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Introduction

Background
For  over  35  years,  NCLR  has  been  improving  the  lives  of  
Hispanic  Americans  through  advocacy,  programs  and  
research.  Coinciding  with  a  change  in  leadership,  NCLR  
recognizes  that  the  needs  of  its  constituencies  have  been  
evolving  and  the  organization  needs  to  evolve  its  brand  to  
remain  relevant  to  its  key  constituencies.    
In  its  Five-­Year  Strategic  Plan  completed  last  October,  NCLR  
added  two  areas  of  emphasis,  one  being  a  renewed  
commitment   to  the  affiliate  network,  and  the  other  being  an  
establishment  of  an  integrated  marketing  and  
communications  strategy.     In  doing  so,  NCLR  recognized  a  
need  to  solidify  the  NCLR  “brand”  and  increase  the  visibility  of  
the  organization.  
The  research  conducted  by  Cheskin  provides  a  
comprehensive  portrait  of  the  perceptions  and  desires  of  the  
affiliates  and  is  a  key  step  towards  the  development  of  the  
Integrated  Marketing  and  Communications  Strategic  Plan.  
Cheskin  also  collaborated  with  the  Bridgespan  Group  for  an  
online  survey  to  support  the  research  efforts  of  both  
organizations.
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Objectives

Research  Objectives
To  get  a  data-­driven  understanding  of  how  NCLR  can:
• Improve  services  &  communication  with  selected  constituents/sectors
• Increase  the  organization’s  visibility  
• Sharpen  a  positive  public  image  and  “brand”  among  stakeholders  and  
general  public  

• Use  the  research  to  inform  all  constituents  of  the  work  performed  by  NCLR,  
including  programs  and  fund  raising  

More  specifically:
• Identify  perceived  benefits  Affiliates  get  from  their  association  with  NCLR    
• Identify  desired  benefits  from  the  association
• Understand  differences  between  Affiliates  that  have  had  longer  relationship  
with  NCLR  vs.  newer  Affiliates  in  terms  of  rationale  for  joining,  benefits  
expectation,  knowledge  of  NCLR  and  its  services  and  programs  etc.

• Level  of  satisfaction  with  the  relationship  
• Ways  to  improve  levels  of  satisfaction

• Understand  receptiveness  to  signaling  the  alliance  with  NCLR  by  displaying  
the  NCLR  logo  on  their  letterhead,  building  etc..  What  would  it  take?

• Identify  type  of  accountability  expected  from  NCLR.    To  what  extent  are  they  
willing  to  be  accountable  to  NCLR?

• Knowledge  of  and  satisfaction  with  Raza  Development  Fund
• NCLR  Regional  office  effectiveness  and  service  satisfaction



4

©  Cheskin  2004

Approach

A  combination  of  qualitative  and  quantitative  research  was  conducted.    

Qualitative  Research
• Twenty  in-­depth  telephone  interviews  lasting  approximately  45  minutes  on  
average  were  conducted  with  affiliates.    Affiliates  were  chosen  to  represent  a  mix  
of  levels  of  depth  in  interaction  with  NCLR  (including  several  delinquent  affiliates)  
as  well  as  a  mix  of  geographic  locations  across  the  country.    Interviews  were  
conducted  with  Executive  Directors  or  Presidents  of  each  organization  between  
March  and  April  2005.

• A  focus  group  was  also  conducted  with  the  Affiliate  Council  in  Washington  DC  
during  the  Affiliate  Council  Meeting  on  March  8,  2005.

Quantitative  Research
• In  collaboration  with  the  Bridgespan  Group,  a  web-­based  survey  was  created  and  
e-­mail  invitations  were  sent  to  all  312  affiliates.  A  total  of  94  Affiliates  completed  
the  survey.

• Statistical  significance  between  subgroups  was  assessed  using  the  chi-­square  
test  for  categorical  variables  and  t-­test  for  continuous  variables  and  a  p-­value  of  
.10  or  less

• Non-­Response  Bias  -­ Respondents  compared  to  non-­respondents

• No  statistically  significant  differences  in  age,  years  affiliated,  or  region
• However,  respondents  were  more  likely  to  have  programs  in  education,  
workforce,  or  advocacy

• We  also  hypothesize  that  the  most  involved  affiliates  were  more  likely  to  
respond  to  the  survey  as  28%  of  respondents  reported  having  had  a  staff  
members  serve  on  either  the  affiliate  council  or  the  board  of  directors
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Summary  of  Findings
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NCLR  Identity
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Across  both  phases  of  research,  NCLR  was  clearly  seen  as  the  largest,  most  
influential  Hispanic  advocate  in  the  US  among  affiliates.

Awareness
• Most  were  familiar  with  the  mission,  history  and  legacy  of  NCLR,  but  were  unsure  
about  NCLR’s  program  and  policy  areas  of  focus,  other  than  areas  an  affiliate  
works  on  with  NCLR.

• Some  expressed  a  desire  to  know  more  about  what  NCLR  does  as  they  feel  they  
only  know  and  interact  with  a  very  small  part  of  the  organization.

NCLR  identity  from  the  qualitative  interviews
• NCLR’s  identity  was  first  and  foremost  as  an  advocate
• Many  also  saw  the  organization’s  identity  as  similar  to  that  of  Raul,  using  words  
such  as  credible,  impactful,  respected,  professional,  and  politically  savvy.

• The  organization  was  frequently  described  in  qualitative  interviews  as  Mexican-­
American  oriented.    The  quant  work  substantiated  affiliates  perceiving  NCLR  not  
highly  effective  in  representing  all  Latinos,  yet  this  is  seen  as  very  important.    
Many  expressed  concerns  about  being  able  to  break  away  from  the  Mexican-­
American  focus  due  to  the  legacy  and  the  given  demographics  of  our  country.

• NCLR  was  seen  as  above  all  other  national  Hispanic  organizations  in  terms  of  
power  and  influence.

• Affiliates  also  expressed  concern  regarding  NCLR  trying  to  accomplish  too  much  
and  needing  to  focus.

NCLR  Identity
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Q1:  If  you  had  to  choose  three  words  or  phrases  to  describe  NCLR,  what  would  they  be?  
Top  responses  shown.  (n=94)

Essence  of  NCLR  -­ Top  of  Mind  Impressions

Advocacy/Advocate

Latino/Hispanic/Chicano   focus

National/Nationwide

Organization/group

Powerful/Prominent/Influential

Leaders/Leadership

Progressive/Innovative/Visionary

Supportive/Helpful/Responsive

Committed/Dedicated/Focused

Civil  Rights/Human  rights

The  quantitative  findings  
validate  the  qualitative  results  
of  affiliates  describing  NCLR  as  
the  most  prominent  and  
influential  Latino  advocacy  
group  in  the  nation.      NCLR  is  
greatly  admired  with  many  
positive  qualities  used  to  
describe  the  organization.

Total

48%

37%

24%

16%

15%

14%

12%

10%

7%

7%
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Q7:  Please  indicate  how  important  each  area  is  to  you  in  terms  of  NCLR’s  involvement.    Use  a  
scale  from  1  to  10  where  1  means  it  is  not  at  all  important,  and  10  means  it  is  extremely  important.  
(Percentages  represent  percent  of  respondents  who  rated  importance  a  9  or  10.  n=94)

Top  10  Most  Important  Areas  of  NCLR  Involvement

Affiliates  were  asked  to  rate  
the  importance  and  NCLR’s  
effectiveness  on  29  different  
attributes  developed  from  the  
qualitative  findings.  

Items  affiliates  perceived  as  
most  important  for  NCLR’s  
involvement  also  tend  to  be  
areas  where  they  also  
perceive  NCLR  to  be  highly  
effectiveness.    These  top  
items  related  mostly  to  
national  visibility  and  
advocacy  of  Latino  issues.

Total

Raises  visibility  of  Latino   issues  on  a  
national   level

Well-­known  advocate  for  Latino  issues  on  
the  national   level

Has  a  responsive  staff

Listens  to  affiliates

Primarily  an  advocacy  organization   focused  
on  effecting  policy  change

Helps  to  empower  affiliates

Is  an  important  source  of  information  on  
Latino   issues

Understands  issues  facing  broader  Latino  
pop.  better  than  any  other  organization

Enhances  the  reputation  of  my  organization

Raises  visibility  of  Latino   issues  on  a  local  
level

71%

70%

67%

63%

62%

62%

61%

61%

61%

60%

Above  Average  Effectiveness Below  Average  Effectiveness
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Top  10  Areas  NCLR  Involvement  Considered  Most  Effective
Top  2  Box

Is  an  important  source  of  information  on  
Latino   issues

Well-­known  advocate  for  Latino  issues  on  
the  national   level  

Understands  issues  facing  broader  Latino  
pop.  better  than  any  other  organization

Well-­known   in  the  corporate  world

Primarily  an  advocacy  organization   focused  
on  effecting  policy  change

Raises  visibility  of  Latino   issues  on  a  
national   level

Highly  visible  organization

An  American  institution

Enhances  the  reputation  of  my  organization

Provides  opportunities   for  affiliates  to  
network

When  the  same  29  attributes  are  
sorted  by  NCLR’s  effectiveness  
(rather  than  importance),  NCLR’s  
greatest  strengths  are  perceived  to  its  
information  it  provides  as  well  as  the  
advocacy  work.

Total

59%

55%

47%

45%

45%

41%

38%

36%

34%

33%

Q8:  Please  rate  how  effective  NCLR  is  in  each  area.    Use  a  scale  from  1  to  10  where  1  means  it  is  
not  at  all  effective,  and  10  means  it  is  extremely  effective.  (Percentages  represent  percent  of  
respondents  who  rated  importance  a  9  or  10.  n=94)  
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The  Affiliate-­NCLR  
Relationship
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NCLR-­Affiliate  Relationship

Satisfaction
• Affiliates  are  generally  satisfied  with  their  relationship  with  NCLR,  yet  satisfaction  
levels  are  below  their  willingness  to  recommend.  This  suggests  a  strong  belief  in  
NCLR  and  support  for  the  cause.

• Affiliates  in  the  West  had  the  lowest  level  of  satisfaction

While  NCLR  is  best  regarded  for  its  advocacy,  research  and  analysis  is  also  
viewed  as  highly  effective  and  very  important
• Keeping  affiliates  informed  on  issues  that  impact  their  communities  helps  them  
serve  their  constituencies  better.

Serving  the  same  audience
• Some  affiliates  in  the  qualitative  work  felt  that  as  the  service  delivery  mechanisms  
for  NCLR’s  programs,  affiliates  should  be  considered  NCLR’s  primary  audience.  
However,  most  affiliates  saw  the  Hispanic  community  at  large  as  NCLR’s  most  
important  audience.

• While  most  affiliates  view  the  Hispanic  population  as  the  shared  primary  
audience,  some  in  the  qualitative  interviews  expressed  concern  that  corporate  
partners  appear  to  have  more  focus  than  affiliates  do.
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NCLR-­Affiliate  Relationship  (cont’d)

Key  Issues  on  Services

Advocacy  and  Programs
• NCLR’s  effectiveness  and  emphasis  is  naturally  seen  as  advocacy.    Affiliates  see  
themselves  as  the  key  to  programs  for  the  Hispanic  population.  NLCR  needs  to  
distinguish  its  added  value  on  the  program  side  as  NCLR’s  is  not  currently  seen  
as  highly  effective  on  program  work,  nor  is  its  involvement  seen  as  highly  
important.

Geographic  scope
• NCLR’s  impact  is  seen  highly  effective  on  a  national  level,  specifically  in  DC  
where  it  is  viewed  as  most  important.    There  is  expressed  desire  for  more  impact  
on  a  local  and  regional  level,  especially  among  those  in  smaller  or  more  rural  
communities  where  they  hope  NCLR  will  have  a  lot  more  clout  than  they  currently  
do.

Funding
• Apart  from  more  impact  on  a  regional  level,  affiliates  place  importance  on  areas  
related  to  funding  (such  as  facilitating  opportunities),  but  do  not  rate  NCLR  as  
highly  effective  in  this  area.

Usage  of  Programs  and  Services
• Barriers  to  using  NCLR’s  programs  and  services  include  primarily  not  knowing  
about  the  service  as  well  as  cost  barriers  (either  cost  of  the  program  or  travel  
costs).
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Q2:  Overall,  how  satisfied  are  you  with  your  relationship  with  NCLR?  Q3:  How   likely  are  you  
to  recommend  joining  NCLR   to  your  colleagues  in  other  organizations?  (n=94)

Satisfaction  with  Relationship  and  Willingness  to  
Recommend

“Extremely  Satisfied”  10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

“Extremely  Dissatisfied”  1

While  respondents  are  
generally  satisfied,  there  
is  more  variability  in  
satisfaction  than  in  
affiliates  willingness  to  
recommend  joining  
NCLR,  suggesting  a  
strong  support  for  the  
cause  even  when  less  
than  fully  satisfied.

Satisfaction

19%

13%

19%

20%

10%

13%

3%

1%

0%

2%

“Extremely  Likely”  10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

“Not  at  all  Likely”  1

Recommend

40%

16%

17%

13%

5%

3%

2%

1%

0%

2%
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Satisfaction  lowest  in  the  West

While  there  were  not  any  statistically  significant  differences  in  willingness  to  
recommend  across  regions,  the  western  region  had  the  lowest  level  of  satisfaction  
with  NCLR.

45
49

12*

38

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

West Midwest South East

Q2:  Overall,  how  satisfied  are  you  with  your  relationship  with  NCLR?  (n:  West=41,  
Midwest=22,  South=37,  East=13)  *  statistically  significant  difference  at  the  95%  level  of  
confidence.
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Q4:  Please  explain  why  you  rated  your  likelihood  to  recommend  joining  NCLR   a  (rating  
between  1  and  10).  Top  responses  shown.    See  appendix  for  more  detail.  (n=94)

Reasons  for  Recommendation

NCLR  Accomplishments  (NET)

Address  a  wide  range  of  Latino  
issues

Important  advocate/can  bring  about  
change

Excellent  org/have  lot   to  offer

Represents  Latinos  nationally

Benefits  to  Affiliates  (NET)

Networking

Help  find   resources/opportunities

Supports  org/provides  help

Total

56%

19%

17%

17%

16%

34%

13%

12%

10%

Negative  Comments  (Net)

Not  good   for  all  organizations

Doesn’t  do  enough/limited   benefits

Not  enough   local  representation

33%

10%

7%

6%

There  is  a  lot  of  pride  in  NCLR’s  accomplishments  as  affiliates’  recommendations  are  more  driven  by  NCLR’s  overall  
accomplishments  than  by  the  direct  benefits  they  receive.
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Q9:  Please  rate  how  important  it  is  that  NCLR   focuses  on  each  area.    Use  a  scale  from  1  to  10  
where  1  means  it  is  not  at  all  important,  and  10  means  it  is  extremely  important.  (Percentages  
represent  percent  of  respondents  who  rated  importance  a  9  or  10.  n=94)

Top  10  Most  Important  Programs  &  Services          

The  programs  and  services  
affiliates  saw  as  most  
important  spanned  a  variety  
of  areas  including  advocacy  
(national  &  regional),  funding  
(direct  and  improving  
access)  and  keeping  
affiliates  informed  with  
research  and  analysis.

Total

Impacts  policy  on  a  national  level

Helps  broker  relationships  for  affiliates  
with  potential  funders

Raises  affiliates  visibility  with  potential  
funders

Provides  direct  funding   for  affiliate  
programs

Keeps  affiliates  informed  of  policy  
issues

Facilitates  access  to  corporate  America

Provides  up-­to-­date  research  &  
analysis

Mobilizes  affiliates  quickly  to  take  
action  on  critical  issues

Impacts  policy  on  a  state  level

Gives  affiliates  opportunities   to  
participate  in  advocacy

76%

76%

72%

69%

67%

62%

60%

59%

57%

55%

Above  Average  Satisfaction Below  Average  Satisfaction
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Q10:  Now   you  will  see  a  list  of  services  and  activities  NCLR  in  involved  in.    Please  rate  how  
satisfied  you  have  been  with  each  area.    1=  Not  at  all  satisfied,  10=Extremely  satisfied  
(Percentages  represent  percent  of  respondents  who  rated  importance  a  9  or  10.  n=94)

Top  10  Areas  of  Satisfaction  with  NCLR  Services/Activities
Top  2  Box

Total

Gives  affiliates  opportunities   to  participate  in  
advocacy  (e.g.  through  action  alerts)

Keeps  affiliates  informed  of  policy  issues

Impacts  policy  on  a  national  level

Mobilizes  affiliates  quickly  to  take  action  on  
critical  issues

Provides  up-­to-­date  research  &  analysis  I  
can  use  in  my  local/state  advocacy  efforts

Organizes  national   and  state  advocacy  days
Provides  training  and  technical  assistance  

so  we  can  participate  in  advocacy
Helps  affiliates  share  programs  through  

networking  opportunities
Provides  NCLR  programs/services

Provides  direct  funding   for  affiliate  programs

Provides  program  specific  training

56%

56%

47%

39%

34%

31%

26%

24%

21%

19%

19%

Consistent  with  other  
findings  in  the  survey,  the  top  
areas  where  affiliates  see  
NCLR  as  strongest  is  related  
to  its  advocacy  and  helping  
affiliates  with  advocacy  
(either  through  action  alerts,  
training,  or  research  and  
analysis).
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Evaluation  of  programs  and  services  

When  all  attributes  related  to  services  
and  programs  that  were  rated  are  
aggregated,  advocacy  is  clearly  
NCLR’s  greatest  strength,  while  
affiliates  place  highest  importance  on  
both  advocacy  and  funding  
assistance.

8.44 7.91 7.61
8.63

0
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2

3

4
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6

7

8

9

10

Advocacy
assistance

Program
assistance

Technical
assistance

Funding
assistance

0
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7
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9

10

Importance Effectiveness

Q9:  Please  indicate  how  important  it  is  that  NCLR  focus  on  each  area..    Q10.  Secondly,  please  
rate  how  satisfied  you  have  been  with  each  area..    Use  a  scale  from  1  to  10.    (Mean  ratings.  n=94)
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Effectiveness  by  Importance

Affiliates  ratings  of  NCLR’s  effectiveness  
were  compared  to  their  importance  ratings  
across  all  the  53  attributes  (29  identity  and  
24  program  &  service  attributes).    The  
comparison  shows  were  NCLR’s  core  
strengths  are  (top  right  box),  as  well  as  
where  affiliates  desire  most  improvement  
(top  left  box).    This  analysis  assists  in  
putting  the  core  strengths  in  perspective.

Im
p
o
rt
a
n
ce

EffectivenessL

H

H

Higher  Importance  &
Lower  Effectiveness
• Local/Regional  Impact
• Funding  /  facilitates  funding
• Collaborating  more  with  
affiliates  (staff  listens  and  is  
responsive)

Higher  Importance  &
Higher  Effectiveness
• National  Advocacy  &  
Impact
• Expertise  /  Research  &  
Analysis
• Mobilizes  affiliates,  reaches  
out  to  affiliates  &  enhances  
affiliates  reputation

Lower  Importance  &
Lower  Effectiveness
• Technical  assistance
• Coalition
• Technical  assistance
• Program  development

Lower  Importance  &
Higher  Effectiveness
• An  American  institution
• Advocacy  TA  /  advocacy  
days
• In  person  
forums/conferences
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Q11:  You  indicated  not  having  used  particular  services.  What  are  the  main  reasons  you  have  not  
used  them?  (Multiple  responses  allowed.  Top  responses  shown.    See  appendix  for  more  detail.  
n=30)  

Barriers  For  Not  Using  NCLR  Services

Among  those  who  haven’t  used  
a  particular  service,  lack  of  
awareness  and  cost  are  the  
largest  barriers  to  taking  
advantage  of  NCLR’s  services.

Total

Not  aware  of  the  service  (AWARENESS)

Cost  issue  (NET)

Travel  costs

Cost  of  the  program

(OTHER)
Services  do  not  fit  my  needs

Geographic  barriers  and  distance

Have  other  providers  for  services

Bad  experience  in  past  with  NCLR’s  services

Hassle  of  application  process

67%

60%

53%

27%

43%

30%

30%

10%

7%
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Q13:  Which  of  the  following  types  of  training  would  you  be  most  interested  in?  (Multiple  responses  
allowed.  n=94)

Interest  in  Training

Strategic  Planning

Leadership  development

Human  Resource  Management

Fundraising—how   to?

Board  development

Writing  Proposals

Advocacy  &  Lobbying

Budgeting  &  Financial  advice

Writing  Press  releases

Mentoring   for  self  and  others

Juvenile  Justice

Presentation  Skills

Among  a  list  of  training  topics  shown  
to  affiliates  to  choose  from,  those  
most  frequently  selected  related  to  
developing  the  strategic  future  of  the  
organization  and  its  leadership.

Total

43%

37%

33%

33%

30%

29%

23%

22%

7%

6%

5%

4%
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Roles
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Roles

Reason  for  affiliation
• Affiliates  see  NCLR’s  advocacy  work  as  the  primary  reason  they  are  an  affiliate.    
From  the  qualitative  work  we  saw  that  they  are  driven  by  the  belief  that  by  
working  together,  affiliates  with  NCLR  will  create  a  larger  impact  on  Hispanic  
society  and  in  their  particular  communities.

• As  shown  in  previous  sections,  one  of  the  most  relevant  products  to  affiliates  is  
information  and  keeping  affiliates  informed  of  issues  affecting  their  work.    As  part  
of  their  role,  they  see  “being  the  eyes  and  ears  in  the  community”  as  a  large  part  
of  their  role.    

• Collecting  data  was  seen  as  most  important.    In  the  qualitative  work,  however,  
they  viewed  that  there  currently  is  not  a  mechanism  for  information  to  flow  as  
easily  from  the  affiliates  to  NCLR  as  in  the  opposite  direction.    The  annual  
conference  is  one  important  opportunity  for  information  to  flow  in  multiple  
directions.  

• Apart  from  collecting  data,  affiliates  see  themselves  as  most  apt  to  develop  
programs  best  suited  to  the  needs  of  their  local  communities.
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Q5:  What  are  the  top  five  reasons  you  are  an  affiliate  of  NCLR?  (Top  mention  only.    See  
appendix  for  more  detail).

Primary  Reason  for  Affiliation      

Affiliates  were  asked  to  
select  among  a  given  list  
the  top  reasons  why  they  
are  an  affiliate.  The  top  
response  by  far  was  to  
support  NCLR  as  an  
advocate,  mentioned  by  
nearly  half  of  all  affiliates.  In  
the  qualitative  interviews,  
we  saw  that  affiliates  felt  
that  NCLR  was  indeed  
making  a  difference  in  the  
lives  of  Hispanics.    The  next  
most  frequently  mentioned  
reason  was  related  to  
funding,  mentioned  by  
approximately  one  out  of  
five  affiliates.

Those  who  have  been  an  
affiliate  longer  were  more  
likely  to  cite  “advocacy”  
than  those  who  have  been  
affiliated  for  less  time.

Total

46%

20%

14%

10%

5%

3%

1%

1%

Advocate  for  the  Latino  community  
nationally

Grants  and  other  financial  assistance  
from  NCLR

Networking  opportunities  with  other  
Hispanic  serving  orgs

Advocate  for  the  specific  
programs/areas  you  work  in

Increased  access/visibility  to  funders

Training/Tech.   Assistance  in  effective  
organizations  practices

Leadership  development  
opportunities   for  you  or  your  staff

Programs  NCLR  provides
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Affiliates’  perception  of  their  role

28%

19%

12%
11% 11%

10%

6%
4%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

Collect  data Share
practices

Implement
NCLR

programs

Increase  NCLR
visibility

Mobilize
constituents

Participate
LOCAL
advocacy

Work  w/  NCLR
to  raise  funds

Participate
NATIONAL
advocacy

0%

15%

30%

45%

60%

75%

90%

Consider  Most  Important Very  Willing

Q20.  Please  rate  your  willingness  to  take  on  each  role…  (%  of  respondents  selecting)  Q21.  Of  
those  roles,  which  one  do  you  see  as  most  important  affiliates  can  do  to  help  NCLR  achieve  our  
shared  mission  of  improving  the  lives  of  Hispanics.  (%  of  respondents  indicating  “very  willing”)  

While  Affiliates  join  because  of  NCLR’s  advocacy  work,  they  see  their  most  important  role  in  supporting  
NCLR’s  as  the  link  to  the  local  community  gathering  local  data,  as  well  as  developing  and  implementing  
programmatic  work.    Those  in  the  East  &  Midwest  were  more  likely  to  support  by  engaging  in  local  advocacy  
and  increasing  NCLR’s  visibility  than  those  in  the  Southwest  &  West.
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Q12:  What  specific  activities  can  NCLR  do  better  or  do  they  need  to  create?    What  can  
NCLR   do  better?  (Top  responses  shown.    See  appendix  for  more  detail.  Multiple  responses  
allowed.  n=94)

Suggestions  for  Improvement      

Funding/fundraising/liason   to  funders

Training/technical   assistance  (NET)

More  training/technical   assistance

Assist  with  org.development/growth

Communication/customer  service  (NET)

Better  communication/feedback

More  efficient  customer  service

Collaboration/networking   (NET)

More  meetings/conferences
Unite  affiliates/strengthen  network

Stronger/clearer  voice  (NET)

Increase  visibility/media  presence

More  national/state/regional   advocacy  (OTHER)

When  affiliates  were  asked  
unaided  for  suggestions  on  
activities  to  improve  or  
create,  top  responses  
related  to  funding,  training  
and  communication.    

Total

31%

30%

16%

6%

26%

16%

9%

23%

14%

7%

13%

7%

7%
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Q6:  What  ONE  thing  could  NCLR   provide  that  would  increase  its  value  to  affiliates?  (Top  
responses  shown.  Multiple  responses  allowed.  See  appendix  for  more  detail.  n=94).

Top  of  mind  ways  NCLR  can  increasing  value

When  affiliates  were  asked  
directly  and  unaided  what  
NCLR  could  do  to  increase  
value,  again,  access  to  
funding  opportunities  and  
increased  collaboration  were  
the  top  requests.

Total

Funding   (NET)

Access  to  funding   opportunities/grants

Collaboration/Networking   (NET)

More  meetings/Conferences

More  communication/Information
(OTHER)

Technical  assistance/programming  help

More  affiliate  input/listen   to  affiliates

Increase  NCLR  visibility

34%

32%

34%

13%

9%

9%

6%

6%
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Q23:  Would  you  be  willing  to  pay  an  increased  membership  fee  (current  fee  $400)  for  
expanded  services  from  NCLR?  (n=94)

Willingness  to  Pay  Higher  Membership  Fee  

Definitely
21%

Maybe
66%

No
13%

Most  affiliates  are  open  to  
paying  increased  
membership  fees  for  
expanded  services  from  
NCLR.
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Level  of  Involvement
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Q17:  Which  statement  best  describes  your  interaction  with  NCLR  in  Washington  DC   versus    
your  regional  field  office?  (n=94)

Affiliates  are  not  clear  on  the  role  of  field  offices

Interact  only  with  the  NCLR  
office  in  Washington  DC  

Interact  mostly  with  the  NCLR  
office  in  Washington  DC  

Interact  equally  with  both

Interact  mostly  with  the  NCLR  
regional  field  office

Interact  only  with  the  NCLR  
regional  field  office

Do  not   interact  at  all  with  NCLR

Less  than  a  quarter  of  respondents  
interact  mainly  with  the  field  office.    In  
the  qualitative  interviews  it  was  found  
that  affiliates  often  did  not  know  the  
role  of  the  field  office  or  did  not  know  
who  to  contact  in  the  field  office.

The  results  did  differ  by  region,  with  
affiliates  on  the  East  coast  having  
more  direct  interaction  with  the  DC  
office,  while  West  coast  affiliates  
alluding  to  more  interaction  with  a  
field  office.

Interestingly,  affiliates  on  the  East  &  
Midwest  were  more  likely  to  rate  
NCLR  as  having  a  “responsive  staff”  
than  affiliates  in  the  Southwest  &  
West.

In  the  qualitative  work,  some  
expressed  interest  in  working  with  
field  offices  to  have  a  stronger  impact  
on  local  politics.

Total

20%

27%

27%

16%

6%

4%
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Q29:  Approximately  how  many  times  has  someone  from  your  office  attended  each  of  the  following  types  of  
events  in  the  past  3  years?  (Means.  n=94).

NCLR  Conference

Affiliate  Caucus

Advocacy  Day

Seminars  or  Training  Sessions

NCLR  Event  Attendance

2.6

2.5

1.1

2.9

TotalAffiliates  responding  to  the  survey  
have  had  some  experience  with  
NCLR’s  different  activities.
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24%

23%

12%

11%

10%

20%

Q24:  How  many  years  has  your  organization  been  an  affiliate  of  NCLR?  (n=94)

Length  of  Affiliation

%  of  
respondents

5  or  less

6-­10  years

11-­15  years

16-­20  years

More  than  20  years

Not  sure

Those  who  participated  in  the  survey  
represent  a  broad  spectrum  of  
tenured  relationships  with  NCLR,  
averaging  11.5  years  of  affiliation  with  
NCLR.

Length  of  
Affiliation
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Q34:  Has  anyone  in  your  organization  ever  held  a  position  on  the  Affiliate  Council  or  Board  
of  Directors?  (n=94)

Participation  on  NCLR  Board/Council

Currently  on  Affiliate  Council

Previously  on  Affiliate  Council

Currently  on  Board  of  Directors

Previously  on  Board  of  Directors

None  of  the  above

9%

7%

5%

9%

72%

TotalNearly  three-­quarters  of  respondents  
have  never  had  any  participation  in  
the  Affiliate  Council  or  been  on  the  
Board  of  Directors.
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NCLR  Visibility  and  
Communication



36

©  Cheskin  2004

Q18:  In  the  various  types  of  communication  listed,  how  often  do  you  refer  to  your  organization’s  affiliation  with  
NCLR?   1=Never  refer  to  NCLR   affiliation,  10=Always  refer  to  NCLR  affiliation.  (Means.  n=94).

When  applying   for  grants  or  funding

When  working  w  the  Latino  population

When  talking  to  local/nat’l   gov’t  reps

General  conversations  about  your  org

When  working  w  non-­Latino   orgs

Interviewing  new  Board  members

Press  releases  for  your  org

When  talking  to  local  media

In  general  written  communications

Interviewing  new  hires

Perceived  Value—Frequency  of  NCLR  reference

Affiliates  appear  to  refer  to  
their  NCLR  affiliation  with  
regularity.    In  the  qualitative  
work  it  was  found  that  
affiliates  often  do  not  
include  NCLR’s  logo  on  
written  communications.    
The  reason  most  often  cited  
was  not  knowing  they  were  
supposed  to.    It  was  also  
clear  that  increased  general  
awareness  of  NCLR  would  
provide  more  of  an  
incentive  to  display  the  
logo.

6.5

6.5

6.4

5.9

5.3

5.3

5.1

4.9

4.7

4.1

Total
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Q19:  How   satisfied  are  you  with  the  amount  of  communication  you  have  with  NCLR…?   1=Extremely  
Dissatisfied,  10=Extremely  Satisfied.  (Means.  n=94).

By  email

With  NCLR  in  general

By  phone

By  regular  mail

In  person

By  fax

Specifically  with   regional  field  office

Satisfaction  with  Amount  of  Communication

Affiliates  are  most  satisfied  with  the  
level  of  e-­mail  communication  and  
desire  more  local  communication.    In  
the  qualitative  work  the  desire  for  
stronger  personal  communications  
and  closer  relationships  was  
repeatedly  emphasized.    

Throughout  the  study,  the  desire  for  
more  communication  was  
emphasized  by  many  affiliates.

7.6

6.9

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.2

6.1

Total
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Q22:  What  suggestions  do  you  have  for  ways  in  which  NCLR   can  become  better  known  for  
its  programs  or  advocacy  work,  either  on  a  national  level  or  in  your  community?  (Top  
mentions  only.    Multiple  responses  allowed.  See  appendix  for  more  detail.  n=94)

Suggestions  for  improving  visibility  

National  visibility  (NET)

More  media  visibility/press  release

Local/regional   efforts  (NET)

More  local  reps/groups/community  forums

More  involvement  in   local  issues

Develop  partnerships  with   local  affiliates

More  attention/advocacy  within  communities
Participate  in  community/affiliate  events

Communications  (NET)

Personal  contact/visit/meet  affiliates

More  national/state/regional   advocacy  (OTHER)

Assist  with  program/non-­profit  development

Help  with   funding

When  respondents  were  
asked  unaided  for  
suggestions  on  improving  
NCLR’s  visibility,  a  variety  of  
suggestions  ensued.    Given  
the  regional  focus  and  
expertise  of  affiliates,  most  
recommendations  were  
geared  towards  local  efforts.    
From  the  qualitative  work,  it  
became  clear  that  a  stronger  
national  presence  is  desired  
to  support  NCLR’s  national  
impact.

In  the  qualitative  interviews,  
many  affiliates  believed  that  
their  orgnization’s  names  
carried  more  weight  and  
influence  locally.

Total

26%

19%

50%

12%

11%

10%

10%

7%

22%

7%

7%

6%

6%
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Q14:  How   familiar  are  you  with  RDF   (Raza  Development  Fund)?    Q15.  Have  you  ever  
contacted  or  used  RDF?  (n=94)

RDF  Familiarity  and  Usage

10  “Extremely  Familiar”

9
8

7

6
5

4
3

2

1  “Not  at  all  familiar”

Approximately  half  of  affiliates  felt  rather  familiar  with  RDF  (score  of  8  or  higher)  and  40%  have  actually  contacted  RDF.    
From  the  qualitative  work  we  learned  that  among  those  who  contacted  RDF  but  did  not  use  them  said  they  got  much  better  
rates  from  their  own  sources,  or  they  never  quite  understood  RDF  even  after  speaking  with  them.

Total

18%

16%

20%

7%

4%

6%

6%

1%

4%

16%

Secured  
loan
21%

Neither
39%

Contacted
40%
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Q16:  How   satisfied  were  you  with  your  experience  with  RDF?  
Base:  Those  who  have  either  contacted  or  secured  a  loan  with  RDF   (n=57)

RDF  Satisfaction

10  “Extremely  Satisfied”

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1  “Not  at  all  satisfied”

Of  those  who  have  used  or  contacted  
RDF,  only  about  a  third  rated  the  
experience  a  9  or  a  10.    From  the  
qualitative  work  some  explanations  of  
the  low  satisfaction  stem  from  
difficulties  in  understanding  the  
process,  even  after  meeting  with  
representatives  from  RDF  to  concerns  
over  RDF  rates  being  higher  than  
those  from  other  options.

Total

19%

14%

21%

9%

5%

4%

4%

4%

7%

14%
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Q32:  What  other  organizations  are  you  affiliated  with?  (Top  responses  only  shown.  Multiple  
responses  allowed.  n=94).

Other  Organization  Affiliations  

United  Way

US  Hispanic  Chamber  of  Commerce

LULAC

Local  Hispanic  Chamber  of  Commerce  

American  GI  Forum

Local  Chamber  of  Commerce

Nat’l  Alliance  for  Hispanic  Health

MALDEF

National  Puerto  Rican  Coalition

MANA

Aspira  Association

None

Affiliates  were  asked  to  list  all  
the  other  organizations  they  
are  affiliated  with.    

Approximately  three-­fourths  of  
affiliates  are  affiliated  with  
another  organization,  primarily  
the  United  Way.    In  the  
qualitative  work  we  heard  that  
often  affiliates  also  belong  to  
organizations  more  specific  to  
their  particular  area  of  focus,  
such  as  housing.

From  the  qualitative  work,  
affiliates  saw  MALDEF  as  
having  strong  visibility,  but  
very  regional.    They  saw  
LULAC  as  having  strong  local  
ties,  and  more  focused  on  civil  
rights  than  NCLR  is.    They  
also  saw  the  USHCC  as  
having  strong  visibility,  but  not  
in  line  with  non-­profits.

Total

44%

10%

10%

5%

5%

4%

3%

3%

2%

2%

2%

26%
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Q33:  What  do  you  gain  from  NCLR   versus  other  organizations  you  may  be  affiliated  with?  
(Top  responses  only  shown.  See  appendix  for  more  detail.  Multiple  responses  allowed.  
n=70).

NCLR  vs.  Other  Organizations  

Access  to  research/info/stats

Networking  with  other  companies

Understand  focus  on  Hispanic  issues

National/broader  advocacy/voice

Funding   sources/access/grants

National  presence/scope/visibility

Technical  assistance  and  resources

Advocacy/representation  in  govt.

While  affiliates  mentioned  NCLR’s  
advocacy  a  top  reason  for  joining,  
when  comparing  NCLR  to  other  
organizations  the  more  tangible  
benefits  (such  as  quality  research)  
give  NCLR  an  edge.

Total

24%

19%

17%

13%

13%

13%

11%

10%
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Q30:  In  which  of  the  following  areas  does  your  organization  provide  programs?  (Multiple  
response.  n=94).

Program  Areas

Education

Youth   leadership

Housing/community  development

Advocacy

Workforce  development

Health  care

Immigration-­related  issues

Social  service/family  support

Childcare/development/welfare

Substance  abuse  
treatment/prevention

85%

55%

55%

47%

47%

44%

33%

14%

10%

5%

TotalWhile  most  affiliates  provide  services  
in  multiple  program  areas,  education  
was  the  most  prevalent.  
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Q31:  And  which  area  would  you  say  is  your  primary focus?  (n=94)

Program  Areas—Primary  Focus

Education

Housing/community  development

Workforce  development

Youth   leadership

Health  care

Advocacy

Immigration-­related  issues

Childcare/development/welfare

Other

36%

20%

11%

5%

5%

4%

3%

1%

14%

TotalWhen  affiliates  were  forced  to  
choose  the  one  area  of  primary  
focus,  Education,  and  
Housing/Community  
Development  were  the  most  
prevalent.    

Some  areas,  such  as  Youth  
Leadership,  are  commonly  
secondary  areas  of  focus.
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Q36:  Approximately  how  many  people  does  your  organization  serve  annually?  (n=94)

Population  Served—Number  

1,000  or  fewer  served

1,001-­5,000  served

5,001-­10,000  served

10,001-­20,000  served

More  than  20,000  served

27%

24%

22%

15%

12%

%  of  respondentsPopulation  ServedAffiliates  serve  a  large  group  of  
clients.
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Q37:  Approximately  what  is  the  composition  of  the  people  served?  (Means.  n=94)

Population  Served—Country  of  Origin  

Mexican

Non-­Latino

Central/South  American

Puerto  Rican

Other  Latino  Origin

Cuban

Don’t  Know

The  populations  served  by  affiliates  is  
reflective  of  the  mix  of  Latino  origins  
in  the  United  States.

59%

13%

12%

8%

5%

1%

2%

Total
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Q38:  Approximately  what  percentage  of  those  served  are  immigrants?  (n=94).

Population  Served  — %  Immigrants  

1%-­25%

26%-­50%

51%-­75%

76%-­100%

On  average,  affiliates  estimate  that  
approximately  53%  of  the  clients  they  
serve  are  immigrants,  which  is  higher  
than  the  overall  average  among  the  
Latino  population.    There  were  
directional  differences  indicating  those  
in  the  East/Midwest  serve  a  higher  
proportion  of  immigrants  than  those  in  
the  West/Southwest.  

24%

27%

21%

27%

%  of  respondents%  of  immigrants
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Q39:  Please  indicate  the  percentage  of  your  work  that  is  done  in  the  following  areas…  
(Means.  N=94)

Population  Served  is  approximately  two-­thirds  Urban

Urban

Suburban

Rural

Total

68%

10%

21%
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Profile  of  Respondents
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Q25:  How   large  is  your  organization  in  terms  of  annual  budget?  (n=94)

Organization  Description—Size  of  Annual  Budget

$0  to  less  than  $100,000

$100,000  to  less  than  $500,000

$500,000  to  less  than  $1  million

$1  million   to  less  than  $5  million

$5  million   to  less  than  $10  million

$10  million   or  more

0%

19%

12%

41%

10%

18%

%  of  respondentsAnnual  Budget
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Q26:  What  are  your  current  funding  sources?    Please  indicate  the  percentage  of  each.  
(Means.  N=94)

Organization  Description—Current  Funding  Sources

Government  funding

Grants

Private/individual  donations

Other

59%

22%

9%

10%

Average  %Type  of  funding
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Q27:  How  many  permanent  staff  work  at  your  organization?  (n=94)  

Organization  Description—Number  of  Permanent  Staff

0-­10

11-­25

26-­50

51-­100

101-­200

201-­500

501  or  more

23%

20%

23%

11%

10%

10%

3%

%  of  respondentsStaff  Size
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Q28:  Which  of  the  following  best  describes  your  primary  role  in  your  organization?  (n=94)

Organization  Description—Respondent  Role

Executive  Director

President  or  CEO

Program  Director

Director

Vice  President

Board  Chair  or  member

Other

40%

24%

16%

7%

5%

2%

4%

%  of  respondentsTitle
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Q35:  In  which  state  is  your  organization  based?

Organization  Description—Location

SOUTHWEST/WEST  (NET) 50%

California 18% Oklahoma 3%

Texas 14% North  Carolina 3%

Arizona 10% Michigan 3%

Washington 5% Kansas 3%

New  Mexico 4% Illinois 3%

Nevada 2% Florida 3%

Utah 1% Virginia 2%

Oregon 1% Ohio 2%

Hawaii 1% Massachusetts 2%

Colorado 1% Maryland 2%

Delaware 2%

OTHER  (NET) 2% Tennessee 1%

Puerto  Rico 2% New  Jersey 1%

Nebraska 1%

EAST/MIDWEST/SOUTH  (NET) 49% Minnesota 1%

New  York 6% Louisiana 1%

District  of  Columbia 5% Kentucky 1%

Wisconsin 4% Indiana 1%

Missouri 4% Georgia 1%

Pennsylvania 3% Connecticut 1%


