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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 
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these relationships make it easier to recruit or 
keep volunteers, and one in five indicates the 
same about recruiting or keeping staff (19 per-
cent) or board members (19 percent).  

 
Figure 33: Effect of collaborations and networks on secur-

ing key objectives (n=1,027-1,040) 
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– Only a very small minority (6 percent or less) of 

nonprofits conclude that participating in collabo-
rations or networks with other organizations 
makes maintaining any of these capacities 
harder.  

 
– A substantial minority say that involvement in 

networks or collaborations has no impact on the 
various tasks. That is especially the case with 
regard to recruiting volunteers, staff, and board 
members, where 40-50 percent say their in-
volvement in these types of relationships has no 
impact.    

 
• We examined advanced statistical models that in-

cluded such variables as field of activity, age, size, 
formality of the nonprofit’s relationships, size of the 
organization’s most important relationship, number 
of different types of organizations with which the 
nonprofit is involved in its most important collabora-
tion or network, and whether the nonprofits receives 
federated funds or government grants. Taking all of 
these factors into account allows us to estimate 
which of these most significantly relate to whether a 
nonprofit reports that its participation in networks 
and collaborations makes maintaining various organ-
izational capacities easier. Below we highlight the 
factors that stand out from the various models for 
each of the key organizational activities involved.  

• Enhancing visibility or reputation. Involvement in 
networks or collaborations appears to be particularly 
useful for enhancing visibility or reputation – two-
thirds (68 percent) of Indiana nonprofits that are in-
volved in such relationships say this makes it easier 
for them to enhance the visibility or reputation of 
their organization; 18 percent say it has no impact, 
only 4 percent say it makes it harder, and 10 percent 
say this doesn’t apply to their organization. 

 
− Nonprofit field: Regardless of field of activity, 

the majority of nonprofits report that participat-
ing in networks or collaborations with other or-
ganizations makes it easier to enhance their visi-
bility or reputation. This is especially the case 
for arts nonprofits (89 percent, see Figure 34). 
Once we control for other factors, health non-
profits follow a similar pattern, while public and 
societal benefit nonprofits are less likely to say 
that their interorganizational relationships make 
it easier for them to enhance their visibility or 
reputation.   

 
Figure 34: Effect of participation in networks or collabora-

tions on enhancing visibility or reputation by 
field (n=1,038) 
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− Age: Figure 35 shows that, in general, relatively 
young nonprofits are more likely than older ones 
to say that enhancing their visibility or reputa-
tion is made easier by participating in collabora-
tions and networks. More advanced statistical 
analyses clarify this relationship. As is the case 
with obtaining funding and meeting client needs, 
for every ten years of age that nonprofits ac-
quire, the odds that they find it easier to enhance 
their visibility or reputation as a result of their 
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participation in relationships with other organi-
zations decrease by about 10 percent. This sug-
gests that newer organizations depend more on 
collaborations and networks for visibility, while 
older organizations may already have public 
prominence in their own right.  

 
Figure 35: Effect of participation in networks or collabora-

tions on enhancing visibility or reputation by 
age (n=990) 
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− Scope/heterogeneity of relationship: Although 
the size of the networks or collaborations of the 
most important relationship does not relate to 
whether Indiana nonprofits say that these rela-
tionships with other organizations make it easier 
to improve their visibility or reputation, this is 
not the case for the number of different types of 
organizations in their most important relation-
ship. Nonprofits that include many different 
types of organizations (such as advocacy non-
profits, for-profit business, or faith-based or-
ganizations) are significantly more likely than 
those with fairly homogeneous networks to re-
port that their interorganizational relationships 
make it easier to enhance their visibility or repu-
tation. See Figure 36.    

 
− Information technology: Likewise, the odds that 

collaborations and networks make it easier to 
augment their visibility or reputation increase 
significantly for nonprofits with access to tech-
nology. Each additional component increases the 
odds by approximately 30 percent or more. 

 

Figure 36: Effect of participation in networks or collabora-
tions on enhancing visibility or reputation by 
scope (diversity of participating organizations, 
n=931) 

55%

74% 78% 81%
69%

29%

15% 9%
11%

18%

12% 9% 6% 10%11%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

1 2  3-4  5-7 Total
Number of Types of Organizations in Relationship

Pe
rc

en
t o

f N
on

pr
of

its

N.A.

Harder

No impact

Easier

 
 
• Meeting client/member needs: Collaborations or 

networks also appear to be particularly useful in 
helping nonprofits meet client or member needs. 
Over half (54 percent) of Indiana nonprofits in-
volved in collaborations or networks say that these 
relationships make it easier for them to meet client 
or member needs, one quarter (27 percent) say it has 
no impact and only 2 percent say that it is harder. 
The rest say this does not apply to them.  

 
− Nonprofit field: The percent of Indiana nonprof-

its which say that participating in formal or in-
formal relationships with other organizations 
makes it easier for them to meet their client or 
member needs varies significantly by primary 
field of activity. See Figure 37. 

 
− Once we control for the size of the organization, 

its age, and other factors, three fields stand out 
from the rest: arts, culture and humanities; relig-
ion; and public benefit. First, the odds that a 
nonprofit says its networks and collaborations 
make it easier to meet client and member needs 
increase by a factor of 2 or more for nonprofits 
in the arts, culture and humanities field com-
pared to other fields, suggesting that these non-
profits stand to gain significantly from their in-
terorganizational relationships. The odds de-
crease significantly for public and societal bene-
fit nonprofits and religion nonprofits (especially 
those that provide health or human services).  
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Figure 37: Effect of participation in networks or collabora-
tions on meeting client or member needs by 
field (n=1,034) 
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− Age: Holding all other factors constant, young 

nonprofits are significantly more likely than 
older ones to report that collaborations or net-
works make it easier for them to meet client or 
member needs. For every ten years of age that 
nonprofits acquire, the odds that these relation-
ships makes meeting client needs easier decrease 
by approximately 10 percent.  

 
− Scope/heterogeneity of the relationship: The 

odds that collaborations and networks make 
meeting client or member needs easier increase 
significantly for nonprofits that identify religious 
bodies and for-profit organizations as part of 
their most important relationship.  

 
− More generally, for each additional type of or-

ganization with which Indiana nonprofits col-
laborate, the odds that their relationships make 
meeting client or member needs easier increase 
by approximately 50 percent. This conclusion is 
illustrated in Figure 38.  

 
− Information technology: Indiana nonprofits with 

basic information technology, such as compu-
ters, Internet and e-mail access, and a web-site 
are much more likely than those without these 
tools to indicate that their interorganizational re-
lationships make meeting client needs easier. 
Once we control for other factors, the odds of 
this being the case increase by at least 20 percent 
for each additional technology component.  

Figure 38: Effect of participation in networks or collabora-
tions on meeting client or member needs by 
scope (diversity of participating organizations, 
n=927) 
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− Funding profile: Controlling for all other fac-
tors, Indiana nonprofits that receive government 
funding (grants, contracts, or fees for service 
payments) have significantly lower odds of say-
ing that their networks and collaborations make 
meeting client or member needs easier. We 
have no easy explanation for this pattern, except 
to note that government funding is limited in 
the types of services it may subsidize and re-
quires that clients who receive the services meet 
strict eligibility requirements. 

  
• Obtaining funding: Involvement in collaborations 

or networks also makes it easier to obtain funding 
for many Indiana nonprofits, perhaps because some 
funders strongly encourage such activities or even 
make it a requirement for obtaining support. Two-
fifths (40 percent) say that their most important net-
work or collaboration makes it easier for them to ob-
tain funding, more than the one third (32 percent) 
that say it has no impact. Only 6 percent say it 
makes it harder. The rest say this doesn’t apply.  

 
− Nonprofit field: Controlling for other factors, 

education nonprofits are more likely than non-
profits in the remaining fields to indicate that 
participating in networks and collaborations 
makes obtaining funding easier. (Arts, culture 
and humanities nonprofits show a similar, but 
not as pronounced, pattern once we control for 
the other variables.) At the other extreme, public 
and societal benefit and religion nonprofits that 
provide human services are significantly less 
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likely than nonprofits overall to say that their 
formal or informal relationships with other or-
ganizations makes it easier for them to obtain 
funding. See Figure 39. 

 
Figure 39: Effect of participation in networks or collabora-

tions on obtaining funding by field (n=1,040) 
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− Size: Holding all else constant, the odds that in-
terorganizational relationships make obtaining 
funding easier increase significantly for me-
dium-sized nonprofits (i.e. those with between 
0.5 and 15 FTEs) in comparison to both small 
and relatively large organizations.  

 
− Age: Similar to meeting client or member needs, 

younger organizations are significantly more 
likely than older ones to say it is easier to obtain 
funding because of their collaborations and net-
works with other organizations. This is most ap-
parent in the multivariate analysis, although Fig-
ure 40 illustrates the basic relationship.  

 
− Scope/heterogeneity of the relationship: There is 

a positive relationship between the number of 
different types of organizations in the most im-
portant networks or collaborations and whether 
nonprofits say that these relationships make it 
easier for them to obtain funding. For every ad-
ditional type of organization included in the rela-
tionship, the odds of saying that obtaining fund-
ing is easier increase by 20 percent.  

 
− Information technology: Nonprofits with access 

to information technology are somewhat more 
likely than those without it to indicate that their 
relationships with other organizations make it 

easier to obtain funding. Less than 30 percent of 
Indiana nonprofits with none of the four types of 
technology say that their interorganizational re-
lationships make it easier for them to obtain 
funding, in comparison to more than 40 percent 
of nonprofits with more than two components.  

 
Figure 40: Effect of participation in networks or collabora-

tions on obtaining funding by age (n=991) 
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− Formality of interrorganizational relationship: 

Nonprofits that participate in formal collabora-
tions with other organizations are more likely 
(49 percent) than those that do not (30 percent) 
to say that these relationships make it easier for 
them to obtain funding. See Figure 41. 

 
Figure 41: Effect of participation in networks or collabora-

tions on obtaining funding by formality of inter-
rorganizational relationship (n=1,005)  
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• Recruit/keep volunteers: For the remaining tasks: 

recruiting or keeping volunteers, staff, or board 
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members, involvement in networks or collaborations 
has no impact for a plurality of nonprofits involved 
in these types of relationships. Thus 42 percent say 
these relationships have no impact on their ability to 
recruit or keep volunteers, although 30 percent say it 
makes it easier. Only 4 percent say it is harder. The 
rest (25 percent) say it doesn’t apply to them. 
 
− Nonprofit field: Nonprofits in the arts, culture 

and humanities field are significantly more 
likely than nonprofits in every other field to in-
dicate that participating in relationships with 
other organizations makes it easier for them to 
recruit or keep volunteers. Public and societal 
benefit and religion nonprofits (especially those 
that do not provide health or human services), on 
the other hand, are significantly less likely to re-
port in the same way. See Figure 42. 

 

Figure 42: Effect of participation in networks or collabora-
tions on recruiting or keeping volunteers by 
nonprofit field (n=1,037) 
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– Size: After controlling for other organizational 

characteristics, the odds that nonprofits will say 
that networks or collaborations make it easier for 
them to recruit and keep volunteers decrease 
significantly for relatively large nonprofits (i.e. 
those with more than 15 FTEs).  

 
– Information technology: Although not as pro-

nounced as in other analyses, the odds that Indi-
ana nonprofits find it easier to recruit and keep 
volunteers increase with their access to informa-
tion technology – by 20 percent or more for each 
additional IT component the nonprofit pos-
sesses, holding other factors constant.  

 

• Recruit/keep staff: Only 20 percent of Indiana non-
profits say that involvement in networks or collabo-
rations make it easier for them to recruit or keep 
staff, while 45 percent say it has no impact and 3 
percent say it makes it harder. The rest (33 percent) 
say it doesn’t apply to them.  

 
− Nonprofit field: Arts, culture and humanities 

nonprofits are significantly more likely to report 
that participating in networks or collaborations 
make it easier for them to recruit or keep staff – 
by a factor of at least 5 compared to nonprofits 
in other fields. Nonprofit field is the only factor 
that helps explain the role of networks or col-
laborations in facilitating efforts to recruit or 
keep staff. 

 
• Recruit/keep board members: Finally, one-fifth 

(19 percent) say that networks or collaborations 
make it easier for them to recruit or keep board 
members, but half says it has no impact, 3 percent 
say that it makes it harder, and the rest (29 percent) 
say this doesn’t apply to them.  

 
− Nonprofit field: In most fields, the majority of 

nonprofits report that their collaborations do not 
have any impact on their ability to recruit or 
keep board members, although there is some 
variation.  

 
− Similar to our findings above, nonprofits in the 

arts, culture and humanities field are signifi-
cantly more likely than those in other fields to 
benefit from interorganizational relationships. 
Most religion nonprofits, especially those that 
provide health or human services, say that their 
collaborations have no impact on recruiting or 
keeping board members. See Figure 43.   

 
− Size: Holding all else constant, the odds that in-

terorganizational relationships make recruiting 
or keeping board members easier increase sig-
nificantly for medium-sized nonprofits (i.e. 
those with between 0.5 and 15 FTEs) in com-
parison to both small and relatively large organi-
zations. This is similar to the effect collabora-
tions have on meeting client or member needs.  

 
− Formality  of interrorganizational relationship: 

Indiana nonprofits that participate in formal col-
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laborations are more than twice as likely as 
those that are only involved in informal net-
works to indicate that participating in networks 
and collaborations makes it easier to recruit and 
keep board members. See Figure 44.  

 
Figure 43: Effect of participation in networks or collabora-

tions on recruiting or keeping board members 
by field (n=1,031) 
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Figure 44: Effect of participation in networks or collabora-

tions on recruiting or keeping board members 
by formality of interrorganizational relationship 
(n=996) 
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Conclusions and implications: We draw several con-
clusions and implications from these findings.  
 
• Networks and collaborations benefit many non-

profits: More than half of Indiana nonprofits say that 
their networks and collaborations make it easier for 
them to enhance their visibility or reputation, meet 
client or member needs, and – to a lesser extent - ob-
tain funding. They are notably less likely to say that 

such relationships make it easier for them to recruit 
and keep staff, volunteers, and board members. In 
fact, for these latter three capacities, they are more 
likely to say that networks and collaborations had no 
impact on these activities.  

 
• Arts, culture and humanities nonprofits benefit 

from collaborations: Holding all else constant, non-
profits in the arts, culture and humanities field are 
consistently more likely than nonprofits in other 
fields to indicate that networks or collaborations 
make it easier to maintain each of the six organiza-
tional capacities about which we asked.  

 
• Public and societal benefit and religion nonprofits 

are less likely to indicate benefits from collabora-
tions: Holding all else constant, public and societal 
benefit nonprofits and, to a lesser degree, religion 
nonprofits appear less inclined to say that their net-
works and collaborations make it easier for them to 
maintain key organizational capacities.  

 
• Age, broad scope/heterogeneity of relationships, 

and access to information technology is related to 
benefiting from relationships to reach program-
matic, funding, and external visibility goals: Three 
organizational characteristics (besides field of activ-
ity) is related to whether networks or collaborations 
make it easier to meet client needs, obtain funding, 
and enhance visibility and reputation. Relatively 
young nonprofits, those with the most diverse net-
works or collaborations, and those with access to in-
formation technology stand out as particularly likely 
to say that networks or collaborations make it easier 
to maintain these capacities.  

 
• Many nonprofits do not benefit from collabora-

tions: A majority of nonprofits for whom the ques-
tion was applicable indicate that involvement in 
networks and collaborations have no impact on their 
ability to recruit or retain staff, volunteers, and board 
members. Indeed, 18 percent of all the nonprofits 
that are involved in relationships with other organi-
zations say that their participation has no effect, a 
negative effect, or is not applicable to helping them 
achieve the fundamental organizational capacities 
about which we asked.  

 
 
 




