated funders (e.g., women’s fund, Black United
Way).

Overall: A relatively small percentage of Indi-
ana nonprofits receive grants or support from
federated funders (see Figure 8), although this
varies by the field of activity in which they op-
erate.

Figure 8: Percent of nonprofits that receive grants or sup-
port from federated funders (1,915-1,928)
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Field: Most of the significant variation illus-
trated in Figure 9 reflects the fact that United
Way organizations primarily support nonprofits
in the health and human services fields. Two-
fifths (41 percent) of health organizations and
nearly one-fifth (17 percent) of human services
nonprofits in the state say that they received
grants or support from a United Way organiza-
tion during the most recent fiscal year.

=  However, since there are almost seven times
as many human services as health nonprof-
its, most of the nonprofits that receive sup-
port from federated funders are human ser-
vices nonprofits. Almost half (46 percent) of
nonprofits that received support from feder-
ated funders were human services nonprof-
its, only 14 percent were health nonprofits.

Generally, there is little variation in whether
nonprofits in the different fields received sup-
port from religious federated funders, except that

none of the arts organizations in our sample in-
dicated receiving any such funds. Once we con-
trol for factors such as the size and age of the
organization, primary source of funding, and ac-
cess to basic technology, education nonprofits
also stand out as having significantly low odds
of receiving support from religious federated
funders. Surprisingly, religious nonprofits pro-
viding health and human services also have sig-
nificantly low odds of receiving funds from reli-
gious federated funders.

Figure 9: Percent of nonprofits that receive grants or sup-
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Similarly, there are no significant differences in
the extent to which Indiana nonprofits receive
support from other federated funders—most do
not.

Size: Federated funders appear to favor rela-
tively large nonprofits when it comes to offering
financial support (or nonprofits are large be-
cause they have access to such funding). This is
especially the case for the United Way. More
than two-fifths (44 percent) of the very large
nonprofits in the state (i.e. with more than 50
FTEs) received some type of assistance from the
United Way, compared to one-fifth or less of
smaller organizations. See Figure 10.

Relatively large nonprofits are also more likely
to receive support from religious federated fun-
ders and from other federated funders, although
the relationships are not as pronounced as is the
case with the United Way funding.
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Figure 10: Percent of nonprofits that receive grants or
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Primary source of funding: Whether Indiana
nonprofits receive support from federated fun-
ders varies somewhat according to their primary
source of funding, although the pattern is not
very clear.

The odds that nonprofits receive grants or sup-
port from the United Way increase for nonprof-
its that rely on donations or a mix of funding
sources. That is as we would expect, since fed-
erated funding is included in donation revenues.
Likewise, the odds of receiving funds from other
federated funders also increase for nonprofits
that depend on donations for more than one-half
of their revenues. The odds decrease for organi-
zations that depend on special events. For non-
profits that rely on the sales of goods or services,
the odds of receiving funds from religious fed-
erations are significantly low.

Age: The age of Indiana nonprofits is not sig-
nificantly related to obtaining support from the
United Way or religious federated funders.
However, the odds that nonprofits receive assis-
tance from other federated funders (i.e. non-
United Way and non-religious federated fun-
ders) increase slightly for each year of age that
the nonprofits acquire, suggesting that once we
control for confounding variables, older non-
profits are more likely than young ones to re-
ceive such support.

Information technology: After controlling for
other organizational characteristics, access to in-

Percent of Nonprofits

12% -
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formation technology significantly increases the
odds that nonprofits obtain grants or support
from religious federated funders: up by 29 per-
cent for each additional technological compo-
nent that the organization possesses.

— Although the absolute percentages are quite
modest, nonprofits with access to technology are
also more likely than those without such tools to
indicate that they received support from other
federated funders. See Figure 11.

Figure 11: Percent of nonprofits that receive grants or

support from other federated funders by tech-
nology (n=1,845)
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Conclusions and implications: We draw several con-
clusions and implications from these findings.

The majority of Indiana nonprofits are affiliated,
especially those in the religion field: Fifty-five per-
cent of Indiana nonprofits are affiliated with other
organizations, most of which (30 percent, overall)
are local subsidiaries of headquarter organizations.
Three-quarters or more of religion nonprofits say
they have some form of affiliated relationship, com-
pared to approximately 60 percent or less of the
nonprofits in other fields.

Affiliation status is significantly related to age:
Controlling for field of activity and other organiza-
tional characteristics, older nonprofits are signifi-
cantly more likely than younger ones to be in an af-
filiated relationship.

Indiana nonprofits are most likely to affiliate with
mutual benefit or other membership organizations:
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Except for religion nonprofits, which are most likely
to be affiliated with other religious organizations,
nonprofits in every field are most likely to be affili-
ated with mutual benefit/membership organizations.

Federated funding is disproportionately distrib-
uted: A minority (14 percent, overall) of Indiana
nonprofits receive support from federated funders
such as the United Way (8 percent), religious feder-
ated funders (6 percent), or other federated funders
(4 percent). Such support, however, is most preva-
lent among large nonprofits and those that operate in
the health and human services fields.

Il. COLLABORATIONS AND NET-
WORKS ACROSS THE SECTOR

More than one-half of all Indiana nonprofits participate
in formal or informal relationships with other organiza-
tions. Such relationships are disproportionately common
for relatively large nonprofits and those that have access
to basic information and communication technology,
such as computers, Internet, e-mail, and a web-site.
Holding all else constant, the odds that nonprofits will
participate in informal networks are considerably high
for organizations in the health field. Additionally, the
odds of being involved in formal collaborations are sig-
nificantly high for organizations in the arts, culture and
humanities field.

Formal and informal relationships in the Indiana
nonprofit sector: Nonprofits across the state and in
every field of activity participate in relationships with
other organizations to expand their capacities and ac-
complish their missions. The extent to which nonprofits
collaborate, however, is a function of certain organiza-
tional characteristics. We analyzed these and report our
findings below.

e Participation in networks and collaborations: We
asked Indiana nonprofits whether they were involved
in formal collaborations or informal networks.

— Overall: More than one-half (57 percent) of
Indiana nonprofits participate in formal collabo-
rations or informal networks with other organi-
zations. According to our survey, one-quarter
(27 percent) are involved in formal collabora-
tions and two-fifths (42 percent) are involved in
informal networks. See Figure 12. One out of
ten nonprofits (13 percent overall) participate in
both collaborations and networks.

— Nonprofit field: Figure 13 suggests that there is
some variation among fields in the extent to
which nonprofits participate in collaborations or
networks. However, multivariate analyses reveal
that mutual benefit nonprofits are the only ones
to diverge significantly from nonprofits in other
fields (they are less likely to participate), once
we take into account size, technology, age, and
funding source. See Figure 13.
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