


DETAILED FINDINGS

I. CoMMUNITY CONDITIONS AND CHANGES

Since 1990, most Indiana communities have seen an in-
crease in population, declining rates of poverty, and (re-
cent) increases in unemployment. Not surprisingly, al-
most three-fourths (72 percent) of Indiana nonprofits re-
port that key conditions in their communities have
changed in the last three years. Most point to changes in
population size or employment and business opportuni-
ties (more than half) as well as household income or
ethnic and racial diversity (more than one-third). The
extent to which nonprofits identify changes in community
conditions vary by their field of activity, location, size,
and target group. Overall, about half of Indiana non-
profits say that at least one of the community conditions
affected them over the last three year. This varies by
their location, field of service, and size.

Complex nonprofit-community relationships: The
Indiana Nonprofit Survey asked respondents to indicate
whether certain community indicators had increased, de-
creased, or not changed in order to determine how non-
profits perceive their community conditions and what
factors may account for differences in these perceptions.
We also asked whether these conditions had an impact
on their organization (but we did not ask how).

We pay particular attention to twelve regions across the
state for which we have expanded samples with enough
respondents to allow for separate analysis (see Figure 1).
These include:

Seven of the state’s largest metropolitan regions:

e Indianapolis Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA),’
including Boone, Hamilton, Madison, Hendricks,
Marion, Hancock, Morgan, Johnson, and Shelby
Counties

5 The U.S. Census Bureau defines a Metropolitan Statistical Area

(MSA) as “a core area containing a substantial population nucleus [of

at least 50,000 residents], together with adjacent communities having
a high degree of economic and social integration with that core”
(http://www.census.gov/population/www/estimates/aboutmetro.html;
retrieved 21 April 2004). Over time MSA boundaries change as
communities grow. In this report we use the MSA boundary defini-
tions in effect in 2000, with two exceptions: we include La Porte
County in the Northwest region and Gibson County in the Evansville
region.

e The Northwest Indiana Region (Lake, Porter, and La
Porte Counties)

e The Evansville Region (Posey, Vanderburgh, War-
rick and Gibson Counties)

e Fort Wayne MSA (De Kalb, Whitley, Allen, Hunt-
ington, Wells, and Adams Counties)

e South Bend MSA (St. Joseph County)

e Bloomington MSA (Monroe County)

e  Muncie MSA (Delaware County)

Five non-metropolitan counties that represent different
regions of the state and a variety of socio-economic con-
ditions:

e Bartholomew County

Cass County

Dubois County

Miami County

Scott County

Figure 1: The Indiana Nonprofit Sector Project, selected
communities
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We also surveyed nonprofits located elsewhere in state
and refer to them as located in the “rest-of-state” region.

To place these perceptions in context, we include official
U.S. Census and Bureau of Labor Statistics data of ac-
tual state and county characteristics. We caution that the
relationship between objective community conditions
and nonprofits is likely to be complex. First, Indiana
nonprofits are located throughout the state and as such
face different economic, political, and social conditions
depending on their location. Second, Indiana nonprofits
pursue a broad array of missions and some are therefore
more sensitive to certain community conditions than
others. We examine both of these issues below.

We are unable to address a third confounding factor,
namely, that nonprofits vary in the size and types of
communities they serve. For some nonprofits, the “com-
munity” might be limited to one or two neighborhood
blocks, while for others it may represent a town, a met-
ropolitan area, the state, or the nation. For those that
serve larger regions, changes in one part of the area may
be offset by those in another part. For others, the “com-
munity” they serve is one of personal identity (race, eth-
nicity) or ideology (world peace), rather than geography.

Despite these complexities, our analysis provides us with
a general sense of how Indiana nonprofits perceive and
experience community conditions.

Indiana nonprofits and their communities: To better
understand how Indiana nonprofits relate to their com-
munities, we asked them to indicate whether any of
seven broad community conditions had stayed the same,
increased or decreased during the last three years:® em-
ployment and/or business opportunities; population size;
family/household income; ethnic/racial diversity; crime
and violence; tension or conflict among community
groups; and “other” community changes.’ (See Appen-
dix B for the survey questions.)

e Scope of Changes: We look first at how many of
the seven community conditions changed during the

6 The nonprofits received and returned the surveys at different times,
but we estimate that the three years to which nonprofits referred are
between 1998 and 2001.

7 Our survey asked nonprofits whether the particular community con-
dition changed during the last three years, not how high or low it
was. For example, we asked nonprofits if unemployment increased,
decreased, or stayed the same in their communities, not whether there
was any or what the percentage was.

prior three years according to our respondents. The
great majority (72 percent) report that at least one of
the seven conditions changed (the remaining 28 per-
cent say none of the conditions changed). More than
half (54 percent) said that two or more of the condi-
tions changed, including one-fifth (22 percent over-
all) that reported changes in four or more community
conditions. See Figure 2.

Figure 2: Number of community changes reported by
Indiana nonprofits (n=1,914)
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e The extent to which Indiana nonprofits report
changes in a broad scope of community conditions
varies according to the region in which they are lo-
cated, ® their primary field of activity, and their size.

—  Region: Nonprofits in the Muncie and Indian-
apolis MSA regions were the least likely to re-
port changes in community conditions (about
half reported that none or at most one of the
seven conditions changed). Nonprofits in the
Northwest Region, Cass County, and Scott
County were the most likely to report changes:
half or more indicated that three or more of the
community conditions changed (see Figure 3).

—  Nonprofit field: Four-fifths (83 percent) of
health nonprofits reported that at least one of the
seven community conditions changed, compared
to only half (51 percent) of the mutual benefit
associations. See Figure 4.

8 This relationship is marginally statistically significant (p<0.10).




Figure 3: Percent of nonprofits reporting at least three

changes in community conditions, by region
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Figure 4: Percent of nonprofits reporting at least one
change in community conditions, by major field
of activity (n=1,914)
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— Size: As nonprofits increase in size, they are sig-
nificantly less likely to report than none of the
community conditions changed and more likely
to report that multiple conditions changed. See
Figure 5.

—  There are no significant differences in how
many conditions changed among nonprofits that
vary in age or funding profiles.

Scope of Impacts: We also asked Indiana nonprofits
whether these community conditions had an impact
on their organization and counted the total number
of conditions that did so. This score ranged from
zero (signifying that none of the community condi-
tions impacted the organization) to seven (indicating
that all of the conditions had an impact).

Figure 5:

Percent of Nonprofits Impacted

Percent of nonprofits reporting changes in
community conditions, by number of conditions
and size (n=1,546)

100% -

80% 1

60% -

40% -

200/0 7

$100K-
$249K

$250K-
$999K

$1M or
More

No Less Total
Revenue  than

$25K

$25K-
$99K

Overall, half (51 percent) of Indiana nonprofits re-
port that none of the seven community conditions
had an impact on them. The rest indicate that one or
more condition affected them, including about one-
third (33 percent overall) that said at least two condi-
tions did so. See Figure 6.

Figure 6: Percent of nonprofits impacted by community
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The extent to which nonprofits report that at least
one of the community conditions have an impact on
them varies somewhat by size, nonprofit field, and
funding profile.

—  Nonprofit Field: Within most fields, two-fifths
or more of the nonprofits report that at least one
community condition had an impact on them,
but only 25 percent of mutual benefit nonprofits
do so, suggesting they are considerably less sen-
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sitive to community conditions than other types
of nonprofits. See Figure 7.

Figure 7: Percent of nonprofits impacted by at least one

community condition, by major field of activity
(n=1,927)
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Size: As nonprofits increase in size, they are sig-
nificantly more likely to report being impacted
by a higher number of community conditions.
Thus community conditions had an impact on
less than one-third (31 percent) of small non-
profits (revenues of less than $25,000) compared
to more than two-thirds (68 percent) of those
with revenues between $250,000 and $1 million.
See Figure 8.

More detailed analysis (not shown in Figure 8)
suggests that very large nonprofits (those with
revenues of $10 million or more) may also be
somewhat insulated from local community con-
ditions: 62 percent report that none of the com-
munity conditions impacted them over the last
three years.

Primary source of funding:® Nonprofits that re-
ceive more than half of their revenues from gov-
ernment sources are more likely than nonprofits
that depend mainly on other major sources of
funding to report that four or more of the com-
munity conditions impacted them. Nearly one in
five (19 percent) say that this is the case, com-
pared to 10 percent overall.

Figure 8: Percent of nonprofits impacted by community
conditions, by number of conditions and size
(n=1,557)
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— Nonprofits that rely mainly on dues/fees, special
events, or on a mix of funding sources are much
less likely to report that multiple conditions im-
pacted them. Roughly three-quarters indicate
that only one or none of the community condi-
tions did so, compared to 51 percent overall.

— There is no relationship between the ages of the
nonprofits or the communities in which they are
located and whether the conditions had an im-
pact on them.

Specific community conditions: We turn now to
how Indiana nonprofits view specific community
conditions, whether they were impacted by the con-
dition, and how these assessments vary for different
types of nonprofits. We first present relevant census
and economic data (where available)'® for the 12
communities selected for detailed analysis. Although
not directly comparable to our survey data in terms
of timing or specific content, these data do provide a
useful point of reference.

Employment and business opportunities: We
sought to capture the impact of the local economy on
nonprofits by examining changes in employment
and business opportunities. More of our survey re-

19 Because of data limitations we do not have information on all indi-

cators for every year. We use population size (1998, 2002); percent
living below poverty (1990, 2000); minority population size (1990,
2000), and unemployment rate (1998, 2001). In some cases, the only
data we have is from the decennial census reports. Even so, this in-
formation does provide a general indication of the community condi-
tions and changes.

? This pattern is likely confounded with size, since nonprofits that
rely on government as their primary funding source tend to be larger
than those that rely on dues/fees or special events.
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spondents saw this condition as having changed than
the other five conditions we examined.

Unemployment rate (official): Between 1998 and
2001 (the period that most closely matches the
time frame for our survey questions), Indiana’s
official unemployment rate increased from 3.1 to
4.4 percent. The 12 communities varied in both
the level of unemployment and the changes they
experienced over the 3-year period. See Table 1.

Table 1: Annual average unemployment rates for select
Indiana communities, 1998-2001

Unemployment Rate Percent-

age Point

Change

Region 1998 1999 2000 2001 1998-2001
Indianapolis MSA 25 24 25 3.3 0.8
Northwest Region 3.7 3.9 4.1 5.0 1.3
Fort Wayne MSA 2.8 2.9 3.1 4.8 2.0
Evansville Region 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.4 0.1
South Bend MSA 2.8 3.1 3.3 4.6 1.8
Bloomington MSA 2.6 23 2.0 3.0 0.4
Muncie MSA 4.1 34 3.3 45 0.4
Bartholomew Cnty 2.2 21 23 3.7 1.5
Cass Cnty 3.0 3.2 3.3 5.4 2.4
Dubois Cnty 1.7 21 2.2 2.8 1.1
Miami Cnty 4.2 3.7 4.2 6.4 2.2
Scott Cnty 3.3 3.0 3.3 5.1 1.8
State of Indiana 3.1 3.0 3.2 4.4 1.3

Source: http://www.stats.indiana.edu/ (retrieved May 12, 2004)

The areas with the highest rates of unemploy-
ment in 2001 were Miami, Cass and Scott Coun-
ties and the Northwest Region, where at least
one in twenty workers were unemployed. Un-
employment was lowest in Dubois County and
Bloomington MSA.

The rate of unemployment increased notably in
Cass County, Miami County, and Fort Wayne
MSA over the 1998-2001 period. It did not de-
crease in any of the regions.

Perceived changes in employment and business
opportunities: According to our survey, em-
ployment and business opportunities changed for
approximately one-half (51 percent) of Indiana
nonprofits during the last three years. This is the
most commonly reported community change by
nonprofits in the state.

Figure 9:
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One-third (33 percent overall) reported a de-
crease in these opportunities, while one-fifth (18
percent overall) noted an increase. This parallels
the official data, which show that actual unem-
ployment increased in every area. See the first
column of Figure 9.

Percent reporting changes in selected commu-
nity conditions, Indiana nonprofits (n=1,665-
1,806)

OIncreased

W Decreased

These overall patterns, however, hide some im-
portant differences among nonprofits located in
different regions or varying in size.

»  Region: Perceptions of employment and
business opportunities vary depending on
the location of nonprofits, with perceptions
of declining opportunities especially preva-
lent among nonprofits located in the North-
west Region (56 percent), Miami County
(53 percent), Muncie MSA (50 percent), and
Bartholomew County (49 percent). Most of
these areas had relatively high unemploy-
ment rates in 2001 (See Table 1).

* In comparison, only one in five of the Indi-
anapolis MSA (20 percent) and Evansville
Region (17 percent) nonprofits reported a
similar change. A noteworthy percentage of
nonprofits said that they saw an increase in
employment and business opportunities in
the Evansville Region and especially in
Scott County. See Figure 10.
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(n=1,806)

OlIncrease in employment or business opportunities
W Decrease in employment or business opportunities

@ D Q &
< W

= Size: Smaller nonprofits are slightly less
likely than larger ones to report that em-
ployment and business opportunities in-
creased or decreased. See Figure 11.

11: Perceptions of changes in employment and
business opportunities, by size (n=1,466)

Olncrease in employment or business opportunities
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= Qverall, we do not find notable differences
in assessments of employment or business
opportunities among nonprofits that differ in
field of activity, age, funding profile, or tar-
get populations.

' There are two exceptions to the latter conclusion: First, nonprofits
targeting by region are slightly more likely than those that do not (22
vs. 17 percent) to report that employment and business opportunities
increased. Second, organizations that target by gender are more likely
to say that employment and business decreased (37% compared to
30%) or increased (25% compared to 17%), but less likely to say they
stayed the same (37% compared to 53%).

Figure 12:
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— Impacts from employment and business oppor-
tunities: According to our survey respondents,
employment and business opportunities have an
impact on one-third (33 percent) of Indiana non-
profits. See column one of Figure 12.

Percent of nonprofits impacted by selected
community condition, Indiana nonprofits
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— Nonprofits are much more likely to report an
impact from a community condition if they
thought the condition had changed. Nearly three-
fifths (59 percent) of the organizations in com-
munities where employment and business oppor-
tunities reportedly increased say that these
changes affected them, slightly more than the
percent of those reporting a decrease who said
this had an impact on them (57 percent). See the
first cluster of columns in Figure 13. Only 8 per-
cent of those that perceived no changes in com-
munity conditions reported an impact on their
organization (not shown)."?

— The extent to which Indiana nonprofits report
being affected by employment and business op-
portunities varies according to their size, funding
profile, and the types of groups they target.

= Size: For this and most other community
conditions, mid-sized nonprofits are more
likely to report an impact from the condition
than smaller ones, with larger ones interme-
diary between the two. The curvilinear pat-
tern is particularly striking. See Figure 14.

12 We speculate that these nonprofits see their communities as facing
persistently low levels of employment or business opportunities.




Figure 13:
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Primary Source of Funding: Nonprofits that
rely on government funding or on a mix of
funding sources (i.e. no dominant source)
are the most likely to report that employ-
ment and business opportunities had an im-
pact on them. See Figure 15.

Target group: Nonprofits that target their
programs and activities' to people of a par-

'3 Our survey allowed respondents to further specify the nature of
their target group beyond what is shown in Figure 16. Thus, accord-

ing to the nonprofits that provided detailed information on their target

group(s): Of the 18% of Indiana nonprofits that target by income
most (71%) target persons with low-income, rather than medium
(4%) or high income (1%). The 15% that target by race target per-
sons identified as Hispanic (33%), Black (21%), Other (16%), and
White (1%). The 31% that target by gender target Females (71%),

Males (52%), and Transgendered persons (<1%). The 56% that target

Figure 15:
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the type of group targeted.

Percent of nonprofits impacted by employ-
ment and business opportunities, by primary
source of funding (n=1,696)
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Figure 16: Percent of nonprofit organizations (NPs) im-
pacted by employment and business oppor-
tunities, by target group (n=1,399-1,549)
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by geography target persons in the Neighborhood (3%), Local Area
(41%), Region (24%), State (7%), Nation (1%), and Other (1%). The
55% that target by age target Children 0-5 (16%), Youth 6-11 (55%),
Teenagers 12-17 (46%), Young Adults 18-21 (14%), Adults 22-54
(17%), Seniors 55+ (22%), and Other (5%). (These percentages do
not add to 100% because organizations could specify more than one
sub-group; also, not all categories are displayed here.)




= There are no differences in these perceptions
among nonprofits from different geographic
regions, fields of activity, or ages.

e  Population size: Population growth (or decline) re-
flects complex community dynamics, but is impor-
tant in its own right. This condition ranked second
among our survey respondents in terms of having
changed.

Population size (official): Overall, the popula-
tion of Indiana grew by 4.3 percent between
1998 and 2002, but there were notable differ-
ences in the rate of growth among the 12 re-
gions. See Table 2.

Table 2: Population size for select Indiana communities,
1998 and 2002

Percent

1998 2002 Change

Region Population Population 1998-2002
Indianapolis MSA 1,518,828 1,655,097 9.0%
Northwest Region 737,066 747,803 1.5%
Fort Wayne MSA 481,247 508,915 5.7%
Evansville Region 277,907 284,948 2.5%
South Bend MSA 258,185 267,120 3.5%
Bloomington MSA 116,569 121,229 4.0%
Muncie MSA 116,334 118,197 1.6%
Bartholomew Cnty 69,432 71,636 3.2%
Cass Cnty 38,830 40,752 4.9%
Dubois Cnty 39,651 40,015 0.9%
Miami Cnty 33,510 36,199 8.0%
Scott Cnty 23,055 23,334 1.2%
State of Indiana 5,907,617 6,159,068 4.3%

Source: http://www.stats.indiana.edu/ (retrieved January 25, 2004)

Population grew rapidly in both the Indianapolis
MSA and Miami County (up by at least 8 per-
cent), followed closely by Fort Wayne MSA (up
6 percent) during the 1998-2002 period. At the
other extreme, Dubois and Scott Counties, the
Northwest Region, and Muncie MSA saw rela-
tively slow growth during the same period (less
than 2 percent).

Perceived changes in population size: About
half (51 percent) of Indiana nonprofits said that
the size of population in their communities had
not changed during the previous three years.
Most of the rest (42 percent overall) said it had
increased, while less than one in ten (8 percent

overall) say population decreased. See the last
column in Figure 17. These perceptions vary by
region, size and target population.

»  Region: Nonprofits located in different re-
gions of the state differ widely in whether
they perceive changes in the population size.
The population increased according to more
than half of the nonprofits in Scott (65 per-
cent) and Dubois (53 percent) Counties and
in the Bloomington MSA (52 percent),
compared to only one in five or less of non-
profits in South Bend MSA (22 percent),
Miami County (21 percent), or Muncie
MSA (11 percent). Many of these percep-
tions do not reflect actual changes. See Fig-
ure 17.

Figure 17: Percent reporting changes in population size,
by geographic region (n=1,756)
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= Size: As with employment and business op-
portunities, small nonprofits are less likely
than larger ones to indicate that the commu-
nity condition changed. Thus about one-
fourth (28 percent) of small nonprofits note
that the population size changed in their
communities, while half or more of the mid-
sized and large organizations report simi-
larly. See Figure 18.

v Target group: Organizations that target peo-
ple of a particular religion, income, age,
gender, or geographic area are more likely
than nonprofits that do not target these
groups to say that the population increased
in their communities. Thus, 56 percent of
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those that target a particular race group re-
ported increases in population, compared to
42 percent of those that do not target by
race. See Figure 19.

18: Percent of nonprofits reporting changes in
population size, by size (n=1,436)
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19: Percent of nonprofits reporting an increase in
population size, by target group (n=1,392-
1,540)
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= There are no differences in nonprofit percep-
tions of changes in population size by non-
profit field of activity, funding profile, or
age.

Impact of population size: According to our sur-
vey respondents, population has an impact on
just over a quarter (27 percent) of all Indiana
nonprofits. See the last column in Figure 20.

— More than half (53 percent) of the nonprofits re-
porting an increase in population size also say
that this has had an impact on their organization,
compared to 40 percent of nonprofits that say
population size decreased. See the last cluster of
columns in Figure 13."* The impact of popula-
tion size varies by nonprofit size, funding pro-
file, and target group.

Figure 20: Percent of nonprofits impacted by population
size, by size (n=1,443)
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Percent of Nonprofits Impacted

= Size: Smaller nonprofits are less likely than
larger ones to say that population size has an
impact on them, similar to what we find for
other community conditions. See Figure 20.

= Primary source of funding: The extent to
which population size impacts nonprofits
varies by nonprofit funding profile, although
this may reflect the strong relationship be-
tween primary funding source and size."
See Figure 21.

= Target group: Nonprofits that target their
programs and activities to specific groups of
people are considerably more likely than
those that do not to say population size im-
pacted their organization. This is especially
the case for nonprofits that target people of a
particular gender or income level. See Fig-
ure 22.

" Very few (4 percent) nonprofits that report no change in population

size say that this impacted them.

15 - :
Nonprofits that rely on government as their primary funding source

tend to be larger than those that rely on dues/fees or special events.
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Figure 21:

50%

Percent of Nonprofits Impacted

40% -
30% +
20%
10% A

0% -

Percent of nonprofits impacted by population
size, by primary source of funding (n=1,655)

N o o @ >
& & ¢ & ¥ &S
<& & o & ) &Y
© & & ) & &
& & & K N
B Q 0(9
N &) N
eo
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There are no significant differences by geo-
graphic region, field of activity, or age in
whether population size impacted Indiana
nonprofits.

Household income: Household income is closely re-

to employment and business opportunities and
important indicator of community need. It

ranked third among our respondents in terms of
community conditions that had changed.

—  Percent living below poverty (official): In 2000,

the median household income for Indiana was

$41,567, (up 11 percent from $37,375 in 1990, '®

adjusted for inflation). Some 7 percent of fami-
lies, 8 percent of those aged 65 or older, and 10

' See http://www.stats.indiana.edu/ (retrieved February 15, 2004).

Median inc

ome for 1990 is adjusted to constant 1999 dollars.

percent of all individuals lived below the pov-
erty level, down from 11 percent ten years pre-
viously.

The 12 communities differ in the extent to which
they followed these trends. In 2000, the percent
of families living below the poverty level ranged
from a low of 3 percent in Dubois County to a
high of about one in ten families in Scott County
(11 percent), Muncie MSA (9 percent) and the
Northwest Region (8 percent). See Table 3.

Table 3: Percent living below poverty for selected Indi-
ana communities, 1990 and 2000

Individuals

65 and

Families Individuals older
Region 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000
Indianapolis MSA 7.5 6.3 9.9 8.6 10.3 7.4
Northwest Region 9.8 80 119 105 9.2 7.8
Fort Wayne MSA 54 5.8 7.6 8.2 8.5 6.7
Evansville Region 7.9 6.6 10.7 94 115 7.3
South Bend MSA 7.1 7.6 9.7 104 8.8 7.1
Bloomington MSA 9.5 71 194 189 9.9 6.9
Muncie MSA 10.3 9.0 16.7 151 121 8.0
Bartholomew Cnty 6.1 59 8.5 73 122 7.9
Cass Cnty 7.9 47 103 7.6 8.3 5.3
Dubois Cnty 4.2 29 6.1 53 143 7.3
Miami Cnty 8.8 6.0 10.9 8.0 103 5.4
Scott Cnty 156 105 190 131 173 9.7
State of Indiana 7.9 6.7 10.7 9.5 10.8 7.7

Source: http://factfinder.census.gov (retrieved January 25, 2004)

South Bend MSA and Fort Wayne MSA were
the only regions where the percent of families
living below poverty increased between 1990
and 2000. By contrast, the percentage decreased
by a quarter or more in Bloomington MSA and
Cass, Dubois, Miami, and Scott Counties.

Bloomington MSA, Muncie MSA, and Scott
County had the highest rates of individuals liv-
ing below the poverty level in 2000. In the case
of Bloomington MSA and Muncie MSA, this
may be due, in part, to the large number of stu-
dents residing there.

The South Bend and Fort Wayne metropolitan
regions were the only areas to see an increase in
the percentage of individuals living in poverty
between 1990 and 2000.
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In each of the 12 communities, the percentage of
individuals 65 and older who live below the
poverty level, declined between 1990 and 2000.
It was nearly cut in half in Miami, Dubois, and
Scott Counties.

Perceived changes in household income: Ac-
cording to our survey, more than one-fifth (22
percent) of Indiana nonprofits noted a decrease
in household income, while slightly less (17 per-
cent) reported that household income increased.
The majority (61 percent) did not perceive any
change. See the last column in Figure 23. These
perceptions vary by region and target group.

Figure 23: Perceptions of changes in household income,

60%

Percent of Nonprofits

by geographic region (n=1,757)
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20%

OlIncrease in household income
B Decrease in household income

»  Region: Views on household income differ
by where nonprofits are located. Thus,
Northwest Region nonprofits were dispro-
portionately more likely (41 percent) than
nonprofits in other areas to report that
household income declined, while Indian-
apolis MSA nonprofits were the least likely
(11 percent) to do so. See Figure 23.

= These perceptions correspond with the offi-
cial data, which shows that the Northwest
Region had one of the highest rates of fami-
lies living below the poverty level in 2000
(See Table 3).

» In general, areas with high percentages of
nonprofits reporting decreases in employ-
ment or business opportunities were also the

areas where nonprofits were most likely to
report declines in family or household in-
come. Compare Figure 10 with Figure 23.

v  Target group: With two exceptions, Indiana
nonprofits do not differ in their perspectives
of the condition of household income in
their communities, regardless of whether
they target their programs to particular
groups. However, nonprofits that target their
programs to people of a particular religion
or in a specific geographic location are
slightly more likely (by 15 percent and 8
percent respectively) than those that do not
target these groups to say that household in-
come increased.

= There are no differences among nonprofits
in how they perceive changes in household
income based on their field of activity, size,
primary source of funding, or age.

Impact of household income: According to sur-
vey respondents, household income had an im-
pact on more than a quarter (28 percent) of Indi-
ana nonprofits.

Almost two-thirds (63 percent) of Indiana non-
profits that reported household income de-
creased in their communities, also said this had
an impact on their organization. No other com-
munity change elicited such a consensus. Over
half (52 percent) of those that say household in-
come increased note that this also impacted
them. This suggests that Indiana nonprofits are
quite sensitive to changes in household income,
regardless of whether it increased or decreased.
See the second cluster of columns in Figure 13."
These impacts vary by region, nonprofit field,
size, funding profile, and target population.

= Region: The extent to which nonprofits re-
port that household income has an impact on
them varies by where they are located, from
a high of more than two-fifths of Northwest
Region (43 percent) and Scott County (41
percent) nonprofits to less than a quarter of
nonprofits in the Indianapolis MSA (23 per-

'7 Only 8 percent of nonprofits that report no change in household in-
come during the last three years said this had an impact on them.
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cent) or the Evansville Region (24 percent).
See Figure 24.

Figure 24: Percent of nonprofits impacted by household
income, by geographic area (n=1,771)
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= Nonprofit field: Household income is more
likely to have an impact on religious non-
profits (37 percent) than mutual benefit non-
profits (9 percent).'® See Figure 25.

Figure 25: Percent of nonprofits impacted by household
income, by major field of activity (n=1,771)
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= Size: Once again we find that small nonprof-
its are least likely to report that a condition
impacted them, with mid-sized and large or-

'8 A disproportionately high number of nonprofits in the environ-
mental/other category also report that household income impacted
them. Although there are not enough cases in our sample to reliably
measure this, it appears that animal-related in particular and to a
lesser extent international/foreign affairs/national security nonprofits
are especially likely to note that household income impacted them.

ganizations significantly more likely to do
so. See Figure 26.

Figure 26: Percent of nonprofits impacted by household
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= Primary source of funding: There are some
differences in how household income im-
pacts nonprofits with different primary
sources of funding. Those that rely on dona-
tions or on a mix of funding sources are
slightly more likely than nonprofits with
other funding profiles to indicate that house-
hold income had an impact on them.

v Target group: Not surprisingly, household
income was twice as likely to have an im-
pact on nonprofits that target programs or
activities to people of a particular income as
those that do not. Nonprofits that target by
gender, age, race, religion, and geography
are also considerably more likely than their
counterparts to say that household income
impacted them. See Figure 27.

= There is no relationship between the age of
Indiana nonprofits and whether they report
that household income has an impact on
them.

Racial or ethnic diversity: Racial or ethnic diversity
ranked fourth overall among community conditions
that had changed according to our survey respon-
dents.
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Figure 27:
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Minority populations (official): Minority groups
increased as a percent of total population in al-
most every region of focus (See Tables 4, 5, and
6), with corresponding decreases in the percent
of the population that is white.

The number of Hispanics in Indiana more than

doubled between 1990 and 2000, growing from
1.8 percent to 3.6 percent of the state’s popula-

tion. See Table 4.

In nearly all 12 communities, the actual number
of Hispanics, Blacks, and other minority groups
increased between 1990 and 2000. (See Appen-
dix C). The growth is especially notable for Cass
County, where Hispanics were only one-half of
one percent of the population in 1990, but had
increased to 7.2 percent by 2000. The actual
number of Hispanic residents more than doubled
in Indianapolis MSA, Fort Wayne MSA, South
Bend MSA, and Bartholomew, Cass, and Du-
bois Counties. (See Appendix C).

The percent of the population that is Black also
increased (from 7.8 to 8.5) between 1990 and
2000.

Blacks have a significant presence in the South
Bend MSA, the Northwest Region, and Indian-
apolis MSA. They also increased as a percent of
the population in these communities. Muncie
MSA and Fort Wayne MSA saw similar in-
creases. See Table 5.

Table 4: Percent of total population that is Hispanic,
1990 and 2000*

Change in

Percent of Percentage
Population Points

Region 1990 2000 1990-2000
Indianapolis MSA 0.87 2.71 1.84
Northwest Region 7.02 9.55 2.53
Fort Wayne MSA 1.67 3.37 1.70
Evansville Region 0.49 0.86 0.37
South Bend MSA 2.11 4.82 2.72
Bloomington MSA 1.25 1.88 0.63
Muncie MSA 0.71 1.1 0.40
Bartholomew Cnty 0.68 2.26 1.58
Cass Cnty 0.60 7.16 6.56
Dubois Cnty 0.67 2.79 213
Miami Cnty 1.47 1.34 -0.13
Scott Cnty 0.71 0.97 0.27
State of Indiana 1.78 3.57 1.79

Source: http://www.stats.indiana.edu/ (Retrieved February 15, 2004)
*Data from 2000 are based only on single-race respondents19

Table 5: Percent of total population that is Black, 1990
and 2000*
Change in

Percent of Percentage

Population Points
Region 1990 2000 1990-2000
Indianapolis MSA 13.20 14.11 0.91
Northwest Region 17.81 18.55 0.74
Fort Wayne MSA 6.68 7.64 0.96
Evansville Region 5.54 5.96 0.42
South Bend MSA 9.79 11.69 1.89
Bloomington MSA 2.60 3.05 0.45
Muncie MSA 5.99 6.79 0.80
Bartholomew Cnty 1.58 1.85 0.27
Cass Cnty 0.86 1.30 0.44
Dubois Cnty 0.09 0.14 0.05
Miami Cnty 3.02 3.05 0.03
Scott Cnty 0.08 0.05 -0.03
Indiana State 7.79 8.49 0.70

Source: http://www.stats.indiana.edu/ (Retrieved February 15, 2004)
*Data from 2000 are based only on single-race respondents'®

! The 2000 census allowed respondents for the first time to select
multiple race categories when defining their race. As a result, census
data from earlier years are not directly comparable to the 2000 data.
For reporting purposes and ease in comparison, we excluded all
multi-race respondents from Tables 4-6 (2 percent or less in each of
the communities, see Appendix C). The data from 2000 presented in
these tables thus understate the percentage of minority groups.
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— Other minorities increased from 1.7 percent to
2.9 percent of the Indiana population between
1990 and 2000. See Table 6. The actual number
of other minorities more than doubled in Bar-
tholomew County and Indianapolis MSA. Al-
though still relatively small, their numbers in-
creased five-fold in Cass County and six-fold in
Dubois County. (See Appendix C).

Table 6: Percent of total population that is Asian, Pacific
Islander, American Indian, Eskimo, Aleut, or
other, 1990 and 2000*

percentof  Change
opulation Points

Region 1990 2000 1990-2000
Indianapolis MSA 1.26 2.79 1.53
Northwest Region 3.94 4.86 0.92
Fort Wayne MSA 1.74 2.97 1.23
Evansville Region 0.76 1.22 0.45
South Bend MSA 2.38 4.31 1.93
Bloomington MSA 3.1 4.61 1.50
Muncie MSA 1.05 1.43 0.38
Bartholomew Cnty 1.38 3.07 1.69
Cass Cnty 0.83 415 3.33
Dubois Cnty 0.32 1.86 1.54
Miami Cnty 2.70 1.91 -0.79
Scott Cnty 0.60 0.78 0.18
State of Indiana 1.65 2.91 1.26

Source: http://www.stats.indiana.edu/ (retrieved February 15, 2004)
*Data from 2000 are based only on single-race respondents

—  Perceived changes in racial or ethnic diversity:
According to our survey, more than a third (36
percent) of Indiana nonprofits saw a change in
racial or ethnic diversity over the prior three
years. In nearly all cases, the respondents note
that racial diversity increased (34 percent over-
all). Two-thirds (64 percent) say that it did not
change. See the last column in Figure 28. These
perceptions vary by region, size, and target
population.

»  Region: There is a notable relationship be-
tween where nonprofits are located and their
assessments of whether ethnic or racial di-
versity changed. Thus nonprofits in Cass (64
percent) and Dubois (51 percent) Counties
are much more likely than nonprofits in
other areas to report that diversity increased,
compared to only 11 percent of nonprofits in

the Muncie MSA and from 23 to 44 percent
for most other regions. See Figure 28.

Figure 28: Percent reporting changes in ethnic or racial
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»  These perceptions parallel actual changes in
population composition. As noted earlier,
the number of minorities in both Cass and
Dubois Counties increased significantly (See
Table 4 and Appendix C). Similarly, few
Miami nonprofits saw a change in diversity,
consistent with the fact that Miami County
was one of the few areas where the Hispanic
and other minority populations decreased.

= Size: Mid-sized and large organizations are
the most likely to report that ethnic or racial
diversity changed during the last three years.
See Figure 29.

Figure 29: Percent reporting changes in racial diversity,
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= Target group: Diversity increased according
to one-half (50 percent) of the nonprofits
that target their programs or services to peo-
ple of a particular race, compared to only 32
percent of those that do not target by race.
Nonprofits that target by geography (40 per-
cent) are also more likely than nonprofits
that do not (27 percent) to report that diver-
sity increased.

= There are no differences in perceptions of
racial diversity among nonprofits by field of
activity, primary source of funding, or age.

Impact of racial and ethnic diversity: According
to our survey, ethnic or racial diversity had an
impact on about one in five (19 percent) Indiana
nonprofits. See the last column in Figure 30.
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Two-fifths (41 percent) of the nonprofits that say
diversity increased also say this affected them,
as do 43 percent of those that report a decrease.
(See the third cluster of columns in Figure 13).%
These impacts vary by size and target group.

»  Region: Diversity impacted nonprofits in
some areas considerably more frequently
than in others. Thus 36 percent of Cass
County nonprofits and 28 percent of those in
the Indianapolis MSA noted an impact from

2 Only

4 percent of nonprofits that reported no change in diversity

said this impacted them.

Figure 31:
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diversity, compared to only 7 percent of the
nonprofits in the Evansville Region and 10
percent of the Muncie MSA nonprofits. Dif-
ferences were less pronounced among the
remaining regions. See Figure 30.

= Size: Mid-sized and large nonprofits were
three or four times more likely than smaller
ones to report that ethnic or racial diversity
had an impact on them. See Figure 31.

Percent of nonprofits impacted by ethnic or
racial diversity, by size (n=1,416)
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»  Target group: As we might expect, ethnic
and racial diversity was especially likely to
have an impact on nonprofits that target by
race or ethnicity. They are nearly 3.5 times
as likely as organizations that do not target
people of a particular race to say diversity
impacted them. Nonprofits that target by
gender or income are at least twice as likely
as organizations that do not target these
groups to say that diversity in the commu-
nity impacted them. See Figure 32.

= There is no relationship between field of ac-
tivity, age, or funding profile and whether
nonprofits say that ethnic or racial diversity
had an impact on their organization.

Crime and violence: Relatively few nonprofits
noted changes in crime or violence or an impact
from it.

Perceptions of changes in crime and violence:
According to our survey, about one-fifth (19




Figure 32:
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percent) of Indiana nonprofits noted increased

crime and violence in their communities. An-

other 6 percent said it decreased and three- "
quarters did not notice any changes. See the last

column in Figure 33. These perceptions vary by

nonprofit field and target population.

violence in the community increased.”’

Unlike most of the other community condi-
tions, nonprofit perceptions of changes in
the levels of crime do not differ among the
twelve regions. Similarly, nonprofit size,

age, and primary funding sources are not re-
lated to views on the changing level of crime

Percentage of nonprofits impacted by ethnic ;
and violence.

or racial diversity, by target group (n=1,349-
1,490)

45%

Impact from crime and violence: According to
our survey, crime and violence has no impact on
the great majority (87 percent) of Indiana non-
profits.
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Among nonprofits that said crime and violence
increased two-fifths (40 percent) said that this
change impacted them, compared to only 21
percent of those that noted a decrease. See the
fourth cluster of columns in Figure 13.** The
impact varies by region and target population.
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(* Relationship s dignficar at p<0.05) Region: Community crime and violence had

an impact on more than a fifth of Scott
County (24 percent) and Indianapolis MSA
(22 percent) nonprofits, but on less than 10
percent of nonprofits in Muncie MSA,
Evansville Region, Dubois County, and Bar-
tholomew County. See Figure 34.

=  Nonprofit field: Health, education, and hu-
man services nonprofits were more likely to
indicate that levels of crime and violence in-
creased in their communities during the last
three years. See Figure 33.

p . h in levels of cri Figure 34: Percent of nonprofits impacted by crime and
erce_nt reporting ¢ 1anges in levels of crime violence, by geographic area (n=1,705)
and violence, by major field of activity 0
25% - 24%
(n=1,698) 22%
O Decrease in crime and violence » 20%
M Increase in crime and violence %’ 17%
a 15% 15% 459,
S 15% | s
z
kS
< 10%
Q
o
[0
o 59 -
0% -

SIS Aot \of L 2 D S e
& & @cs S NS O & S EENICAES
& O & ° O @
o \gb\\ $‘2;0“’& o Q\lb S &’Iﬁ‘ @\30 \\§\® Qf} Q$° \0&
& § & < R
<® < Q° & P

2! They are also slightly more likely to say that crime and violence
decreased (9 percent compared to 5 percent).

22 Nonprofits that report crime and violence did not change in their
communities almost unanimously agree (96 percent) that this had no
impact on their organization.

»  Target group: Nonprofits that target by gen-
der are more likely than those that do not
(25 vs. 17 percent) to report that crime and
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Figure 35:

Percent of Nonprofits Impacted

Target group: Nonprofits that target by race,
income, and gender are significantly more
likely than nonprofits that do not target by
these groups to report that crime and vio-
lence in the community had an impact on
their organization. See Figure 35.

Crime and violence do not differentially im- 40%
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Tension or conflict among community groups:
Relatively few nonprofits saw changes in tension
and conflict in their communities.

Perceived changes in tension or conflict among
community groups: According to our survey,
only 11 percent of Indiana nonprofits reported
changes in tension or conflict among community
groups. Of those that did, most note that it in-
creased (8 percent overall). See the last column
in Figure 36. These perceptions vary by non-
profit field.

Nonprofit field: Although less than 20 per-
cent of nonprofits in most fields noted an in-
crease in tension, 29 percent of the “other”
category did so. See Figure 36. This is most
likely because environmental and animal-
related nonprofits (included in this category)

groups. Most noted that it increased (32 per-
cent of all environmental and animal non-
profits).

Figure 36: Percent reporting changes in tension or conflict

among community groups, by major field of ac-
tivity (n=1,665)

O Decrease in tension among community groups
M Increase in tension among community groups

8%

There is no apparent relationship between
the nonprofits’ location, size, age, primary
funding sources, or target group and whether
tension among community groups increased,
decreased, or stayed the same.

Impact from tension or conflict among commu-
nity groups: According to our survey, tension
among community groups had an impact on one
in ten (10 percent) Indiana nonprofits.

Nearly half (46 percent) of the organizations in
communities where tension increased report this
had an impact on them, compared to only 14
percent of those that noted decreased tension.
See the fifth cluster of columns in Figure 13.%
The impact varies by region, size, age, and target
group.

Region: Where nonprofits are located is re-
lated to whether tension and community
conflict has an impact on them. Thus one
quarter (24 percent) of Cass County non-
profits reported an impact, compared to only
5-7 percent of those in the Northwest Re-

were much more likely (46 percent) than
nonprofits overall (11 percent) to report a
change in the tension among community

3 Almost all (94 percent) nonprofits that report no change in tension
among community groups say this did not impact their organization.
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gion, Bartholomew County, or the Evans-
ville Region. See Figure 37.

37: Percent of nonprofits impacted by tension or
conflict among community groups, by geo-
graphic area (n=1,671)
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»  Size: Mid-sized nonprofits (those with
$100,000 to $249,999 in annual revenues)
were significantly more likely than both
smaller and larger nonprofits to say that ten-
sion among community groups had an im-
pact on them. See Figure 38.

38: Percent of nonprofits impacted by tension or
conflict among community groups, by size
(n=1,373)
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= Age: Nonprofits of different ages also vary
in whether community tension and conflict
has an impact on them, although the patterns
are not very clear. Those established be-
tween 1980 and 1990 were the most likely
(20 percent) to report an impact, followed by

Figure 39:

25% 1

nonprofits established before 1930 (10 per-
cent) and those established since 1990 (10
percent).

»  Target group: Nonprofits that target people
of a particular race are more likely than
those that do not to say that tension or con-
flict among community groups has an im-
pact on their organization (22 percent vs. 8
percent). Nonprofits that target by gender
are also more likely than those that do not to
indicate that tension or conflict among
community groups impacted them. There are
no differences among nonprofits that target
on the basis of other criteria. See Figure 39.

Percent of nonprofits impacted by tension or
conflict among community groups, by target
group (n=1,315-1,450)
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(* Relationship is significant at p<0.05)

= There is no relation between nonprofit field
of activity or primary funding source and
whether tension or conflict among commu-
nity groups impacted the organizations.

Conclusions and implications: We draw several con-
clusions and implications from these findings.

o Nonprofit awareness of community conditions:
Nonprofits vary in their perceptions of community
conditions. Understandably, nonprofits located in
different geographic areas hold particular views of
their communities. However, nonprofits of different
sizes, and in some cases in different fields of activity

and

with different target groups also have varying

perceptions of their community conditions. These

less

intuitive results suggest that certain factors, such
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as the size of nonprofits, shape how respondents
view and experience their communities.

Communities are dynamic: Indiana nonprofits do
not operate in a static environment. The majority of
our respondents report changes in two or more social
and economic conditions over the past few years and
our analysis of official census and other data confirm
that many communities have indeed experienced
significant changes. This suggests that nonprofits
may need to monitor the conditions of their commu-
nities and then act strategically in response to or in
anticipation of these changes.

Community conditions impact nonprofits: Nonprof-
its are not immune to the social, demographic, and
economic climates of the communities in which they
operate: community conditions frequently have an
impact on them. However, nonprofits do not experi-
ence these impacts equally. In fact, some conditions
disproportionately impact certain types of nonprof-
its, such as mid-sized ones, those located in certain
communities, or those that target particular groups.

Size matters: The size of Indiana nonprofits affects
their perceptions of community conditions and
whether these impact them. Because of their limited
resources, small organizations tend to have a nar-
rower set of programs and services. Community
conditions, therefore, may be less likely to impact
small nonprofits, or at least their impacts might be
more hit and miss.

At the other extreme, large nonprofits tend to have a
wide array of programs and services that span geo-
graphic and programmatic boundaries. For them,
community changes may have less salience because
the local community may not be their primary ser-
vice region or source of funding. Mid-sized organi-
zations, like large ones, also have a wide range of
programs but, like small ones, may be economically
and programmatically tied to their local region so
that community conditions may impact them.

Nonprofits that target their programs are more
vulnerable: Nonprofits that target their programs
(especially by income, race, and gender) are signifi-
cantly more likely than those that do not to say that
community conditions impacted them. This is the
case for almost every community condition consid-

ered here, perhaps because nonprofits that target
these groups are more closely connected to the
community and therefore vulnerable to a range of
conditions. Nonprofits that target their programs are
invested in the groups they target so that when
communities change, the nonprofits most closely
linked to them will be impacted as well. In any case,
nonprofits that target their programs are likely more
aware of certain community conditions than those
that do not target.

Nonprofit field matters, but not much: Mutual
benefit associations stand out as fairly insulated
from community conditions and their impacts. We
speculate that they are less likely to provide the
types of services that require them to interact regu-
larly with broad segments of the communities in
which they are located. Their efforts to meet the in-
terests and needs of their members allow them to di-
rect most of their attention to internal organizational
issues, rather than the broader community. Re-
sponses from nonprofits in other fields were re-
markably similar when we asked about community
conditions and their impacts. This underscores the
importance of the geographic location and size of
Indiana nonprofits, and how these factors affect the
organizations regardless of their field of activity.

Age of organization does not matter: The age of
Indiana nonprofits is not related to the extent to
which they report changes in community conditions
or whether these conditions have an impact on them.
This suggests that nonprofits of all ages are equally
vulnerable to the impacts of these conditions.

Results from higher-level analyses: Using more so-
phisticated statistical techniques, we jointly consider
all the factors examined here (e.g., size, field of ac-
tivity, and so on) to see which ones are most impor-
tant in explaining the impact of community condi-
tions on nonprofits. This analysis confirms the key
role of program targeting and size. Controlling for
other factors, large nonprofits, and those that target
certain groups, are significantly more likely than
their counterparts to indicate that community condi-
tions had an impact on them. In none of these analy-
ses is age important, nor is major field of activity an
important consideration (except that mutual benefit
organizations are often much less likely than other
types of nonprofits to report that the community
condition impacted them). Nonprofits that depend on

26



government for most of their revenues are no more
likely than other nonprofits to indicate that the com-
munity condition impacted them.

I1. PoLiCY CONDITIONS AND CHANGES

Nonprofits in the health and human services fields, those
that have relatively high revenues or that depend on
government for the majority of their funding are the
most likely to report that public policies have changed
during the last three years (almost all report that poli-
cies became stricter). They are also the most likely to in-
dicate that the policies had an impact on their organiza-
tions.

Nonprofits and government policies: Nonprofits come
into contact with governments at all levels and in several
broad policy arenas, but these relationships are likely to
be more relevant to some nonprofits than others.**

Government spending decisions affect nonprofits indi-
rectly by influencing the need for their services. But they
also affect nonprofits directly since government is an
important source of nonprofit revenues in some fields,
especially health and human services. Thus changes in
public spending priorities or eligibility conditions (e.g.,
education, health, or welfare policies) are likely to im-
pact some nonprofits more than others.

Government also impacts nonprofits in the regulatory
arena, when establishing general health and safety regu-
lations or by requiring employers to make accommoda-
tions for people with disabilities. Government (and pro-
fessional societies) may impose licensing requirements
on some organizations or occupations where nonprofits
are active. In addition, some regulations are particularly
relevant to nonprofits, such as those specifying the types
of organizations eligible for tax-exempt status, the pro-
cedures under which nonprofits secure this status, the
types of activities they can undertake, and the kinds of
public disclosure they must make. Similarly, government
restricts the political and legislative activity of some
nonprofits more so than others, and in different ways.

Finally, government taxation policies affect nonprofits
directly and indirectly because they are exempted from
taxation and since donations to charities are deductible
from the taxable income of individual taxpayers, corpo-

2% For a more extensive discussion of government-nonprofit relations,
see “Devolution, Marketization, and the Changing Shape of Govern-
ment-Nonprofit Relations” by Kirsten A. Grenbjerg and Lester M.
Salamon, pp. 447-70 in Lester M. Salamon (ed.), The State of Non-
profit America (Washington, D.C. Brookings Institution, 2003).
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