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III. INDIANA NONPROFITS’ MOST 
IMPORTANT NETWORKING OR COL-
LABORATIVE RELATIONSHIPS  
 
For Indiana nonprofits that participate in formal col-
laborations or informal networks, the median number of 
organizations in their most important network or col-
laboration is five. Nonprofits in the health field tend to 
be involved in larger structures, while small nonprofits 
and those that lack information technology participate in 
smaller interorganizational structures. Most Indiana 
nonprofits participate in fairly homogeneous structures, 
although a minority say that a variety of types of organi-
zations are involved, including those from the for-profit 
and government sectors. The extent to which nonprofits 
are involved with a broad variety of organizational types 
in their most important collaborations or networks re-
lates most significantly to how many organizations are 
involved overall in the relationship.  
 
Indiana nonprofits’ most important relationships: 
The previous chapter examined the extent of involve-
ment in informal networks or in formal collaborations 
among all Indiana nonprofits. In this chapter, we look 
only at nonprofits that participate in either of these types 
of relationships. Moreover, we focus on only the most 
important relationship from the perspective of our re-
spondents. 
 
• Purpose of most important relationship: We 

asked nonprofits that participate in formal collabora-
tions or informal networks to briefly describe the 
purpose of the one that is most important to them. 
We grouped their responses into three general cate-
gories: program related goals, management related 
goals, and relational goals. Because the networks or 
collaboration could have multiple purposes, these 
percentages do not add to 100 percent.    

 
– Program related goals: Nearly half of nonprofits 

involved in interorganizational networks or col-
laborations say that the purpose of their most 
important relationship is programmatic in na-
ture. Thus 17 percent say that the purpose is to 
coordinate services or service delivery, 7 percent 
say that the purpose is to meet community (7 
percent) or member (5 percent) needs. The rest 
cite a variety of other program related goals. See 
Table 1. 

 
Table 1: Purpose of Most Important Relationship 

Purpose of Most Important Relationship 

Percent of Non-
profits Involved in 

Relationships 
Program Related 50.0 
 Coordinating Services/ Service Delivery 16.7 
 Meeting Community Needs 7.1 
 Meeting Member Needs/Fellowship Opportunities 4.9 
 Similar Mission 4.2 
 Promoting Awareness 3.0 
 Lobbying Efforts 2.4 
 Other 9.6 

Management Related 31.0 
 Sharing Resources/Facilities/Personnel 10.2 
 Fundraising/Grant Related 8.3 
 Sharing Ideas/Information 5.7 
 Training Volunteers/Employees/Leaders 2.1 
 Sharing Costs 2.1 
 Other 0.6 

Relational  25.6 
 Denominational/Religious Affiliation 9.3 
 National Organization 5.0 
 United Way/Local Umbrella Organization 2.1 
 Other 7.0 

 
– Management related goals. Overall, three in ten 

(31 percent) indicate that the purpose of their 
most important network or collaboration is man-
agement related. This includes 10 percent who 
identify sharing resources, facilities, and person-
nel as the purpose of this relationship, 8 percent 
that say the purpose has to do with fundraising, 
and 6 percent who indicate that its purpose is to 
train volunteers, employees and leaders.  

 
– Relationship related goals. One in four (26 per-

cent)  reports that the purpose of their most im-
portant relationship has to do with building or-
ganizational relationships, such as those that ex-
ist with religious denominations (9 percent) or 
national (5 percent) or local (2 percent) umbrella 
organizations.  

 
• Size of most important network or collaboration: 

Nonprofits throughout the state participate in net-
works and collaborations that range in size from 
very few participating organizations to extensive 
coalitions that include hundreds of members. Even 
so, the majority of respondents indicate that their 
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most important network or collaboration includes 
less than ten other organizations.    

 
– Overall: More than one-half (57 percent) of the 

nonprofits involved in relationships with other 
organizations say that their most important net-
work or collaboration involves 5 or fewer or-
ganizations. Three-quarters (75 percent) say it 
includes 10 or fewer, with the rest split about 
evenly between those that have 11 to 20 partici-
pating organizations (12 percent), or more than 
20 organizations (13 percent). See Figure 21. 

 
Figure 21: Number of organizations in Indiana nonprofits’ 

most important network or collaboration 
(n=899) 
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– The number of organizations involved in the 
most important network or collaboration varies 
by nonprofit field, size, and number of informa-
tion technology tools. 

 
– Nonprofit field: For those involved in at least 

one network or collaboration, half are involved 
with no more than 5 other organizations for the 
most important of these relationships. Figure 22 
shows that this median value varies across the 
different fields.16  

 
▪ Two fields—health and education—stand 

out in how the size of their most important 
network or collaboration compares to other 
nonprofits, once we control for factors such 

                                                           
16 Because only a small number (n=22) of mutual benefit non-
profits participate in interorganizational relationships, we are 
hesitant to present them as a separate category in this section 
and the next. Instead, we grouped them in the ‘other’ category.   

as size, age, and funding dependencies. The 
size of the most important network or col-
laboration increases by approximately 70 
percent (in comparison to the other fields) 
for nonprofits in the health field, while it de-
creases by 30 percent for nonprofits in the 
education field.  

 
Figure 22: Median number of organizations in Indiana 

nonprofits’ most important network or collabo-
ration by nonprofit field (n=26-294) 
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– Size: There are notable differences in the size of 
the most important networks and collaborations 
for nonprofits that vary in size.  

 
▪ Very small nonprofits (those without any 

FTEs) are more likely to indicate that the 
size of their most important relationship is 
small compared to larger nonprofits. See 
Figure 23.  

 
▪ Medium-sized nonprofits (those with 5.5 to 

15 FTEs) tend to report a higher number of 
participants in their most important network 
or collaboration than both smaller and larger 
nonprofits. This is especially evident in the 
multivariate analyses (not shown here). We 
do not know why very large nonprofits par-
ticipate in relatively small networks or col-
laborations. Perhaps large nonprofits have 
sufficient internal capacities to meet their 
own needs so that the value of participating 
in collaborations is less substantial.  

 
– Technology: In Chapter II of this report we 

showed that access to technology significantly 
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relates to whether nonprofits are involved in 
formal or informal relationships. Access to tech-
nology is also related to the size of these net-
works or collaborations.  

 
Figure 23: Number of organizations in most important 

network or collaboration by number of FTEs 
(n=852) 
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▪ Holding all else constant, each additional 
technological tool is associated with a 15 
percent increase in the size of nonprofits’ 
most important network or collaboration. 
See Figure 24. 

 
Figure 24: Number of organizations in most important 

network or collaboration, by number of tech-
nology tools (n=876) 
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– There is no relationship between primary source 
of funding and the number of participants in the 
most important collaboration or network. Nei-
ther is the number of participants significantly 
related to the age of responding nonprofits. 

• Homogeneity (scope) of most important relation-
ship (bivariate analysis): As part of this investiga-
tion of Indiana nonprofits’ most important relation-
ships, we provided a list of 7 different types of or-
ganizations and asked the nonprofits that said they 
participate in relationships to identify which types 
are active in their most important network or col-
laboration. Their options were: religious bodies; 
other religious or faith-based organizations; secular 
service organizations; nonprofit advocacy organiza-
tions; nonprofit mutual benefit (membership) or-
ganizations; business or other for-profit organiza-
tions; and government agencies or authorities. Fig-
ure 25 shows how they responded. 

 
Figure 25: Types of organizations identified in Indiana 

nonprofits’ most important relationship 
(n=1,095-1,119) 
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– When Indiana nonprofits participate in formal or 
informal relationships with other organizations, 
they are most likely to say that secular service 
nonprofits are part of their most important net-
work or collaboration, followed closely by reli-
gious organizations. These are also the two most 
prevalent types of nonprofits overall. Approxi-
mately one-third are involved with government 
agencies, other faith-based nonprofits, or mutual 
benefit (membership) organizations in their most 
important relationship, and roughly one-quarter 
identify advocacy nonprofits or for-profit or-
ganizations. See Figure 25. 

 
▪ Health nonprofits are more likely than non-

profits in any other field to collaborate or 
network with every type of organization ex-
cept for mutual benefit nonprofits and those 
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that are religiously oriented. See solid bars 
in Figure 26. 

 
Figure 26: Type of organizations health (n=84-88), human 

services (n=150-155), and public benefit (n=342-
349) nonprofits identify in their most important 
relationship 
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▪ Human services nonprofits are more likely 
to collaborate with secular service nonprof-
its in their most important relationship (52 
percent) than Indiana nonprofits overall (42 
percent, see Figure 25 and hatched bars in 
Figure 26). Just over one-half (52 percent) 
of the human services nonprofits that say 
they participate in formal or informal rela-
tionships with other organizations indicate 
that the most important of these includes 
secular service organizations. The next most 
likely to be included are government agen-
cies (46 percent), followed by advocacy or-
ganizations (38 percent), mutual benefit 
(membership) (35 percent), and for-profit 
organizations (32 percent). One-quarter 
name religious bodies (25 percent) and 17 
percent name other faith-based organiza-
tions.  

 
▪ Public and societal benefit nonprofits are 

most likely to name secular service nonprof-
its as part of their most important collabora-
tion or network (43 percent do so), followed 
closely by government agencies (42 per-
cent), advocacy organizations (40 percent), 
and mutual benefit (membership) nonprofits 
(37 percent). About one-fifth (22 percent) 
say that for-profit organizations are part of 

their most important relationship, and ap-
proximately half that percentage name reli-
gious bodies or other faith-based organiza-
tions. See white bars in Figure 26. 

 
▪ Arts, culture and humanities nonprofits are 

likely to include secular services organiza-
tions in their most important relationship. 
Three-fifths (60 percent) do so. Almost one-
half (47 percent) identify mutual benefit 
(membership) nonprofits and one-third (36 
percent) name for-profit organizations. At 
least one-fifth say that government agencies 
(21 percent) or advocacy nonprofits (27 per-
cent) are part of their most important rela-
tionship, while relatively few include reli-
gious bodies (10 percent) or other faith-
based organizations (11 percent). See solid 
bars in Figure 27. 

 
Figure 27: Type of organizations arts (n=69-72) and educa-

tion (68-72) nonprofits identify in their most im-
portant relationship  
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▪ Education nonprofits are most likely to 
name mutual benefit (membership) organi-
zations as part of their most important col-
laboration or network (49 percent), more 
than nonprofits from any other field. Two-
fifths (38 percent) say that government 
agencies are part of their most important re-
lationship, followed by secular service or-
ganizations (36 percent). One-quarter (26 
percent) identify for-profit organizations, 
and a few name religious bodies (23 per-
cent), other faith-based organizations (18 
percent), or nonprofit advocacy organiza-
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tions (17 percent). See hatched bars in Fig-
ure 27. 

 
▪ Religion nonprofits that are involved in for-

mal or informal collaborations nearly always 
identify other religious bodies as part of 
their most important relationship, regardless 
of whether they provide health or human 
services or not. Religion nonprofits that pro-
vide human services are more likely than 
those that do not to name other faith-based 
(77 percent compared to 61 percent) and 
secular service (42 percent compared to 14 
percent) organizations as part of their most 
important relationship. They are also more 
likely to collaborate with government agen-
cies, advocacy organizations, for-profit or-
ganizations and mutual benefit/membership 
organizations. Religion nonprofits that do 
not provide health or human services are 
quite unlikely to include these latter organi-
zations in their most important relationship. 
See Figure 28. 

 
Figure 28: Types of organizations religion nonprofits iden-

tify in their most important relationship (n=321-
325) 
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• Homogeneity (scope) of most important relation-

ship (multivariate analysis): We assigned one 
point for each different type of organization that a 
nonprofit identifies as part of its most important re-
lationship. An organization that named only one 
type of organization scored 1, while one that in-
cluded all seven types of organizations about which 
we asked scored a 7.  

 

– Overall:  Most networks or collaborations are 
quite homogeneous, involving similar types of 
organizations. More than a third (37 percent) of 
nonprofits that form relationships with other or-
ganizations say that their most important net-
work or collaboration involves only 1 type of 
organization and two-thirds (66 percent) say it 
involves 2 or fewer types of organizations. More 
than nine out of ten (92 percent) indicate they 
collaborate with 4 or fewer different types of or-
ganizations. See Figure 29 and the last column 
in Figure 30. 

 
Figure 29: Number of types of organizations in Indiana 

nonprofits’ most important network or collabo-
ration (n=1,026) 
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Figure 30: Number of different types of organizations in 

Indiana nonprofits’ most important network or 
collaboration by size of this relationship (n=815) 
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– Size of most important network or collaboration: 
The most important predictor of the scope of 
nonprofits’ relationships is also the most obvi-
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ous. Being in a relatively large network or col-
laboration increases the expected number of dif-
ferent types of organizations in this relationship 
by 30 percent or more. This is especially appar-
ent in the multivariate statistical models we used 
to examine the relationship, but it is also evident 
in simpler analyses, as seen in see Figure 30. 

 
– Simply put, nonprofits that indicate their most 

important relationship includes six or more other 
organizations also indicate that these relation-
ships include many different types of organiza-
tions, most likely because large collaborations, 
by their nature, make room for multiple types of 
organizations, and indeed, this is often their pur-
pose.  

 
– Nonprofit field: There are significant variations 

by nonprofit field in the organizational homoge-
neity of networks or collaborations. See Figure 
31.  

 
Figure 31: Number of types of organizations in Indiana 

nonprofits’ most important network or collabo-
ration, by primary field of activity (n=1,026) 
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– Religion nonprofits that provide human services, 
as well as other human services nonprofits and 
health nonprofits appear to be involved in the 
most heterogeneous networks or collaborations, 
but mainly when we do not take into account 
size, funding source, and access to technology 
(see Figure 31). Once we control for these fac-
tors, however, the pattern shifts--human services 
and, less significantly, public and societal bene-
fit and religion nonprofits that provide human 
services (but not health nonprofits) stand out 

from the other fields. The expected number of 
different types of organizations in the most im-
portant network or collaboration for nonprofits 
in these fields increases by about 20 percent in 
comparison to organizations in the other fields.  

 
– At the other extreme, religion nonprofits that do 

not provide any health or human services appear 
to be involved in networks or collaborations that 
are significantly smaller in scope (more homo-
geneous), once we control for size, age, funding 
source, and technology. The ‘other’ category—
including mutual benefit and environmental 
nonprofits—also stands out significantly from 
the rest as being involved in fairly homogeneous 
interrorganizational structures. 

 
– Size: The relationship between the size of Indi-

ana nonprofits and the number of different types 
of organizations included in their most important 
network or collaboration shows no consistent 
pattern (see Figure 32), but is confirmed by mul-
tivariate analyses.  

 
Figure 32: Number of types of relationships by number of 

FTEs (n=973) 
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– There is no a clear relationship between the 
scope of Indiana nonprofits’ most important re-
lationship and either primary source of funding 
or age. Neither does access to information tech-
nology significantly help us predict the scope of 
these relationships.   

 
Conclusions and implications: We draw several con-
clusions and implications from these findings.  
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• Relatively small and homogenous relationships: 
For the most part, the networks and collaborations in 
which Indiana nonprofits participate are relatively 
small. Considering only nonprofits that are involved 
in some type of formal or informal relationship, the 
median size of their most important network or col-
laboration is five organizations. Similarly, the major-
ity of these relationships only include one or two dif-
ferent types of organizations.  

 
• Health and human services nonprofits stand out: 

Holding all else constant, nonprofits in the health 
field tend to report that their most important network 
or collaboration includes more organizations than 
nonprofits in the other fields. Human services non-
profits, on the other hand, generally include a greater 
variety of different types of organizations in their 
most important relationship.  

 
• Differences between religion nonprofits that pro-

vide human services and those that do not: Relig-
ion nonprofits that provide health human services 
distinguish themselves from religion nonprofits that 
do not provide such services in both the size and 
scope of their most important relationships: The 
former are more likely to report being involved in 
larger and more heterogeneous networks or collabo-
rations.   

 
• Size and information technology matter: Small 

nonprofits that participate in these relationships are 
particularly likely to indicate that their most impor-
tant network or collaboration is rather small in size. 
The same is true for those that lack information 
technological resources, such as computers, Internet, 
and e-mail: nonprofits without these components are 
disproportionately likely to indicate that their net-
works and collaborations are relatively small.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IV. EFFECTS OF COLLABORATIONS AND 
NETWORKS  
 
In many cases, nonprofits throughout Indiana indicate 
that their participation in collaborations and networks 
makes it easier for them to maintain key organizational 
capacities, such as meeting client or member needs, ob-
taining funding, or enhancing their visibility and reputa-
tion. Only a very small minority of respondents say that 
their interorganizational relationships make maintaining 
these capacities more difficult, although a considerable 
proportion say that their involvement in relationships 
does not have any impact on various organizational 
tasks. Generally, nonprofits in the arts field are the most 
likely to report that collaborations and networks benefit 
them. Other organizational characteristics, such as their 
age and the scope of their networks, also relate to 
whether the nonprofits feel that their relationships make 
it easier for them to successfully accomplish necessary 
tasks. To a lesser degree, the size of nonprofits, their 
access to information technology, and the formality of 
their most important relationship relate to whether col-
laborations and networks benefit them.     
 
Impacts of collaborations and networks: We asked 
Indiana nonprofits whether their formal and informal 
relationships with other organizations make it easier or 
harder for them to maintain key organizational capaci-
ties. Specifically, we asked how collaborations and net-
works impact their capacity to meet client or member 
needs; obtain funding; enhance their visibility or reputa-
tion; and recruit or keep staff, board members, and vol-
unteers.  
 
• Indiana nonprofits that form collaborations or net-

works with other organizations indicate that doing so 
makes many of their important tasks easier; very few 
say that these relationships makes the tasks harder. 

 
– Overall: The majority of Indiana nonprofits that 

are involved in collaborations or networks say 
that these relationships generally make it easier 
for them to enhance their visibility and reputa-
tion (68 percent) and to meet their client or 
member needs (54 percent). See Figure 33. 

  
– About two-fifths (40 percent) of nonprofits that 

network or collaborate with other organizations 
say the relationships make it easier for them to 
obtain funding. Three in ten (30 percent) say 




