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The Forbes Funds invests in research, just as we invest in organizations and
people, precisely because the findings allow all of us who are concerned not only about
“doing good” but also about “doing well” to act upon data and knowledge rather than
anecdote and occurrence.

Around here, we emphasize the word “applied,” for we have sought to implement 
programs and have even adjusted our grantmaking practices based upon what our
researchers have uncovered. That said, what’s more critical is that you also take action.
Whether you’re an executive, trustee, grantmaker, or consultant, you will find relevant
information among all the 32 TROPMAN REPORTS (as well as the special essays
published by The Forbes Funds) that will advance your own practices. That’s certainly
true of the three reports published herein.

We encourage you to talk about the findings with colleagues; you will undoubtedly 
come up with all sorts of ideas that may help you improve how you go about doing the
important work you do. We promise to do the same.

In service,

The Forbes Funds

THE FORBES FUNDS HELPS YOU SERVE THE COMMUNITY 
BY ENCOURAGING NONPROFITS TO WORK EFFECTIVELY, SMARTLY, AND COLLECTIVELY 

— IN A WORD, BETTER.

Sam Reiman

Diana Bucco

Amy Thomas

vivien luk

necia hobbes



A BRIEF HISTORY

The Forbes Funds was established in 1982 to 

provide emergency financial assistance to nonprofit

organizations that were experiencing funding 

interruptions or short-term cash flow problems.

Under the leadership of our founding director,

Elmer J.Tropman,The Forbes Funds also provided

management consultation to small nonprofit 

organizations and conducted regional research to

identify unmet needs in the human service sector.

The Forbes Funds provided an important service during a particularly turbulent time

when many nonprofit organizations were struggling to adjust to a new domestic policy

agenda as well as to significant changes in federal and state funding priorities and 

procedures.

By the late 1980s, while continuing to provide loan guarantees, we shifted our emphasis

to long-term capacity-building in the nonprofit sector. During this time,The Forbes

Funds focused on helping nonprofits improve administrative skills and infrastructure,

with special emphasis on long-range planning and strategic management.Through our

grantmaking, we helped nonprofit organizations secure technical assistance to address

such matters as strategic planning, financial management, and board governance.

Beginning in 1996,The Forbes Funds advanced efforts to support management 

capacity-building and strategic planning, while also addressing such sector-wide issues 

as inter-agency partnerships and mergers.Additionally, we provided support for local

universities and colleges to train nonprofit staff and boards.

Beginning in 2001,The Forbes Funds embarked on an ambitious strategy to enhance the

management capacity of the nonprofit sector, especially human service and community

development organizations, through three complementary activities: grantmaking;

applied research; and sector leadership activities.

Today, we support capacity-building initiatives for human service and community 

development agencies; fund research critical to responsive, innovative, and sound nonprofit

management; and encourage and celebrate exemplary practices in the nonprofit sector.

board of directors
John Harmon, Chair

JoAnne E. Burley
Morton Coleman

Marva Harris
Edith Shapira

advisory committee
Morton Coleman, Chair

Heather Arnet
J. Nicholas Beldecos

Carol R. Brown
Lavera S. Brown
Susan Brownlee
Esther L. Bush
John Camillus

Marc K. Cherna
Estelle Comay

Aradhna Dhanda
David E. Epperson

Karen Wolk Feinstein
Saleem Ghubril
Margaret P. Joy
Kevin P. Kearns
Ellen G. Kight
Elizabeth Lynn
Phillip Pappas
Brian Parker

Robert B. Pease
Margaret M. Petruska

Walter Smith
James E. Simms
John E.Tropman

William E.Trueheart
Jane Werner

Beverly R.Walter
Alfred W.Wishart, Jr.

staff
Diana Bucco, President

Sam Reiman, Program Officer
Vivien Luk,

Community Resources Officer
Amy Thomas, Office Manager

Necia Hobbes, Associate

Founding Director, Elmer J.Tropman

2



Encouraging innovative thinking, leadership dialogue, and strategic management for the nonprofit sector

Research Abstract

Year after year, nonprofit human service providers experience mounting pressure to do
more with less – manage more cases with fewer caseworkers, achieve higher standards of
quality with less government and private sector support, improve client outcomes in
broader communities with constant or diminishing resources.These challenges and others
facing providers today are often bigger than any single agency or program, and they
require a correspondingly multi-faceted solution.A formal collaborative structure can be
a way for providers to respond to these challenges. However, many attempts to 
collaborate fail to achieve the expected results. In other cases, providers decide not to
attempt collaboration, meaning that promising collaborative opportunities go unrealized.

Background

In 2005,The Forbes Funds commissioned a report called Service Clustering: Building
Cohesive Public Service Capacity that described collaboration as a way to achieve greater
efficiency through shared back-office or non-mission critical functions without reducing
consumer choice.The researchers argued that collaboration could best be induced by
focusing on providers that are geographically close together and that provide an 
overlapping set of services.According to the report,“It is easier to share, communicate,
and collaborate with your neighbor than with an organization separated by distance.”

1

Though this idea is compelling, it has become clear in the years since the 2005 report
that the identification of geographic clusters is not sufficient to inspire a host of new 
collaborations. Formal collaboration, the kind suggested in the past report and the focus
of this work, remains a relatively rare phenomenon.

2 
Convinced that collaboration 

continues to promise greater efficiency and effectiveness when successfully implemented,
The Forbes Funds revisited the topic this year, hoping to gain further insight into the 
factors that make collaboration successful and to identify additional clusters of providers
that could provide the greatest potential for collaboration.
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Envisioning Pittsburgh’s nonprofit 

sector as innovative, informed, and

engaged, THE FORBES FUNDS advances

capacity-building within and among

the region’s nonprofit organizations.

The Copeland Fund 
for Nonprofit Management

To strengthen the management and 
policymaking capacity of nonprofit 
human service organizations to serve 
better the needs of their communities.

MANAGEMENT ENHANCEMENT GRANTS

EMERGENCY GRANTS

COHORT GRANTS (PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT) 

The Tropman Fund 
for Nonprofit Research

To support applied research on 
strategic issues that are likely to 
have profound effects on nonprofit 
management and governance, 
especially among human service and 
community development organizations.

APPLIED RESEARCH PROJECTS

ANNUAL RESEARCH CONFERENCE

The Wishart Fund 
for Nonprofit Leadership

To encourage pioneering nonprofit leader-
ship by promoting public learning and 
discussion about issues critical to ethical
and effective management, as well as by
celebrating exemplary practices.
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making the connection: 
How Provider Dialogue and Network Clusters 
Can Spur Successful Collaboration

Tim Weidemann and Chris Sweeney

Fairweather Consulting and 3 Rivers Connect

2007

1 Hill Group,The,“Service Clustering: Building Cohesive Public Service Capacity,” 2005 Tropman Reports,
Volume 4, Number 4,The Forbes Funds: Pittsburgh, 2005, 27.
2 Collaboration Focus Groups,August 20 – 23, 2007, participants listed in the full research report. Our partic-
ipants confirmed that there have been relatively few successful collaborations in the past, under our definition
of collaboration.

NOVEMBER 2007
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Assumptions and Definitions

The term “collaboration” is often used as a synonym 
for cooperation, coordination or partnership. However,
collaboration is different from these other forms of working
together, and has been the subject of numerous studies over
the past several decades.The definition assumed throughout
this report is provided below:

Collaboration is a mutually beneficial and well-defined relationship
entered into by two or more organizations to achieve common goals.

The relationship includes a commitment to mutual relationships and
goals; a jointly developed structure and shared responsibility; mutual
authority and accountability for success; and sharing 
of resources and rewards.3

Similarly, the term “cluster” is applied to a variety of 
situations, and suffers from frequent misuse. In our work,
clusters are groups of agencies, programs or people that share
some common trait, such as geographical proximity or 
co-membership in an organization’s board of directors.This
definition is broader than, but consistent with, Michael
Porter’s concept of “industry clusters,” as well as definitions
from other disciplines.4

Research Questions and Methods

The two critical issues that form the focus of this report are
“What makes collaboration successful?” and “What groups or 
clusters of providers have the greatest potential for success?” Within
our study group, we sought to address these issues by finding
the answers to five related research questions, which are listed
in Figure 1.

Our primary means for gathering answers to these questions
were: anecdotal evidence from focus group participants,
responses to questions on collaboration in this year’s Campos
Survey of Nonprofit Executives, a review of literature on 
successful collaboration, and cluster and network analyses 
of data from HumanServices.net and GuideStar.org.The 
complete details about each of these methods – including 
a full list of focus group participants, responses from the
Campos survey, and additional outcomes from our analyses –
are described in the full version of our research report.

Figure 1. To understand what makes collaboration work and which agencies are most likely to succeed, we used several
research methods to address our five questions.

3 Mattessich, Paul W., Marta Murray-Close, Barbara R. Monsey, and the Wilder Research Center, Collaboration:What Makes It Work, Second Edition,
Featuring:The Wilder Collaboration Factors Inventory. Fieldstone Alliance: St Paul, 2001, 4.
4 Porter, M. 2001.“Cluster of Innovation: Regional Foundations of U.S. Competitiveness.” Council of Competitiveness,Washington, D.C.
5 Hill Group,The,“Service Clustering: Building Cohesive Public Service Capacity,” 2005 Tropman Reports,Volume 4, Number 4,The Forbes Funds:
Pittsburgh, 2005, 22.
6 From the United Way’s 2006-07 Community Needs Assessment, prepared by the University of Pittsburgh Office of Child Development.
7 As conveyed through discussions with Bob Stump, and in alignment with DHS’s Integrated Children’s Services Plan

The prior research assumed that geographical clusters 
identify a unique opportunity “to create synergies, increase
productivity, and support economic advantages.” 5 In the 
current research effort, we have expanded this assumption.
Whether or not two providers will choose to take advantage
of the value that collaboration offers is difficult to predict,
but it is very likely that the decision involves much more than
geographic proximity. Instead, we look to other research on
collaboration to determine the factors that can be used to
identify clusters of providers with the greatest likelihood to
work together successfully.

Study Group Selection

To permit thorough analysis and produce actionable results,
we began the research by selecting a study group of 364
providers.The selection process took into account a variety 
of factors, including the quality and availability of data, key
priorities of both the United Way6 and the Allegheny
Department of Human Services7, and our research team’s
assessment of each group’s readiness for collaboration, as 
indicated by the frequency of past cooperation and 
coordination within the group.
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Weighing these factors, we selected 92 agencies with at least
one program that focused on workforce-related services for
youth age 16 to 24.To complement this Youth Workforce 
system of providers, and again using the selection criteria
described above, we identified an additional 272 agencies that
focus on housing services and that have at least one program
that serves youth age 16 to 24.

The 364 agencies, along with the 943 Youth Workforce and
Youth Housing programs that they operate, were the primary
focus of most of the analyses described in this report.The data
for these agencies and programs was gathered from 3 Rivers
Connect’s (3rc) HumanServices.net database, and with 3rc’s
assistance, this data was manually filtered down to 58 agencies
– the ‘key players’ in Youth Workforce and Youth Housing.
Of these, 9 Youth Workforce agencies and 9 Youth Housing
agencies attended separate focus group meetings on August
21st and 22nd to discuss barriers to and opportunities for 
collaboration.A total of 16 of the 58 agencies also attended 
a combined focus group on August 23rd, where the group
explored opportunities for collaboration across the two 
systems. Lists of meeting invitees and participants, as well as 
an outline of the material covered during each focus group
meeting, are included in our full research report.

Research Findings

Our research shows that opportunities for collaboration 
within our study group abound, but that transforming 
those opportunities into examples of successful collaboration
is a difficult endeavor.The decision to engage in collaboration
requires providers to weigh the potential benefits, including
increased program effectiveness and operating efficiency, with
the costs, including time invested by key staff, resources 
consumed in establishing and maintaining the effort, and the
opportunity cost of dedicating these resources to collaboration
rather than program activities. In some cases, the balance
between costs and benefits can easily be tipped toward a 
justification of collaboration by an investment from 
providers or funders, while other situations might require
greater investments or a deeper investigation of the short- 
and long-term benefits and costs that collaboration involves.
With targeted assistance from funders and a continued
strengthening of networks among providers, however, it 
is likely that Allegheny County will see more successful 
collaboration in the future, and that providers and their 
clients will benefit from the increases in efficiency and 
effectiveness that follow.

Question 1:What is collaboration, and how is it related
to the concept of clusters?

Collaboration, as it is usually defined in research literature, is a
link between two providers that involves not just occasional
cooperation, but a formal structure for mutual responsibility
and sharing of resources and rewards. If we want to encourage
this relationship, we need to be able to identify situations in
which it is likely to emerge and succeed.As suggested in the
2005 Tropman study, one way to do this is by looking at
groups of providers that share some common traits.We refer
to these groups as clusters, and we discuss which common
traits are good ‘predictors’ of collaboration in our findings
related to Question 4.

Question 2:What does it take to create and sustain 
successful collaborations?

Nonprofits can benefit from collaboration in a number of
ways, yet the number of successful collaborations in Allegheny
County remains low.To discover why successful collaboration
is so rare, we first assembled a group of five providers that had
been involved in recent, high-profile collaborations, inviting
them to participate in the first of our focus groups – a 
discussion of lessons learned. Subsequently, we also gathered
responses to this research question during our remaining three
focus groups and through the Campos Nonprofit Executive
Survey.The findings are summarized in Figure 2.

Question 3:What are the motivating factors that lead
agencies to collaborate?

There are several reasons for collaboration, and knowing what
motivates providers to collaborate is an important step towards
fostering an increase in successful collaborations. If the per-
ceived costs to providers outweigh the perceived benefits, it is
unlikely that collaboration will occur.As such, there are two
roles that funders and other agencies can play in order to
increase the frequency of collaboration: they can either create
new incentives for collaboration by decreasing the associated
costs or increasing the associated benefits, or they can work to
better inform providers of the true costs and benefits of col-
laboration, allowing providers to make better decisions about
when and why to collaborate.
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Figure 2. What does it take to create and sustain successful collaboration? Our research identified five key findings that
together help organizations to define and achieve success in their collaboration.

Figure 3. What motivates providers to collaborate? It's not as simple as past research suggests, and providers and funders
might not agree on the incentives for collaboration.

However, in order to motivate providers toward successful
collaboration, funders must strike a careful balance between
creating healthy incentives that increase the benefits or
decrease costs and establishing funding requirements or guide-
lines that simply promote the “appearance of collaboration.”

As grantmakers encourage or demand collaborative action on the part
of their grantees, they receive one of two possible responses.The first,
and apparently the most common response, is for the grantees to create
the “appearance of collaboration”….8

From our focus groups, it appears that providers are most
commonly motivated by the ability of collaboration to

expand the reach of their services to new populations or
communities and by the ability to gain or retain access to
funding sources. Funders, on the other hand, seem to place a
greater emphasis on collaboration as a tool for reducing costs
associated with overhead or back-office functions.To bring
about more real collaboration, funders need to understand
that increased programmatic reach is a powerful incentive for
providers, and providers need to gain a more sophisticated
appreciation of the potential benefits that collaboration entails,
particularly as a way to reduce overhead associated with 
back-office functions.

8 See La Piana, D.“Real Collaboration:A Guide for Grantmakers,” 2001, for a detailed discussion of the drawbacks of collaboration that is motivated by an
RFP: http://www.lapiana.org/downloads/RealCollaboration.PDF
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Question 4:What kinds of clusters are the most 
meaningful ‘predictors’ of successful collaboration?

Returning to the idea that clusters can help us identify
providers that have the greatest potential to develop successful
collaborations, we focused first on defining the kinds of 
clusters that might be good ‘predictors.’ In the 2005 research
report, geographic proximity, service overlap and similar 
missions were the bases upon which providers were analyzed
and clusters identified.

However, while these factors may be important in some ways,
we reviewed the literature on collaboration to come up with
other, more promising ways of grouping providers that might
better indicate an opportunity for collaboration.The common
traits that form the bases for our clusters are described in
Figure 4.

Question 5:What meaningful clusters are present in our
study group?

The previous section suggests several types of clusters that
should be examined in order to identify groups of providers
that are most likely to benefit from collaboration.Although
data availability is an issue that prevents some interesting and
potentially valuable analyses, we were able to supplement the
data in HumanServices.net with data purchased from
GuideStar.org in order to complete the network and cluster
analyses described in Figure 5. Since cluster analysis is a very
technical process, this abstract presents only a high-level 
summary and does not describe the analytical techniques 
and tools used to complete these analyses.

A much more thorough discussion, which includes maps and
diagrams that describe the clusters we identified, is included
in our full report.9

Recommendations

The previous sections have explained both the research 
questions we sought to explore and the findings associated
with those questions. In the remaining portions of this report,
we attempt to translate these research findings into a set of
recommended actions that various stakeholders interested in
the health of Allegheny County’s nonprofit sector might take
in response to our conclusions.

System-Specific Action Steps

In this category of recommendations we present several 
concrete Action Steps for the establishment of specific collab-
oratives based on the input from our focus group participants,
which we believe could provide the small wins that encour-
age continued commitment to the notion of collaboration.
These are ideas that emerged during the discussion of ways to
use collaboration to overcome barriers that prevent successful
outcomes for the clients who consume Youth Workforce and
Youth Housing services.

Figure 4. What kinds of clusters are the most meaningful 'predictors' of success? To find groups of providers that are well-
positioned to collaborate, we need to look beyond geographic proximity and mission-similarity.

9 The primary reference for our network analysis techniques is:Wasserman, Stanley and Katherine Faust, Social Network Analysis: Methods and Applications,
Cambridge University Press: New York, 1994. Cluster analyses were performed and diagrams were produced using UCINET: Borgatti, S.P., Everett, M.G. and
Freeman, L.C Ucinet for Windows: Software for Social Network Analysis. Harvard, MA:Analytic Technologies, 2002.



Figure 5. What meaningful clusters are present in our study group? We used network and cluster analysis to find four 
different types of clusters that may be promising 'predictors' of successful collaboration.
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The impact of these recommendations could be high; if even
one of these collaborations takes root and thrives, it would
represent a dramatic increase in successful collaboration. On
the other hand, since these recommendations represent only
the broadest sketch of the proposed collaboratives, there is
much additional discussion and planning required before the
ideas become reality.These Action Steps present a powerful
opportunity for foundations and major funders; each of these
recommendations already has the support of the agencies that
proposed it and might require only a modest investment in
order to flourish.

Recommendations to Strengthen the

Collaborative Environment

If the relationships between agencies are a reflection of the
environment in which they operate, then there should be no
surprise if fragmentation is high and collaboration between
Allegheny County’s nonprofits is challenging.With the 
highest number of government entities per capita in the
country, Southwestern Pennsylvania is clearly a highly 
fragmented region, and all that structural fragmentation can
make it hard to collaborate. Yet, while municipal cooperation
and consolidation is a frequent topic of conversation and
examination, the same concepts do not always resonate in 
the nonprofit community.

v o l u m e  6  :  s t u d y  # 1

Figure 6. Three system-specific Action Steps evolved from the focus group discussion on barriers to client success.
The Forbes Funds should act on these collaborative opportunities.
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Figure 7. In order to make successful collaboration more common, providers need to build and leverage their professional
networks and identify the organizational barriers that prevent collaboration.

Because the communities in which agencies operate are often highly fragmented, it is important to consider long-term solutions
that seek to create a more conducive environment for collaboration. Collaboration always involves an initial and continuing
investment, but there are many ways to reduce the inertia that prevents agencies from engaging in collaboration more frequently.
The following series of recommendations is designed to help the provider community better understand the networks through
which it operates and effectively use that knowledge to improve its effectiveness and efficiency through successful collaboration.

In addition to these recommendations, there are specific actions that capacity-building organizations like The Forbes Funds 
can undertake in order to increase the amount of successful provider collaboration that takes place in Allegheny County.These 
recommendations are summarized in Figure 8.

Finally, our research supports several additional general recommendations that, if implemented, could create an environment in
Allegheny County that is more conducive to collaboration.As well, by expanding the resources available for performing network
analyses and identifying collaboration clusters, these recommendations provide funders and nonprofits with tools that can be
used to target their resources to generate the greatest possible Return on Investment (ROI).

Figure 8. Capacity-building grantmakers like The Forbes Funds can play an important role by helping organizations 
develop the skills and abilities that make collaboration work.



v o l u m e  6  :  s t u d y  # 1

10

Combined, these recommendations suggest a series of steps –
both short-term and long-term – that The Forbes Funds and
other organizations can take to improve both the frequency
and success of collaborations between providers. In the short
term, our research identifies three Action Steps that represent
concrete opportunities for future collaboration. In the long
term, we have identified 12 strategies that will eliminate some
of the barriers that prevent collaboration by improving
providers’ capacity for engaging successfully with their peers
and increasing providers’ and funders’ knowledge of the 
networks and connections that facilitate collaboration.

Collaboration is not the answer to every challenge that
human service providers face, but, in an increasingly complex
world, collaboration will often be part of the solution.

In most cases, we understand very little about how to 
encourage collaboration, though we know that to be success-
ful it cannot be coerced with funding or other requirements.
Instead, as we have explained, collaboration arises organically,
through the interconnected web of relationships that
providers and their employees – board members, directors,
and program staff alike – weave. In order to outgrow what 
La Piana referred to as the ‘appearance of collaboration’ and
to leverage the power of true collaboration, we must work to
understand and strengthen these webs in focused, intelligent
ways. Only then will funders find effective ways to encourage
real collaboration, providers discover the true costs and 
benefits that hinder or justify collaboration, and clients 
enjoy the improved service quality and lower costs that 
collaboration can offer.

Figure 9. Other foundations and major funders can use network and cluster analysis, combined with valuable provider
input, to invest intelligently in collaboration-building.
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An increasing number of nonprofit organizations are exploring mergers – the process 
by which at least two nonprofit corporations join to form one legal entity. Yet, little is
known about nonprofits’ experiences with the merger process.1 What leads nonprofits to
explore a merger and what outcomes do they expect to achieve as a result? Who within
the organization is typically involved in facilitating the merger? How long do mergers
take to complete, what do they cost and, above all, what are the results?  Drawing on the
experiences of 22 nonprofit organizations in Allegheny County that explored, attempted
or completed a merger, combined with a comprehensive literature review, this report
seeks to answer those questions and provide recommendations that nonprofits and 
funders can use to inform their conversations about the merger process.

Assumptions and Definitions

The term “merger,” as it is defined throughout this report, refers to the process by which
at least two nonprofit corporations join to form one legal entity. A merger can be further
defined as a process that results in the lead nonprofit corporation becoming legally
responsible for the assets and liabilities of the acquired nonprofit.The term “merger” also
refers to those rarer instances in which at least two nonprofit corporations dissolve in
order to form one new nonprofit corporation.

The term “merger exploration” refers to all activities leading up to a board’s (and/or
membership, if applicable) vote to complete a legally binding merger. This study,
however, considers all phases of the merger process, including initial merger exploration,
the legal enactment of the merger and post-merger integration.A detailed diagram 
showing each step in the merger process can be found in our full report.

It is also worth noting that the 2003 Tropman Report, Strategic Restructuring:A Tool for
Improving Organizational Effectiveness, discusses mergers as one of several restructuring
options that nonprofits may implement in order to improve their organizational 
effectiveness. For the purposes of this report, however, a detailed analysis of other types
of restructuring, such as collaboration and strategic alliances, is not included as it was not
within the scope of our research.The reader should refer to the 2007 Tropman Report,
Making the Connection: How Provider Dialogue and Network Clusters Can Spur Successful
Collaboration, and the aforementioned 2003 Tropman Report for more information on
collaboration and other types of strategic restructuring.

Nonprofit mergers:
An Assessment of Nonprofits’ Experiences
with the Merger Process

Dewey and Kaye

1 LaPiana, David. Strategic Restructuring:A Tool for Improving Organizational Effectiveness.The 
Forbes Funds,Tropman Applied Research Report. 2003. This report identified several key factors driving 
nonprofits’ interest in exploring mergers as an option for improving their organizational effectiveness.
However, only 3 merged organizations were included in the study sample.
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Research Questions and Methods

The critical issue that forms the basis of this report is “What are nonprofits’ experiences with the merger process?”
We sought to address this issue by finding answers to the 5 research questions that are listed in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1. What are nonprofits’ experiences with the merger process? We used several research methods to address our five
research questions.

The Dewey and Kaye team used several data collection 
methods to obtain answers to these five research questions,
including in-depth focus group sessions, an online 
questionnaire and a comprehensive literature review.

In the spring of 2007, Dewey & Kaye distributed a Request
for Information (RFI) about nonprofits’ experiences with the
merger process to nonprofit personnel and board members 
in the southwestern Pennsylvania region. Over 50 individuals
responded with stories of merger explorations, pending 
mergers, completed mergers and failed merger attempts.
From this group, 22 individuals who represented 22 different
nonprofit organizations responded to a call to participate 
further in the research process.All 22 nonprofit leaders 
participated in a focus group to solicit insights into the 
merger exploration process; 21 of these nonprofit leaders
completed an online questionnaire soliciting general informa-
tion about their experience with the nonprofit merger
process.The full list of organizations who participated in this
study can be found in our full research report.

The observations from the focus groups, responses to the
online questionnaire and the literature review inform the
findings and recommendations outlined in this report. It is
worth noting that the literature review revealed a lack of
quantitative studies of nonprofit mergers, either on a regional
or national level, making comparison difficult.The field still
relies primarily on case studies, the experience of consultants,
and other qualitative data.2

It is also important to note that the study group for this
report was not convened by randomly selecting a sample of
those nonprofit organizations in Allegheny County that have
explored or completed a merger.As such, the results of this
study are not statistically significant.The use of statistics in 
this report (i.e.,“95% of study participants said”) is only
intended to make it easier for the reader to interpret the
research findings.

Research findings

Question 1: How do merger opportunities typically
emerge?

Even the most complicated mergers begin with a conversa-
tion. For the majority of study participants, this conversation
was more of an ongoing dialogue between two or more 
nonprofits that knew each other well, and were looking for
ways to build on their previous successes working together.
In just over half of the cases (57%), the potential partners had
substantial involvement with each other prior to the merger
exploration. Most frequently, those relationships involved a
program alliance or collaboration (75%). Indeed, this finding
parallels another 2007 Tropman Study finding that sustaining
an even less formal collaborative project requires a strong level
of awareness and trust between participating organizations.3

But who is leading the conversation? In almost 2 out of 3
cases, the decision to explore a merger was driven primarily
by staff, and typically by the executive director. Several 
participants in the focus groups observed that leadership 
transition, particularly of the executive director, precipitated
and increased the urgency of the merger conversation.

2 Gammal, Denise L.The Merger Proposal: Before You Say I Do. Stanford Social Innovation Review: Summer 2007.
3 Fairweather Consulting and 3 Rivers Connect. Making the Connection: How Provider Dialogue and Network Clusters Can Spur Successful
Collaboration.The Forbes Funds,Tropman Applied Research Report: 2007.
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Figure 2. How do merger opportunities typically emerge? Merger partners typically have existing relationships 
and executive directors are the ones leading the merger conversation.

Question 2:Why are merger opportunities undertaken? 

There are many factors driving nonprofits’ interest in explor-
ing mergers as an option for improving their management
capacity. Salient environmental factors – including reduced
government and foundation funding, external funder pressure
to increase the effectiveness of their grantmaking, and
increased competition from nonprofit and private sector
organizations – likely create the setting for merger explo-
rations.4 When asked, however, about their primary reason for
pursuing a merger, the majority of study participants said it
was to increase their organization’s reach or mission impact.
Others said it was to increase their organization’s capacity to
compete for funding or to save one of the merged entities
from financial failure, respectively. Interestingly, these 
responses do not support the notion that organizations 
merge (or should merge) primarily to cut costs or reduce 
administrative overhead – factors that tend to be most 
appealing to funders and advocates for sector consolidation.
Interviews of 200 organizations conducted by Denise
Gammal reached the same conclusion: mission is most 
often a primary driver in nonprofit mergers.5

Nevertheless, cost savings is clearly a significant consideration,
since it was included by two-thirds of the participants when
asked to list all of the reasons they chose to explore a merger.

Detailed charts showing the percentage break out of partici-
pant’s responses to the question about anticipated results of
the merger (primary and all) can be found in our full report.

Question 3:What are the roles of staff, board and 
outside technical assistance in the merger process?

Merger explorations and processes require intensive time and
attention from leadership. In over half of the organizations,
the only staff members involved in the process were the 
executive director and other key leadership staff (i.e., finance,
program or operations directors). For the 43% of organiza-
tions that engaged all staff in the process, examples of staff
involvement include creating operational plans and 
developing communications plans to share with 
constituents post-merger.

In all cases, members of the board of directors voted on
whether or not to proceed with the full merger. Beyond 
this vote board members’ involvement varied, in some cases
the board guided and managed selection of a merger partner;
in others, it voted on staff recommendations for specific steps
or action plans.Whether they were involved early on in the
process, or only after the merger decision was made, board
members played a significant role in over 60% of the cases.

More than one-third of participants completed the merger
process using no outside technical assistance. Instead, they
relied on the organization’s internal expertise, including 
experience the staff had developed through previous mergers
or the pro bono skills of the board. Other merger processes
had minimal requirements for assistance. In one case, the
merging organization had no staff, making exploration and
integration fairly simple.

4 LaPiana, David. Strategic Restructuring:A Tool for Improving Organizational Effectiveness.The Forbes Funds,Tropman Applied Research Report: 2003.
5 Gammal, Denise L.The Merger Proposal: Before You Say I Do. Stanford Social Innovation Review: Summer 2007.
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Figure 3. Why were merger explorations undertaken? Increasing the organization’s reach or mission impact was the 
primary driver. However, cost savings become more important when participants were asked about all reasons for exploring 
a merger.

Figure 4. What were the roles of staff, board and outside technical assistance in the merger process?  Board and staff 
play an important role in the merger process, with most organizations utilizing technical assistance to carry out the merger.
Some organizations merged without any outside technical assistance.
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However, since merger explorations and integration can also
be confusing, time-consuming, and highly technical, many
organizations choose to engage outside expertise to guide
them in this exploration (62% of respondents). One executive
director noted that “trying to do this with only organization staff
would have been impossible.” Among those who used outside
consultants, assistance was most frequently sought for legal
guidance, facilitation, due diligence work, organizational
assessment services, and financial reviews, respectively. Focus
group participants noted that due diligence is particularly
important in today’s climate; one participant stated that 
“you assume all their assets, but you also assume all their liabilities.
If you don’t have a sense of that going in, you’re in trouble”.

In most cases outside technical assistance was limited to more
transactional functions – legal guidance, facilitation and due
diligence – or the nuts and bolts of getting the merger done.
Very few participants noted receiving assistance with human
resource or board development, both of which are likely to
have a significant impact on the success of the merged 
organization over the long-term. Indeed, as discussed further
in the next section, several participants reported encountering
cultural challenges and obstacles once the merger reached the
integration phase.

Participants offered several suggestions for engaging a consult-
ant in the merger process, recommending that organizations
request proposals and check applicants’ references – even if
the organization receives a recommendation from a funder.
Additionally, participants recommended using consultants
who can serve as a neutral party.

Question 4: How long does the merger process 
typically last?

There is no “right” amount of time for completing a merger
exploration or full merger. Experiences of participants in this
study varied in length.

The largest number of participants experienced a merger
exploration process that lasted from six to twelve months.
About one quarter found closure in less than six months,
while the rest lasted from twelve to eighteen months or
eighteen months to two years.

The majority of leaders found the actual timeline was what
they expected (86%), and the rest viewed it as being longer
than they had expected. However, in the focus groups, leaders
noted that full integration took much longer to address, citing
challenges and obstacles resulting from cultural differences
between the two organizations.This is consistent with the
study by Gammal6 who found that “full integration took three 
or more years to complete, with delays that were usually due to 
unanticipated problems.”

Question 5:What are the typical results of the 
merger process?

The majority of merger explorations result in a successful
outcome, even if those explorations don’t result in two 
organizations joining to form one legal entity. For the 
majority of the participants in this study (71%), exploration
did in fact result in a formal merger. It is important to note
that among the organizations that did not merge, a large
number still viewed the exploration as worthwhile and 
helpful in further clarifying and reinforcing the missions of
the organizations.Additionally, two-thirds of those that did
not merge structured another type of effective program-
related alliance with the other organization.

Two-thirds of all participants who merged agreed the merger
achieved the original objective. A focus group participant
noted that “we have added several new programs serving almost
2,000 people a year. But the biggest benefit is harder to quantify–
the synergistic benefit of combining our programs.”

Figure 5. How long did the process last?  Most merger explorations were completed in 6-12 months, with some leaders
citing cultural differences as being responsible for lengthy integration times.

6 Gammal, Deinse L.The Merger Proposal: Before You Say I Do. Stanford Social Innovation Review: Summer 2007.
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In one respondent’s case, the merger did not achieve the
anticipated result, but the remaining respondents said it was
too early in the process to make a judgment on whether or
not the original objective was achieved.

The costs of the merger exploration process varied widely
across organizations, ranging from less than $5,000 to upwards
of $50,000.This difference may be attributed to variation in
budget size of the organizations, in length of time for the
exploration process, and in varied use of outside technical
assistance.The cost of the actual merger (including legal fees
and infrastructure investments) also varied across organiza-
tions, ranging between $5,000 to over $100,000.

Organizations also experienced a wide range in the amount
of cost savings achieved, both in terms of increased funding
and in terms of economies of scale.Though many participants
declined to discuss cost savings, most participants who did so
indicated that they saved over $100,000 annually, and were
able to leverage increased funding for the merged organiza-
tion. However, several participants revealed that their founda-
tion funding decreased from the levels they received prior to
merging. One respondent said that of all the foundations he
dealt with, “only one didn’t cut us in half.” While this 
sentiment was not echoed by every participant who had
experienced a full merger, it was a common theme in the
focus group discussions.

Recommendations

Nonprofit organizations
There are several recommendations that nonprofits can implement in order to increase their chances of achieving a successful
merger. In formulating these recommendations, it became clear that they could be categorized into six recommendation themes,
including mission, decision-making, due diligence, communications, culture, and outcomes. Each recommendation also includes
incentives for implementation, which are drawn from the research findings. Figure 7 below outlines these recommendations and
incentives.While each recommendation and accompanying incentives is tied to specific research findings, each one also reflects
the totality of the research findings and Dewey and Kaye’s extensive subject matter expertise in the merger process.

In addition to recommendations for nonprofit organizations, we developed several recommendations for funders as they consider
supporting nonprofit merger explorations, full mergers, or post-merger integration activities.As in the recommendations for 
nonprofits, these recommendations are tied to research findings, but also stem from the overall research.

Figure 6. What were the results of the process?  Merger explorations typically result in a positive outcome, with the 
majority of organizations that explored a merger having merged.
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Figure 7. These succinct, theme-based recommendations provide nonprofits with the information they need to inform
their conversations about the merger process.These findings and recommendations also yielded a useful tool for organizations 
considering a merger, which can be found in our full report.
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Summary and conclusion

Study participants identified several key elements of the
merger exploration process for consideration by nonprofit
leaders. Even though many cases involved organizations that
had some familiarity with one another and began with 
informal approaches by executive directors or board 
members, nonprofit leaders characterized the merger as an
ongoing discovery process with challenges that were often
emotional rather than economic. Despite the time-consuming
and demanding aspects of merger exploration, all participants,
including those in cases where a merger did not result, viewed
the process as worthwhile and helpful in clarifying their own
mission. Cost-savings was viewed as a secondary reason for
mergers, with the drive to build on mission being primary.

Figure 8. These succinct recommendations provide funders with the information they need to inform their conversations
about the merger process.The findings and recommendations also yielded a useful tool that funders can review as they con-
sider supporting merger explorations.This tool can be found in our full report.

While some organizations experienced the benefit of 
efficiencies and increased funding commensurate with
expanded mission, others experienced cuts in funding 
support.This study validates the conclusions of other studies
that the merger process extends well into integration and
demands continued use of time and resources.

Foundations are wise to support explorations of potential
mergers between organizations but should temper their own
expectations of cost savings with an emphasis on enhancing
capacity for community impact.The credibility of foundations
can help build community support but should also be used
with caution and care during the challenges of a merger
exploration process. Both foundations and nonprofits should
continue to share the results of their merger experiences to
help build the knowledge base and to develop new models
that allow agencies and their missions to flourish.

v o l u m e  6  :  s t u d y  # 2
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Background

In 2004,The Forbes Funds commissioned Campos Inc to conduct a study modeled after
a 2003 national study by the Pew Partnership for Civic Change. The Pew Partnership’s
study identified substantial discrepancies between the public at-large and nonprofit 
practitioners in assessing the severity of community problems.The Forbes Funds’ 2004
study, entitled,“Do They See What I See,” sought to determine if similar discrepancies
existed between the public and the nonprofit human service providers in Allegheny
County.The Campos Allegheny County study revealed that despite the Pittsburgh
region’s strong civic culture, public-private partnerships, and four graduate programs in
nonprofit management, the 2004 results were surprisingly similar to the national study.

The existence of discrepancies between the public’s and nonprofit leaders’ perceptions
can create several challenges. If the public is not aware of a community problem, they 
will not likely support organizations that exist to address the problem. If nonprofit 
organizations do not understand public perception, they cannot make the most effective
policy and management decisions and cannot cost-effectively reach potential volunteers
and contributors.

In 2007,The Forbes Funds once again commissioned Campos Inc to conduct another
study to see if nonprofit or public perceptions had shifted or if any new observations
could be made.To track changes in perceptions over time, many of the survey questions
remained the same, though some new questions were added to address relevant issues in
2007. For this study, national comparisons were not conducted.

Research Purpose & Questions

The purpose of this study was to identify gaps in perceptions or practice between nonprofit 
executives and the general public that constitute opportunities to enhance the fundraising, marketing,
advocacy, and management capacity of nonprofit human service organizations.

The study sought to compare results with the 2004 benchmark study and to answer 
multiple questions related to potential gaps in perceptions or practice such as:

do they see what i see...now?
Public Opinion and the Human Services Sector

Campos Inc

Encouraging innovative thinking, leadership dialogue, and strategic management for the nonprofit sector

NOVEMBER 2007
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- What is the public perception in Allegheny County of local
problems, including hunger, affordable housing, illiteracy,
neighborhood safety, and quality public education?

- What kinds of support do human service organizations need
from the community, government, and business sector?

- What are the existing attitudes among the public about the
need for community support for nonprofit human services
practitioners?

- How do the perceptions of the public compare to the 
perceptions of human services practitioners?

- What would the public need to know to become more 
supportive of nonprofit human services practitioners?

Methodology

For the resident survey, Campos Inc conducted 302 phone
interviews among Allegheny County residents using Campos
Inc’s Voice of the Region Panel. Data collection was closely
monitored to ensure the sample was representative of
Allegheny County. Resident interviews were conducted
between July 30, 2007, and August 15, 2007, during weekday
evenings and weekend mornings and afternoons.

For the executive survey, 112 nonprofit executives completed
the online survey.The Forbes Funds provided Campos Inc
with a list of 447 nonprofit executives who were then sent
invitations and reminders via e-mail, and given two weeks 
to participate.

Note on Subset Analysis

A number of demographic factors seem to somewhat affect
respondents’ perceptions and practices.1 For the purpose of
this study, however, the only areas significantly affected by
demographic characteristics were volunteerism (among 
residents) and government advocacy (among nonprofit 
executives).These results have been included in the 
following comparative summaries.

Comparative Summary – Nonprofit Executives

and Allegheny County Residents, 2004 – 2007

Severity of Community Issues

Like the 2004 study, both residents and executives were asked
to rate the severity of five community problems – both in the
Pittsburgh region and in their neighborhood. (See Figure 1.)
The underlying concern was that unless the two groups are
reasonably close in their perceptions, nonprofits may not find
adequate community support to fulfill their missions.

Similar to 2004, residents and nonprofit executives in 2007
did not rank the severity of the issues in the same order.With
the exception of crime/neighborhood safety, residents are still
much less likely than nonprofit executives to perceive issues in
the Pittsburgh region as very/fairly serious.

1 For residents, these factors included: gender, age, residency, education, income, and ethnicity. For nonprofit executives, these factors included: years on the
job, number of employees in organization, and organization’s budget size.

Figure 1. Percentage of residents and executives who perceive community problems as very or fairly serious.
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The 2007 study also contrasted residents’ perspectives of
problems in the Pittsburgh region with the problems in their
own community.Although crime remains the number one
concern, residents perceive all problems to be much less
severe in their own neighborhoods, and in fact are the least
likely to feel that hunger and illiteracy are serious problems.

Challenges Faced by Nonprofits: Funding,

Volunteering & Business Involvement

In addition to community problems, executives were asked to
identify the single biggest problem they faced in accomplish-
ing their mission. Just as in 2004, lack of funding/resources
was ranked first.The next biggest problem facing executives
in 2007 was a lack of visibility within the community.

Additionally, as stated earlier, executives said that the 
involvement of business leaders is just as important as 
more people donating money to charity, thus implying 
that business leaders can also provide goods or services that
volunteers cannot provide.

In fact, the demand for business involvement seems to be
growing since 2004. Nonprofits seem increasingly aware that
local businesses can be invaluable partners in addressing 
community issues, and providing volunteers who possess 
specialized skills.When asked what business leaders could do
to help, just as in 2004, nonprofit executives still believe that
the most important action would be to provide funds, grants,
or financial support. However, the percentage that said so
decreased since 2004, while the importance that executives

Figure 2. Percentage of residents and executives who feel actions would help a great deal.

When asked to choose from a list of actions that would do
the most to solve their organization’s primary concern, over
85% of executives said that business leaders working more
closely with organizations like theirs and more people 
donating money were both actions that would help a great
deal. However, once again,Allegheny County residents rated
donating money to charities last among the various options
for how people could help to improve the quality of life in
the Pittsburgh region. Instead, residents were more likely to
think that volunteering or mentoring would have the greatest
impact. (See Figure 2.)

The mistaken assumption that nonprofits need more 
volunteers far more urgently than they need additional 
contributions continues to persist among residents.While
nonprofits would be pleased to have more volunteers, their
most urgent need is for additional funding to cover the costs
of goods and services that volunteers cannot provide.

placed on business leaders’ committed/active involvement
increased.Additionally, nonprofit executives said that the sec-
ond most important volunteer source (after word-of-mouth)
is professional/business associations or people volunteering
through their place of business. Despite the increased desire
for business leaders to be committed and actively involved,
the proportion of executives (about half or 51.8%) who are
meeting regularly with members of the local business 
community has not increased.

It seems that lack of management capacity may be preventing
nonprofit executives from spending enough time on impor-
tant issues, such as meeting more with members of the local
business community. Indeed, most (86.6%) of nonprofit 
executives who participated in the survey find themselves 
frequently managing day-to-day operations, leaving them
with little time to engage in those activities that would 
further the mission of their organization.
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Challenges Faced by Nonprofits: 

Government Advocacy

Four out of 10 nonprofit executives feel they should be
spending more time on government advocacy.A closer
examination of demographic factors revealed that executives
with 10 or more years in their current position or who head
larger organizations (with budgets of over $3 million or 50 or
more employees) are more likely than other executives to
spend time on government interaction, and feel that they
should spend even more time on this activity.As a further
example, larger organizations spend more time visiting
Harrisburg and participating in government commissions.
They see the lack of government understanding/cooperation
as more of an issue than do smaller organizations, and are
more likely to feel that government officials working more
closely with organizations like theirs would help a great deal.
Executives with 10 or more years in their current position
are also more likely to spend more time meeting with elected
officials, and those with four or more years in their current
position are more likely to send newsletters to government
officials.

On the other hand, nonprofit executives with less than 
four years in their current position, as well as those heading 
smaller organizations, are more likely to find themselves 
frequently managing day-to-day operations. In keeping 
with the previous comparison, lack of management capacity
may also be limiting nonprofit executives’ ability to make 
government advocacy a priority.

Challenges Faced by Nonprofits: 

Marketing and Communications

Just as in 2004, residents and executives agreed that word-of-
mouth was one of the most effective methods of learning
about volunteer opportunities.Additional important methods
mentioned by about one in ten residents, included the local
newspaper, church, television, the internet and email/blogs.
In contrast, nonprofit executives listed several types of 
business-related contacts as the most important additional
methods for recruiting volunteers.

When comparing these findings at a more detailed level, it
becomes clear that nonprofits are not utilizing several 
important methods for recruiting volunteers. For instance,
the importance of church as a source for volunteers was 
reinforced by the fact that actual volunteers (those residents
who indicated they had volunteered during the past year)
were just as likely to have found out about their volunteer
opportunity through church as through word-of-mouth.
When specifically asked about churches, however, less than
one-third of nonprofit executives thought churches were a
crucial source of volunteers.Additionally, less than half of
nonprofits perceive online methods (e.g. internet, email, and
blogs) to be very useful for volunteer recruitment, despite the

fact that they are low-cost or free and were listed by one in
eight people under the age of 55 as the best way to find out
about volunteer opportunities.

In addition, nonprofit executives could recruit more volunteers
by raising general awareness about their organization. Many
residents – especially those from the suburbs – said that they
did not volunteer because they lacked awareness of what the
community  issues are, which organizations need help, or how
their skills might be valuable. Indeed, about one in ten 
residents said that they called nonprofits directly to find 
volunteer opportunities. Only 6% of nonprofits, however,
currently send a newsletter to the general public, membership
or subscription lists outlining their organization’s work.

It seems that limited capacity may inhibit some nonprofits
from implementing their knowledge of communication best
practices. For example, more than 80% of nonprofit execu-
tives agreed that word-of-mouth was a method they used to
inform people in the community about their organization’s
needs, and over 90% believe that it would help a great deal if
business leaders worked more closely with their organization.
However, only about 50% meet regularly with members of the
local business community and/or local government officials.

Challenges Faced by Nonprofits: Perception

of Effectiveness, Stewardship & Impact

The results of this survey, like the 2004 survey, continue to
show that the public supports the work of local nonprofits and
believes that community involvement and volunteerism are
good and beneficial. However, the results also show that the
public is more hesitant to support the financial management,
efficiency, or resource usage of local nonprofits, and is not
convinced that financial donations will be beneficial in solving
community issues.

Most residents (85%) said they were confident in or felt 
positive towards nonprofits, and almost all executives had 
predicted, although slightly overestimated, both a confident
and positive response.Additionally, more than half of residents
reported volunteering for some type of charitable organization
in the past year. Nearly all residents said that the organization
they had chosen to volunteer for made good use of their skills
and that their volunteering made a difference. Most who 
didn’t volunteer in the past year said that lack of time was a
major reason for not doing so (an especially important reason
for people under age 55). Others listed lack of awareness
(especially an issue for suburban residents), or lack of 
transportation (especially an issue for older residents);
hardly anyone listed negative perceptions about nonprofits 
as a reason for not volunteering.
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Residents generally believe that nonprofits are good stewards in using their volunteer skills, delivering programs and services,
helping people, getting things done and achieving their mission. Just as in 2004, however, residents are far less likely to feel that
nonprofits do a good job making efficient use of resources or spending money wisely. (See Figure 3.) Additionally, when 
residents were asked to share their greatest concerns about charitable organizations, almost all responses had to do with effective
financial management and accountability concerns.

Figure 3. Publics’ ratings of nonprofit organizations’ performance.

Residents also have a misperception about whether or not
they can make a difference on issues facing our community.
Overall, most residents responded that volunteering would 
do the most to help the issue, and very few felt that financial
donations would make a difference. Nonprofits, on the other
hand, said that financial donations could make a very large
impact on the issues facing our community.

As mentioned in the 2004 study report, fundraising and 
volunteer recruiting are most often disconnected from one
another, and could result in misperceptions about needs,
stewardship, and potential impact.Additionally, residents 
seem to perceive a connection between volunteering and
organizational impact, but do not necessarily see a connec-
tion between financial donations or financial management
and organizational impact. Overall, it seems residents do not
perceive that the stewardship, goals, and impact of financial
and skill-based donations are interdependent.

Findings

As the previous comparative summaries discussed, there are
many gaps in perceptions and practices between nonprofit
executives and the public. Overall, networking,
communications, and capacity were prevailing themes
throughout the comparative summaries. Nonprofits, for
example, can do more to close perception gaps by 
networking and building lasting relationships within the 
private sector and government. They can work to close 
perception gaps by raising community awareness about the
issues they address and by becoming more effective in the
way they recruit volunteers. Nonprofits can also do more to
close perception gaps about financial accountability in the
nonprofit sector by communicating their commitment to
transparency in everything that they do.

The study also showed that while nonprofits have before
them a tremendous opportunity to close perception gaps,
many lack the capacity to execute those changes. Indeed, as
this report demonstrates, far too many capable nonprofits are
bogged down by the day-to-day requirements of managing
their organizations.



The complete summary of the report findings is shown in Figure 4 below.
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Figure 4. Networking, communications, and capacity were prevailing themes throughout the findings.

Recommendations

When developing the report recommendations, it became
clear that in order for them to be useful, they must take into
consideration nonprofits’ capacity to implement. Indeed,
Allegheny County’s nonprofit sector as a whole is comprised
mostly of smaller nonprofits which, as discussed in the 
comparisons and findings, often lack the management 
capacity to take action beyond day-to-day responsibilities.
Subsequently, the report recommendations are broken into
both short-term recommendations, which do not require
substantial resources or capacity, and long-term 
recommendations, which may require somewhat greater
capacity or access to resources.

While the short-term recommendations are intended for all
nonprofits, it is believed that they will allow even the smallest
nonprofits to contribute to, and make a difference in, closing
perception gaps. Many organizations have yet to see how 
carrying out such recommendations will benefit their 
organization. Smaller nonprofits in particular tend to focus 
on immediate benefits of networking or improving volunteer
outreach, such as obtaining funding from government and
donors, as opposed to long-term benefits that result from
building such relationships. By implementing these 
short-term recommendations, it is expected that nonprofits
will achieve some short-term success, thus building 
momentum to begin implementing the more time and
resource intensive long-term recommendations.



Figure 5 below outlines the short-term recommendations and incentives for nonprofits to implement. Since nonprofits 
can do the most to close perception gaps, all the recommendations presented in this report are intended for this audience.
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Figure 5. These short-term recommendations were designed to allow even the smallest nonprofit to participate in closing
perception gaps.
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The long-term recommendations presented in Figure 6 focus more on those activities that require building relationships with
business and government, improving volunteer recruitment practices and refining nonprofits’ communication strategies. The 
recommendations also include two recommendations first presented in the 2004 study that are still relevant today.While these
long-term recommendations require a greater commitment on the part of the nonprofits to implement, they are likely to have
the greatest impact in closing perception gaps and building support for the nonprofit sector.

Figure 6. These long-term recommendations require a greater investment on the part of nonprofits, but will likely result 
in the greatest impact.
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T R O P M A N R E P O R T S2005
Study #1: The Cost of Meeting Compliance:

A Case Study of Challenges,Time Investments, and Dollars Spent

Study #2: Why Engage? Understanding the Incentive to Build Nonprofit Capacity

Study #3: Nonprofit “Capacity-Building Orientation”:
The Role of Learning in Building Nonprofit Performance

Study #4: Service Clustering: Building Cohesive Public Service Capacity

T R O P M A N R E P O R T S2004
Study #1: Do They See What I See? Public Opinion and the Human Services Sector

(Campos, Inc.)

Study #2: Charting the Resources of the Pittsburgh Region’s Nonprofit Sector 
(Urban Institute)

Study #3: An Analysis of the Pittsburgh Region’s Capacity-Building Industry:
Who Is Doing What for Whom and to What End? (Millesen & Bies)

Study #4: High Performance in Nonprofit Organizations in the Greater 
Pittsburgh Area (Consulting Group, Inc., and Eastern Michigan University)

Study #5: Assessing Social Return on Investment for Social Enterprises in 
the Pittsburgh Region (Olszak Management Consulting, Inc.)

The Tropman Reports listed below can be found at www.forbesfunds.org.

T R O P M A N R E P O R T S2006
Study #1: Built to Last: Our Legacy and Our Future –

Nonprofits and the Regional Economy

Study #2: How is the Region Doing?
Human Service Use and Service Availability in Allegheny County, PA

Study #3: A Comparative Analysis of the Capacity-Building Industries 
in Pittsburgh and Central Texas
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T R O P M A N R E P O R T S2003
Study #1: The Precarious Billion Dollar Sector — Nonprofit Human Services in 

the Pittsburgh Metropolitan Area (Urban Institute)

Study #2: Strategic Restructuring — A Tool for Improving Organizational
Effectiveness (LaPiana Associates, Inc.)

Study #3: Identifying Financing Opportunities for Pittsburgh-based Social Enterprises
(Community Wealth Ventures)

Study #4: The Use of Modern Quality Assurance in Nonprofit Management
(Community Quality Institute)

Study #5: The Challenge of Nonprofit Leadership — A Comparative Study of
Nonprofit Executives in the Pittsburgh Region (University of Pittsburgh
GSPIA)

Study #6:The 2002 Wage and Benefit Survey (Bayer Center for Nonprofit
Management)

Study #7: The Insurance Muddle — Addressing Healthcare Costs for Nonprofit 
Sector Employees (Dewey & Kaye and Triad)

Study #8: Diversity Within and Among Nonprofit Boards in Allegheny County, PA
(University Center on Social and Urban Research)

T R O P M A N R E P O R T S2002
Study #1: Capacity-Building in the Nonprofit Sector — A Comparison of Resources

and Practices in Pittsburgh and Denver (Jane Hansberry)

Study #2: How do Nonprofits Compare with For-Profit Providers? An Application 
of Customer Value (Tripp, Umbach & Associates)

Study #3: Leveraging Human Capital — How do Nonprofits in Pittsburgh Recruit
and Manage Volunteers? (First Side Partners)

Study #4: New Economy Entrepreneurs — Their Attitudes on Philanthropy 
(Campos Market Research)

Study #5: Profit-Making in Nonprofits — An Assessment of Entrepreneurial Ventures
in Nonprofit Organizations (Olszak Management Consulting, Inc.)

Study #6: Recruitment and Retention of Managerial Talent — Current Practices and
Prospects for Nonprofits in Pittsburgh (University of Pittsburgh)

Study #7: Social Services in Faith-Based Organizations — Pittsburgh Congregations
and the Services They Provide (Buchanan Ingersoll)

Study #8: Staying Ahead of the Curve — An Assessment of Executive Training Needs
and Resources in Pittsburgh (Tripp, Umbach & Associates)

Study #9: Strategic Planning — Positioning Identity,Values and Aspirations 
(Katz Graduate School of Business)



www.forbesfunds.org


