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Executive Summary 
 

The environmental movement has been dominated by the ideas and values of white, middle- 
and upper-class individuals and groups since its inception in the United States. It has only been in the 
last 50 or so years that others have been included in the environmental movement, specifically when 
environmental and civil rights issues were connected. However, since this connection, the American 
environmental movement has still struggled with properly including a diverse audience in its goals and 
decision-making processes. This is evident when we look at representation within the staff and board 
members of environmental organizations, which often do not reflect the overall population of the 
United States. This paper uses a case study of environmental and diversity organizational networks 
within Durham and Orange Counties to better understand how these organizations are connected and 
work together as well as the populations that they serve.   

To understand how effective networks can operate, it’s important to know about examples and 
frameworks that organizations can follow. Organizational networks that have a shared goal can use the 
collective impact approach to maximize their efforts. The collective impact approach requires 
organizations to fulfil five conditions to reach their goal most effectively. They include having a shared 
goal, a shared measurement, mutually reinforcing activities, continuous communication, and backbone 
support. We looked at this approach to see if the Durham and Orange Counties’ organizational 
network meet these requirements and can use collective impact to make the environmental movement 
more inclusive.  

Using a survey, we analyzed aspects of the network of diversity and environmental 
organizations in Durham and Orange Counties. The landscape analysis portion of this study 
provides insight into each organization of the study individually. The network analysis was done to 
understand the network as a whole and the relationships within it. Through the landscape analysis, we 
found that environmental organizations have a statistically significant overrepresentation of white staff 
members which is not seen in the other types of organizations. The network analysis showed that the 
network has a low density and organizations do not generally collaborate with different types of 
organizations. Many of the trends found in Durham and Orange Counties reflect the trends seen in the 
United States as well. Lastly, while there are areas of potential in this network, the collective impact 
approach is not being used in the network.  
  

Based on our analyses and research, we have these recommendations for Durham and Orange 
County environmental organizations that are interested in making their organizations more inclusive:  

• Consider power dynamics  
• Identify partners that already identify communities of interest  
• Identify organizational assets and resources  
• Diversify staff and governing boards  
• Adopt goals that lead to systemic change  

  
 It is important that environmental organizations reflect diversity both internally and within 

external partnerships to truly be effective and helpful to everyone. By working more closely with 
diversity organizations, environmental organizations will be better equipped to serve their diverse 
population base and may develop stronger and more equitable partnerships as a result.   
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Introduction 
 

Trends in the Environmental Movement  
Historically, the American environmental movement was dominated by white men focusing on 

preserving “pristine wilderness”. Pioneers in early environmentalism created the precedent for a focus 
on conservation, of both untouched places and charismatic species. These men wanted to protect the 
intrinsic beauty of natural spaces and conserve natural resources (Library of Congress, n.d.; Taylor, 
2002). Many of these pioneers went on to found organizations that have since dominated the 
environmental world: John Muir created the Sierra Club, Aldo Leopold created the Wilderness Society, 
and Theodore Roosevelt created the United States Forest Service. In this era of environmentalism, 
‘nature’ was reserved for white, middle-class men who could afford to travel and recreate away from 
urban areas (Taylor, 2002). Eventually, women began to enter environmentalism through outdoor 
recreation during the women’s rights movement of the 1920s (Taylor, 2002). People of color remained 
separate from the environmental movement, especially as institutional racism, seen through laws such 
as Jim Crow, made these predominantly white spaces unsafe for racial minorities (Finney, 2014). 

This traditional environmentalism continued into the mid-twentieth century, when modern 
environmentalism began to evolve out of concern surrounding environmental degradation and social 
welfare. Rachel Carson played a large role in this transformation of environmentalism with her book, 
Silent Spring in 1962 (Davis Kaufman, n.d.). This new version of environmentalism could be accessed by 
a more diverse group of people since issues of pollution and degradation of resources impacted 
everyone (Staples, 2019). However, the main environmental organizations of the time, including those 
mentioned above, continued to demonstrate majority white, upper and middle-class membership. The 
organizations also grew larger and more concerned with broader, national issues while still being led by 
white men (Taylor, 2002).  

Despite the environmental movement's new connections with social welfare, certain 

populations were still left out of the conversation. There are many reasons why this was the case and it 

is important to note that, as Rachel Carson released Silent Spring, the Civil Rights Movement was also in 

full-force. As people of color fought for the right to be treated as equals, they were also being exposed 

to more pollution and environmental burdens than white people (Bullard et al., 2008). The connection 

between racism and environmental inequities distinctly came together in 1982 in Warren County, NC 

when a toxic waste dump was permitted to be built in a predominately black county despite not 

meeting the site qualifications (Eady, 2007). A group of nearly 500 people protested. This mobilization of 

people to fight environmental racism resonated with many people around the nation as they recognized 

similar issues in their own communities as there was a surge of research around distributive justice 

(McGurty, 2000).  

Spurred on by this event, environmental justice as an issue and the connection between civil 

rights and the environment continued to gain traction (Bullard, 2007). The landmark study by the United 

Church of Christ, Toxic Waste and Race at Twenty, found that race was statistically significant when 

determining if an individual lived near a hazardous waste site (Bullard et al., 2008). Other research 

followed, and in 1994, environmental justice was recognized by the federal government through an 

Executive Order and the concept that the environment was entangled with social and economic forces 

became more widely accepted and acted upon (Cole & Foster 2001).  
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This acceptance of environmental justice as a discipline is wrapped into “new 
environmentalism”, which requires the reimagining and practicing of equality and equity in the 
environment (McGrew, 1990). However, people of color still experience acts of de facto discrimination 
due to structural racism and the repercussions of historically racist systems and policies. For example, 
redlining, the practice of grading minority communities as exhibiting low financial security, limited 
people’s ability to access housing loans, impacted where they could live, and lowered the value of their 
property. These impacts are often still felt by the families and neighborhoods who faced discrimination 
through redlining and other housing practices (Morello-Frosch& Lopez, 2006; Taylor, 2014). Urban 
renewal projects, in which the government takes land through eminent domain and displaces current 
residents in order to redevelop it, disproportionately impacted people of color, as their communities 
were seen as run down or as a “blight” on society (Leavitt, 1996). 

Today, we see a lack of representation of people of color in outdoor activities and 
environmental spaces (1A, 2017). While people of color may 
not need to rely on resources like the Green Book to find 
places that they could safely recreate in, as they did in the 
1940s and 50s, they still may not feel welcome or safe in 
these places (Townsend, 2016). It is also important to note 
that people of color tend to support and be interested 
environmental issues at a higher rate than the general 
public, yet perceptions remain that people of color do not or 
cannot care about the environment (Taylor, 2007; Bonta & 
Jordan, n.d.).  

Currently, there is still tension between traditional 
environmentalism and new environmentalism. 
Organizations that were founded to conserve natural spaces 
are just now beginning to accept and adopt the language of 
environmental justice and equity. This is an important step 

towards equity in the environment. However, many of these organizations are attempting to enter non-
white spaces without demonstrating any internal diversity.  
 

Diversity, Equity and Inclusion in the Environment 
Ultimately, one cannot disentangle the environment from 

social, economic, and racial justice (Kuehn, 2000). While this paper 

does not seek to uncover the historic policies and biases that led to 

the current lack of representation that we see in environmental 

spaces, both outdoors and organizational, it is important to 

understand the general progression of environmentalism and place it 

within a larger context. The trend to connect diversity, inclusion and equity (DEI) work into other 

spheres, including the environment, is relatively new but is incredibly important.  As Dorceta Taylor so 

aptly states: 

The environmental movement is a powerful social movement; however, it faces many 
challenges. Among the most urgent is the need to develop a more inclusive, culturally 
sensitive, broad-based environmental agenda that will appeal to many people and unite 
many sectors of the movement (2002). 
 

By including groups that have historically been left out of decisions and conversations, 

organizations and groups can better serve people and develop new, more relevant ways of 

Definitions 
Environmental Justice: Fair treatment 
and meaningful involvement of all 
people regardless of race, color, 
national origin, or income, with 
respect to the development, 
implementation, and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, and 
policies (US EPA). 
Structural racism: The ways in which 
societies foster racial discrimination 
via mutually reinforcing inequitable 
systems. 

In this paper, diversity, equity and 
inclusion (DEI) refers to minority 
communities who have historically 
been underrepresented in the 
environment. 
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understanding the environment and protecting it. Outdoor Afro is an example of an organization that is 

empowering historically disenfranchised populations through the environment for the benefit of the 

environment (Outdoor Afro, 2019). They use outdoor recreation to connect African Americans to natural 

spaces and use this venue to help their participants to influence policy decisions through their financial 

decisions and civic engagement (Outdoor Afro, 2019). This is an important space that other 

organizations should engage in, as the influence of non-white individuals will only increase as the 

demographics of the United States change. In fact, this inclusion is necessary for organizations as it 

“means expanding [their] constituency base, translating into political wins... more members... richer 

partnerships, and more financial support”, which are essential for successful organizations (Bonta & 

Jordan, n.d.). Beyond the ethical need to improve diversity within the environmental movement, it is 

also a practical decision that has the potential to make or break an organization.  

Improving diversity and representation within organizations is a conversation occurring among 

most sectors, not just the environmental sector. There is a push to increase the number of women and 

people of color in STEM fields (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math), for example (Hill & Corbett, 

2015).  DEI in the workplace is especially important as the diversity within the United States population 

also continues to grow, with predictions that over a third of the population will racially identify as non-

white by 2060 (Vespa et. al, 2018). It is important that organizations are representative of the 

populations they serve, regardless of sector or mission, especially as marginalized groups are often more 

effected by social, economic, and environmental injustices.  

 

Representation in Environmental Organizations 
As previously mentioned, environmental organizations around the nation have recognized this 

gap in membership and there has been a trend toward “new environmentalism” and DEI initiatives. 
Some of the largest environmental organizations, such as the Sierra Club and Natural Resource Defense 
Council, have begun efforts toward fighting for environmental justice issues and diversity in the 
environmental field (NRDC, n.d.; Sierra Club, 2016). Here in North Carolina, the Conservation Trust of 
North Carolina launched a Diversity in Conservation Internship Program. This program seeks to reach 
out to underrepresented populations in the environmental field and provide the training necessary for 
them to pursue a career in the environment (CTNC, n.d.). 
            According to the study done by Green 2.0 on diversity in mainstream environmental NGOs, 
foundations and governmental agencies around the nation, environmental organizations overall are still 
lacking in staff diversity (Taylor, 2007; Taylor, 2014). The diversity efforts that have already been done 
have mostly helped white women while racial diversity lags (Taylor, 2014). While people of color (POC) 
made up almost a third of the national population in 2005, a study looking at 158 environmental 
organizations found that POC were not represented in the staff or governing boards of environmental 
and government agencies in this proportion (Taylor, 2014). According to interviews done by 
environmental professionals, there is also still significant work to be done to make the workplace more 
inclusive for the poor, ethnic minorities, the LGBTQIA+ community, and other marginalized people 
(Taylor, 2014). 

Looking at our own community here in Durham and Orange Counties, similar issues have been 
expressed. The Diversity and Equity in Environmental Programs (DEEP) collaborative is a group of local 
organizations that aims to make the environmental field more diverse, inclusive, and accessible to all 
groups (Cagle, 2019). Members in this group have expressed similar concerns in terms of diversity in the 
environmental movement to concerns in the Green 2.0 report. However, many organizations in this 
network must share this goal in order to accomplish wide-scale changes in diversity within the 
environmental movement.   
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Collective Impact 
Accomplishing major social goals can be very difficult and resource-intensive for organizations 

on their own. Therefore, the collective impact approach is important to apply when a network of 
organizations is trying to accomplish the same goal. This approach may be effective for the 
environmental and diversity network in Durham and Orange Counties to use in making the 
environmental field more representative. Collective impact is an approach in which many different 
actors accomplish a shared common goal by strategically working together (Hanleybrown et al., 2012). 
Ever since its introduction in a Stanford Social Innovation Review article, this approach has been used 
successfully by Global Alliance for Improved Nutrition (GAIN) to reduce malnutrition around the world 
and by local organizations tackling issues such as teenage substance abuse and creating public housing 
(Hanleybrown et al., 2012). Collective impact tends to maximize the work that an entire network of 
organizations is doing without increasing required resources by any one organization. While 
organizations can be successful independently, overall success increases when the five conditions of 
collective impact are met (See Table 1 for the five conditions). 
 
Table 1: the 5 conditions of collective impact as stated by Hanleybrown, Kania & Kramer (2012) 

5 Conditions of Collective Impact 

Common Agenda All participants in the network have a shared goal. 
 

Shared Measurement Results are measured consistently for all participants to ensure 
accountability. 

Mutually Reinforcing Activities Activities are mutually reinforcing and coordinated through a 
plan of action. 

Continuous Communication Communication is consistent in order to build trust and 
motivation between participants. 

Backbone Support Backbone organizations, organizations that coordinate and 
facilitate the network, are present. 

 
Before collective impact was recognized as a strategy for organizational networks to work 

together, there had been related research into social networks and their roles in natural resource 
management. Bodin and Crona (2009) have found that networks with higher social connection have 
more of a chance to work efficiently.  However, the quality and structure of these relations is also 
important. This is similar to what is seen in the collective impact approach as many organizations work 
together through a very specific structure that meets all of the five conditions.  

Past research on collective action can also be applied to collective impact initiatives. Collective 

action is defined as action that is taken by a group of people towards a common goal (Olson, 1971). This 

type of action is similar to collective impact because it brings many different skills and efforts together 

to result in action that could not have been done by any one of those people separately. The main 

difference between collective impact and action is the scale and actors in each scenario. Collective 

action involves many different people and collective impact involves many different organizations.  

Because of the similarities between collective impact and collective action, some of the issues 

that apply to collective action can also apply to collective impact. Collective action problems within a 

group rise when the action is toward an inclusive good, there are heterogenous preferences within the 

group, the group shares short-term interactions, the benefits are equally distributed regardless of 

participation, and if the group is too large (Olson, 1971). Some of these issues translate to the collective 

impact level as the five conditions of collective impact include having a shared goal and continuous 
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communication. However, the other issues do not seem to be as prevalent at the organizational level 

because the goal for collective impact is centered around an organization's constituents and not 

necessarily the organization itself. Having too large of a group can also become a difficult situation; 

however, the backbone support and rigid conditions perhaps prevent this from occurring. Both 

collective impact and collective action have overlapping themes but the fact that they operate at 

different scales makes the dynamics of both differ slightly. 

Durham and Orange Counties as a Case Study 
 

This project is ultimately a case study of environmental and diversity organizations within 
Durham and Orange Counties. We chose this region for our case study for several reasons. One of these 
reasons is that this area has a high racial diversity. Durham County is 36% Black, 13% Hispanic, and 4.9% 
Asian/Pacific Islander. Orange County is 11.9% Black, 8.5% Hispanic, and 8.3% Asian/Pacific Islander (U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2018).  In addition to this racial diversity, there has been a dramatic increase in refugee 
resettlements in Durham from 2008-2017 (World Relief Durham, n.d.). Specifically, there are around 
1,000 refugees that are resettled in the Research Triangle area from areas including, but not limited to, 
Central African Republic, the Congo, Somalia, Sudan, Burma/Myanmar, Afghanistan and Iraq (World 
Relief Durham, n.d.).  We hope to see if this diversity translates to the environmental movement in 
Durham and Orange Counties.  

Another reason that this area makes for a good case study is because it is home to many 
educational institutions including University of North Carolina, Duke University, and North Carolina 
Central University. This would imply that this area is relatively progressive according to Stone’s urban 
regime theory (Mossberger & Stoker, 2001). These institutions presumably provide resources and new 
research that can move environmental and diversity work forward. Environmental groups and programs 
in colleges are becoming more diverse as the topic of diversity in the environment has gained traction, 
leading the way for other environmental and educational programs to improve diversity (Taylor, 2007). 

The history of Durham and Orange Counties also plays into why this is an important area to 
study. The region has a rich history in Civil Rights. In 1957, seven African Americans demanded to be 
served inside of the segregated Royal Ice Cream in Durham and were arrested. This came to be known 
as the Royal Ice Cream Sit-in. Three years later, the Greensboro sit-ins happened only about 30 miles 
away from Orange County in 1960. The Greensboro sit-in was very similar as it was also a silent protest 
in which four black men (later joined by black women) sat at a “whites only” counter and were denied 
service. This sparked a widespread movement across the American South which encouraged students to 
go sit-in at their local establishment (Ray, 2010). This same energy fed into the environmental justice 
movement started in Warren County, which is about 60 miles away from our study area. As stated 
earlier, this event was significant because it gave space for people of color in the environmental 
movement and is an important legacy for the work currently being done in North Carolina.  

Ultimately, this case study can provide insight into other similar organizational networks in mid-
sized urban areas in the American South. Future studies and comparisons will be useful in improving 
representation in environmental organizations all over the American South, which has historically been 
a site of major racial tensions and injustices.  

Network and Landscape Analysis Project 
 

As stated, our project is a case study of environmental and diversity organizations in Durham 
and Orange Counties in North Carolina. The Nicholas School of the Environment (NSOE) and Dr. 
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Nicolette Cagle held a Diversity and Equity in Environmental Programs (DEEP) meeting to “facilitate the 
development and growth of environmental and STEM-based diversity and inclusion programs” in these 
communities, including organizations in Beaufort, Durham, and Chapel Hill (Cagle, 2019). From this 
meeting, the organizations involved requested a network and landscape analysis to identify important, 
local “hub” organizations, understand similarities and differences in organizational mission, and identify 
gaps in service population. We expanded the network to include organizations or programs working on 
environmental or DEI issues within our refined geographic region of Durham and Orange Counties. This 
study analyzes the different connections between organizations in the network to better understand 
how these organizations work together and can collaborate. This will provide insight into how they can 
increase their collective impact. 

Research Questions 
In this study, we aim to answer the following questions:   
 

• How representative are organizations that work on environmental and diversity issues of 
Durham and Orange County population? How do these organizations work together?   

•  How can the environmental and diversity organizations in Durham County and 
Orange County, NC work more efficiently to increase their collective impact? 

• What is the composition of these organizations and how are they related? 

• Which organizations serve as hubs (of information, resources, institutional 
knowledge etc.)? 

• What are the similarities and differences in organizational structure and 
demographics? 

• What populations are being served? Where are gaps in the service population? 
 

Methods 
 

Methodological Literature Review 

Network Analysis 
Social network analysis (SNA) is a qualitative method used to better understand relational data. 

This relational data includes "contacts, ties and connections and group attachments and meetings that 
relate one agent to another" (Scott, 2000). More generally, SNA looks at the patterning of relationships 
within a system (Just & Puppis, 2012; Borgatti & Foster, 2003). SNA has been used to create more 
effective community disaster responses in communities, identify important poets in a literary network, 
and understand the shifting power and influence within communication policy and natural resource 
governance, among other uses (Magsino, 2009; Senekal, 2014; Just & Puppis, 2012; Bodin & Crona, 
2009). It is a useful tool to better understand how organizations work together because it allows the 
researcher and actors in question to visualize the interactions between and within a network (Magsino, 
2009). The relational characteristics and distribution of ties, or connections, can provide insight into 
power dynamics and how information is shared within a network, for example (Bodin & Crona, 2009). 
This visualization and analysis will help Durham and Orange County organizations who are working in 
the same space better understand how they are situated with respect to each other and make more 
effective use of resources and partnerships. In this paper, “nodes”, “actors” and “organizations” all refer 
to the same unit. “Ties” and “connections” refer to the linkage between two nodes.  
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Landscape Analysis 
A landscape analysis or market map is a mixed-methodology that makes it easier to understand 

the attributes of different points in a landscape. This methodology is typically used by organizations to 
better understand their market or landscape to work more efficiently (Whyte, 2004; Pimoljinda & 
Siriprasertchok, 2016; Horn et al. 2010). This is very helpful for the Durham and Orange County 
community so that one can easily map out resources in relation to the community members they are 
meant to serve. As Whyte points out in her landscape analysis for donor trends in international 
development, landscape analyses are important so that different institutions can work together in 
harmony (2014). This can look like the coordination of policy implementers with policy creators, 
"harmonization between training agencies and organizations that need to hone the specialized skills of 
staff, and the synchronization in the case of service delivery or extension between the center and the 
field" (Whyte, 2004). The Durham and Orange Counties landscape analysis focuses on geographical gaps 
in services, distribution of services, and gaps in communities reached. These questions can all be 
answered through a landscape analysis. 

 

Defining Sampling Process 
To properly collect data, we followed established sampling process steps: identify target 

population, choose technique, collect data based on sample size (Fowler, 2009). Our research questions 
required that we collect information from members within our target population, i.e., environmental 
organizations and organizations focusing on DEI efforts that operate within Orange County or Durham 
County. This is an open population, as it is unknown how many organizations identify as such. Therefore, 
we decided to conduct a self-administered online survey in order to cheaply and efficiently reach as 
many organizations as possible (Fowler, 2009).   
 

Survey Design and Expert Review 

Informational Interviews 
 While creating our survey questions, we set up informal interviews with DEEP participants to get 
a better understanding of the results they would like to see from this study to make sure our goals 
aligned and that our survey and project as a whole provided the correct information. We spoke to a 
total of six individuals, using a set of questions that we developed together to ensure that we covered 
the same information (Appendix, Interview Questions).  In these interviews, we explained the purpose 
of our study and our central research question and explained the differences between the network and 
landscape analysis. We asked them how they and the organization they represent will use the 
information overall and then delved into more specific questions.  

For the network analysis, we wanted to know what kinds of relationships would be useful to 
measure to narrow down and/or confirm our current list of relationships. One major theme that came 
was collaborations and partnerships. A representative from Triangle Land Conservancy (TLC) focused on 
the importance of knowing current and potential partnerships to help TLC more effectively identify 
opportunities for collaboration. The Piedmont Wildlife Center mentioned that they do not have many 
collaborators or ties to other organizations and would like to strengthen that. Similarly, Conservation 
Trust of North Carolina and Durham Public Schools are interested in the connections that already exist, 
specifically looking at which organizations are working with community or grassroots groups. One 
individual was not as aware of the study and did not answer the question.  

In terms of the landscape analysis, we were interested in understanding more about how the 
organizations defined diversity and what aspects of the organizational operations they were interested 
in focusing on (i.e. staff makeup, board members, communities served, etc.). Some answers include the 
different types of diversity that organizations are looking at and some focused on current diversity of 
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the organization. The Emily K Center emphasized their current work in serving diverse groups and 
closing achievement gaps. Conservation Trust of North Carolina said that they are looking at racial, 
generational, sociodemographic and ideological diversity when it comes to participants. In terms of the 
staff and board, they are focused on the same types of diversity, but they also acknowledged that 
ideology is more homogeneous. Triangle Land Conservancy is also focused on expanding racial and 
generational diversity in terms of their participants. Piedmont Wildlife Center has a close-knit group of 
people that they serve but they expressed interest in expanding out to be more inclusive in terms of 
race.  

Our two interviewees from Durham Public Schools were interesting as they showed differences 
within the organization. The K-5 science specialist talked extensively about how it is important to see 
how different factors make us diverse. The Director of Equity Affairs reflected this same sentiment to an 
extent but also mentioned that Durham Public Schools is 80% Black in terms of student demographics. 
This is quite different from the racial demographics of the participants in environmental organizations. 
He did express that socio-economic diversity was important to them. 

Overall, there seemed to be a nuanced approach to answering questions about diversity from 
diversity-oriented organizations and environmentally-oriented organizations. The diversity-oriented 
organizations showed that they were already working with populations that the environmentally-
oriented organizations wanted to reach out to which shows that there is a need for more connectivity 
and partnerships throughout the network. 

 

Expert Review 
Before sending out the survey, we met with several experts in the field of survey design to 

review and improve our survey (Fowler, 2009). Dr. James Moody conducts social network analyses in his 
role as a Sociology professor at Duke University and he assisted in the organization of the questions 
specific to the network analysis. Dr. Randy Kramer, also at Duke University, is an expert in survey design 
and provided feedback pertaining to our overall survey wording and focus. We also met with leaders in 
environmental and diversity organizations to ensure that our survey provided information that would be 
useful to their work and clearly understood by respondents. Monica McCann at Resourceful 
Communities and Calvin Allen and Kathryn Gaasch at Rural Forward provided valuable insight to the 
content of our survey as practitioners. See Appendix for full survey.  
 

Target Population 
Our project focuses on understanding the landscape of organizations working in the 

environmental and DEI field(s) and connections, or lack thereof, within these networks. The 
requirements for organizations to participate in the study are that organization operate in Durham 
and/or Orange Counties, work within the environmental and/or DEI fields, and/or are identified by 
another organization in the network. We broadly defined both ‘environmental’ work and ‘DEI’ to 
account for the variety of organizations that self-define in this capacity.  

Our study combines a realist and nominalist strategy for identifying boundaries. We, as 
researchers, are identifying a preliminary boundary both in geography and in program type, a nominalist 
strategy. However, this is not a closed boundary and, as we interviewed organizations and collected 
data, we drew upon other organizations that did not initially fit within our boundaries. This realist 
method uses the perceptions of actors within the network to identify implicit boundaries (Knoke & Yang 
2008). Additionally, the data for this project is ego-centric, meaning that it is based on the perceptions 
and experiences of the individual organizations surveyed, instead of a complete network (Marsden, 
2002). Because of this, we wanted to allow for the organizations to define what the environment and 
DEI mean to them. This is especially seen in organizations nominated through the snowball sampling 
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process. Our first round of survey respondents fit our criteria, as we were able to select organizations 
ourselves. However, these organizations could nominate any other organization that fit the specific 
relationship question, thereby influencing the boundaries of the study (Sandstrom, 2008). We therefore 
created a new category type, ‘neither’, to capture organizations in the network that do not identify as 
either ‘environmental’ or ‘diversity’ organizations.  
 

Organizational Criteria 
For this study, we chose to reach out to organizations that: 

• We identified as either ‘environmental’ organizations or ‘diversity’ organizations 
o ‘Environmental’ organizations are those that work within the natural environment 
o ‘Diversity’ organizations are those that work with underrepresented populations 

• Were either based in the study region or had a regional office with at least one staff member on 
site 
 

 Data Collection 
Our project is primarily a case study of organizations that operate within Durham and Orange 

Counties. ‘Operate’ for us means that they are physically located in these counties or serve a population 
in these counties. However, the project is also an unbounded analysis of egocentric data.  We did not 
attempt to reach all organizations within Durham and Orange Counties- and it is unknown how many 
organizations are in the complete network- but instead focused on the connections between 
organizations that we could reach within the scope of this project. We used a snowball sampling 
methodology. Snowball sampling is a nonprobability sampling technique that requires participants to 
identify other eligible members of a population (Morgan, 2012). It is especially useful when the 
population in question is unbounded or includes a large number of individuals (Lewis-Beck et al., 2004).  
In order to maximize responses, we created an online survey using the platform Qualtrics that we 
distributed via email (See Appendix for survey questions).   

 

Timeline of Implementation 
Before sending out our survey, we submitted it to the Duke University Campus Institutional 

Review Board and received exemption approval.  
We created a list of organizations that fit our requirements using our own knowledge of the 

area as well as internet searches. We also included all DEEP participants as of 2018 as this project 
developed out of their request. This list had 86 organizations including 30 DEEP organizations, 36 other 
environmental organizations, and 20 diversity organizations. We emailed our survey to these 
organizations on October 31, 2018 as the first round of data collection. Each email followed a set 
template in which we filled out the name of our contact and the name of the organization. We 
delegated half of the organizations amongst ourselves based on who we had in our personal networks. 
This gave us the opportunity to further personalize the email based our personal connections. A 
personalized email allows a personal connection to be established between the surveyor and 
respondent to facilitate social exchange (Dillman et al., 2014). We also put “Duke Study” in the email 
subject line to establish credibility. Respondents are more likely to take a survey if it is sent out by a 
person in a powerful position (Dillman et al., 2014). We each contacted half of the organizations on the 
list. A sample of the contents of the email is in the appendix.  

We also included our incentive, a chance to win one of two $100 Amazon gift card, in the email. 
We provide this incentive in efforts to reduce nonresponse bias which can skew results (Fowler, 2009; 
Manfreda & Vehovar, 2008). There are three categories of nonresponse and these include people not 
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reached, people who refuse to take the survey, and people who are unable to take the survey (Fowler, 
2009). This incentive would reduce the percentage of people who refuse to take the survey. 

A week after we sent out the initial email, we sent out a reminder for organizations to fill out 
the survey. We then created a second list of organizations based off of those nominated in the 
completed surveys. We determined whether or not to reach out to these organizations based on their 
location and role. We emailed this snowball sample group on November 9-10 and sent a reminder email 
a week later. After that, we repeated this process one more time using new responses from the surveys 
and created a third list. We sent the survey to these organizations on December 5-7. We received our 
last survey response on December 24, 2018 and we closed our survey in January. This timeline was 
strategically planned to make sure that people did not forget about taking the survey and always had a 
link to it on the top of their inbox. This type of strategic timeline increases response rates (Fowler, 
2009). 

 

Coding 
Once the survey was closed, we began to organize and code the responses for analysis. To 

ensure consistency in coding, we went over coding rules before beginning and reconciled differences in 
open-ended questions together.  

For the network analysis, we went through each organization listed to ensure consistency in 
naming across responses. Some organizations entered in acronyms instead of full organization names, 
so we had to research the meaning of the acronyms and recode the data. Therefore, there is a 
possibility that some of the organizations listed are incorrect. However, we feel confident that this 
source of error is limited. We also did not code organizations that self-identified within the survey, since 
we are interested in the relationships between organizations, not self-nominations. We then gave each 
organization identified in the survey a number to assist in analysis.   

We have attribute data for each organization that filled out the survey, such as size and program 
focus. However, we are missing this data for all the organizations that were nominated within the survey 
but did not fill out the survey themselves. To complete the analysis, we developed some of this attribute 
data using mission statements for the remaining organizations- namely if the organizations were 
‘diversity’, ‘environmental’, ‘both’, or ‘neither’ organizations. Some of the organizations may not agree 
with our identification but since they did not fill out the survey, we do not have this information. We 
listed organizations that dealt with food security as ‘neither’ unless their mission specifically stated an 
environmental focus or work with diverse populations.  

There were also cases where branches of the same organization filled out the survey. When it 
was not specified, we made the assumption that organizations based in Orange County worked with the 
Chapel Hill branch of a specific organization and that organizations based in Durham County worked 
with the Durham branch. When an organization filled out the survey multiple times, we went with the 
most complete survey for our analysis and removed the duplicate responses from our data. We marked 
organizations that did not complete more than 15% of questions of the survey as incomplete and did not 
include them in our analysis.  

 

Methods of Analysis 
We analyzed this data using two broad analysis methods: network analysis and landscape 

analysis, which includes summary statistics. The network analysis was performed using UCINet and the 
landscape analysis utilized RStudio (Borgatti et al, 2002) and Qualtrics. We calculated summary statistics 
through RStudio for all of the survey respondents to understand basic attributes of the organizations. To 
analyze trends, we looked at the demographics of the staff overall, based on sector, and based on type 
and looked at trends in racial representation. We performed Wilcoxon tests comparing the 
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demographics of the staff to the demographics of our study area. We used Qualtrics to create the map 
of different sites of service provisions around the study area to understand which populations were 
being served and which populations were not being served. 

Results 
Response Rate 

In the first round of our snowball sampling, we identified 85 organizations and successfully 
reached out to 74 organizations. The responding organizations mentioned 314 additional organizations 
through the survey. For the second round of sampling, we ultimately reached out to 103 of these 314 
organizations since 211 of the organizations did not have publicly accessible email addresses on their 
websites or did not meet the requirements of the study. 79 organizations out of 177 filled out the 
survey, with 73 completing the both the network analysis sections and landscape analysis, with a 
response rate of 44.6% overall. Respondents were included in the study if they filled out 15% or more of 
the survey questions (Table of organizations that filled out each question in appendix).  
 

Landscape Analysis 
 The landscape analysis looks at the attributes and responses of the 79 respondent organizations. 
Specifically, we looked at the summary statistics of the organizations that responded and we looked at 
the demographics of the staff of those organizations. 

Summary Statistics 

 
Figure 1: Organizational types that participated in the survey 

Organizations that filled out the survey could identify as an environmental organization 
(‘environmental’), DEI organization (‘diversity’), both an environmental and diversity 
organization(‘both), or neither an environmental nor diversity organization (‘neither’). 

 Out of the organizations surveyed, we had a total of 29 ‘environmental’ organizations, 9 
‘diversity’ organizations, 18 that were ‘both’, and 23 that were ‘neither; (Figure 1). Out of the 
organizations that were ‘neither’, most organizations focused on food security and homelessness. The 
average age of these organizations was 28.33 years. 
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Figure 2: Sectors that the organizations are part of 

Most organizations (45) were NGOs or non-profits and most organizations are funded through 
sources that are not foundations, grants, membership fees, individual donors, or service fees (Figure 2 
and 4). This can be due to the fact that government organizations and retail organizations get their 
money from significantly different sources than the options listed on the survey. The second highest 
budget source is grants. 24 organizations have a budget that ranges from $1 million - $5 million and the 
rest of the organizations’ budgets skew left (Figure 3). There are only 7 organizations that have a higher 
budget and there are 41 organizations that have smaller budgets. 
 

 
Figure 3: The distribution of budget ranges 
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Figure 4: Funding sources for the organizations 

Locations Served 

 
Figure 5: Heat map of locations that organizations serve 

Looking at the geographic location of each organization, it is apparent the main cluster of 
organizations is around Duke University and Downtown Durham (Figure 5). There is another separate 
cluster around East Durham. The lack of clustering in the Chapel Hill area can possibly either be because 
the Durham and Chapel Hill networks within Durham and Orange Counties are distinct from one another 
or because fewer Chapel Hill organizations responded to our survey request. It is also apparent that 
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there are not many organizations working in the rural parts of the network. This map does not properly 
illustrate the work being done by regional and county-scale organizations whose services cover all parts 
of this map.  
 

Organizational Diversity 
To assess the significance in demographic differences, we performed a non-parametric 

statistical test, a Wilcoxon signed rank test, and compared staff demographic data to the demographic 

data of Durham and Orange Counties provided by the US Census Bureau. We created singular values 

representative of Durham and Orange County demographics based on the demographic percentages 

and size of each county. 

 

Racial Diversity 

 
Figure 6: Statistically significant overrepresentation and underrepresentation of different races in the 
organizational types 
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In terms of racial diversity, there is a statistically significant overrepresentation of white people 
in these organizations overall. Through performing Wilcoxon tests on demographic data of staff for all of 
the organizations, we found a significant difference from the average percentage of white people in the 
Durham and Orange County area (p-value: <0.001). When looking at the individual types of 
organizations, ‘environmental’ organizations alone also reflected this disparity. The other types of 
organizations, ‘both’ (p-value: 0.146), and organizations that are ‘neither’ (p-value: 0.0604), and 
‘diversity’ organizations (p-value: 0.914), did not have a statistically significant overrepresentation of 
white staff members.  
 

Gender Diversity 
 

 
Figure 7: Statistically significant over and under representations of women in all organizational types 

 
There was also a gender disparity in the organizations. There is a statistically significant 

overrepresentation of women in all organizations (p-value: <0.001). When looking at the individual types 
of organizations, this same disparity is statistically significant for ‘environmental’ (p-value: 0.002) and 
organizations that identify as ‘both’ (p-value: 0.002). This disparity was not statistically significant for 
organizations that identified as ‘neither’. 
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Organization Size and Age 

When it comes to organizational disparities, size and age may also be determining factors of 
organization diversity. To test the effect of size on diversity, we used the number of staff members as a 
proxy for size. Our survey asked for number of full-time and part-time staff members. The total number 
of staff members was calculated by adding the number of full-time staff members to 0.75 of the number 
of part-time staff members. Through this calculation, the average number of staff members (after taking 
out 3 outliers) is 30. To complete the analysis, organizations were divided by size into 3 different groups 
based on size. The small organizations have less than 5 staff members, medium have 5-30 staff 
members, and large have more than 30 staff members.  

There is a statistically significant overrepresentation of white staff members in smaller 
organizations. This disparity is not statistically significant in medium-sized and larger organizations. 
There is not a significant underrepresentation of other specific non-white racial and ethnic groups in any 
of the size categories. In terms of gender, there is an overrepresentation of women in all organizations; 
however, it is only statistically significant in the small (p-value: 0.001) and medium-sized (p-value: 0.017) 
organizations.  

Age is another factor we wanted to test for in order to see if newer or older organizations had 
more diversity. To test if age determines whether an organization is diverse or not, we divided the 
organizations into two groups based on age. The main finding from these tests is that there is a 
significant underrepresentation of Latinx staff members in the older organizations (p-value: 0.005). The 
other racial and ethnic disparities are not statistically significant. In terms of gender, the gender ratios 
are not representative of Durham and Orange demographics. Small organizations (p-value: <0.001) are 
less representative for gender than larger organizations (p-value: 0.040).  
 

Demographics of Staff vs. People Served 
73% of organizations answered that their staff composition was not representative of the 

people they served. The survey does not break down if this representation is racial, ethnic, gender, 
sexual orientation, etc. Regardless, in cases like this, DEI training is important for organizations to take 
part in so that staff members are better prepared to serve the communities they work with. Most 
organizations who filled out the survey took part in DEI training. 69% of organizations definitely had DEI 
training, 16.9% were unsure if they did, and 14% of organizations did not. When looking at each type of 
organization, ‘diversity’ organizations had the highest rate of training at 77.8%, and ‘environmental’ 
organizations had the lowest rate of training at 65.5%. Out of all organization types, 20-30% answered 
that their staff is demographically representative of the people that they serve (Appendix Table 2). 

When comparing organizations by size, medium-sized organizations report that their staff 
composition matches the people they serve best at 34.7% compared to small and large organizations at 
26.3% and 25% respectively. Older organizations also reported that their staff matches the people that 
they serve better than the younger organizations at 33.3%. Out of the younger organizations, 21.4% 
answered that their staff demographics reflect the people that they serve.  
 

Communities Served 
Most organizations said that they aim to improve the representation of a marginalized group. 46 

organizations said that they do, 11 said that they sometimes do, and 2 said that they do not. Out of the 
organizations that responded “yes” or “sometimes” to this question, most organizations seek to 
representation of low-income communities, African American communities, and Hispanic and Latinx 
communities.  
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Figure 8: Communities sought to be served by the network 

Organizational Focus 

 
Figure 9: Distribution of focuses among the organizations 

The most common organizational focus was education as 29 organizations stated that education 
was at least one of their focuses. This includes both formal and informal education. The second most 
popular focus was youth. The third most popular focuses are DEI and recreation. The organizations 
picked an average of 4 focuses with some organizations picked as many as 18 different focuses. This 
variation in focuses perhaps shows less overlap for a common goal between these organizations which is 
the first condition of the collective impact approach. 
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Regional Focus 

 
Figure 10: The scale that organizations work on 

The organizations in our network are mostly operate on the regional and the county scale with 
22 regional organizations and 20 county-level organizations. We had the least amount of representation 
from organizations that work on the neighborhood scale with only 4 organizations represented in our 
network.  

 

Network Analysis 
A total of 73 organizations filled out all or some of the network analysis questions within our 

survey and were therefore included in the analysis. An additional 397 organizations were identified by 
the respondents, with a total of 470 organizations in the network. We included all organizations that 
were nominated by respondents in the network. 
  

The relationships within the network are directed, or one-sided. This means that if Organization 
A receives funding from Organization B, it is not necessarily true that Organization B receives funding 
from Organization A (Yang et al., 2017). The analysis was performed in several iterations. We analyzed 
the network as a whole and looked deeper into specific relationships. The pattern of a network often 
depends on the relationships within the network, so we recorded data on these unique relationships to 
better understand how the network is organized (Bodin & Crona, 2009).  
 
The relationships types included in the network are: 

• Partner: Organizations that you partner with most frequently to accomplish your mission. 

• Skill-Building: Organizations that you go to for skill-building (i.e. trainings, seminars, etc.). 

• Funding: Organizations that you receive funding from. 

• Physical Resources: Organizations that you share physical resources with (such as tents, tables, 
space, etc.). 

• Communities: Organizations that have helped you establish relationships with 
underrepresented communities. 

• Programming: Organizations that you partner with on programming in Durham and Orange 
Counties. 
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• DEI Work: Organizations that you interact with on issues of diversity, equity and inclusion. 

• DEI Training: Organizations that you receive DEI training from 
 

The following relationship were included in the network diagrams but were not included in density or 
degree measurements because they represent unestablished relationships.  

• DEI Influence: Organizations that are operating in Durham and/or Orange Counties that you see 
as the most influential regarding diversity, equity and inclusion issues. 

• Env Influence: Organizations that are operating in Durham and/or Orange Counties that you see 
as the most influential regarding environmental issues. 

• Future: Organizations that you are interested in working with in the future 
 

Since only organizations that filled out the survey could self-identify as ‘environmental’, 
‘diversity’, ‘both’, or ‘neither, we categorized the 397 organizations nominated within the survey 
responses based on their mission and information found online.  

Density 
There are 470 organizations included in the network as a whole. The network as a whole has a 

density measurement of 0.005. Density is a measurement of all possible ties that are actually present 
within the network. 80.48% of organizations were only nominated for one type of relationship by a 
respondent. Respondents nominated 14.51% of organizations for two different relationships, 4.66% for 
three and only 0.35% of organizations were nominated for different types of relationships (Table 2). Of 
the whole network, only 20% of the organizations had duplicate types within relationships and most ties 
are not multiplex.  

 
Table 2. Frequency of organizational ties 
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Figure 11. Connections among whole network with nodes colored by organization type.  

 
The network overall shows that there are many nodes connected by a single tie and only a few 

nodes that are central to the network (Figure 11).  The outer organizations are only connected to the 
network by one tie. This confirms the low network density measures.  

 

In-degree as a Measure of Centrality 
In-degree is a frequency measure of the number of ties an organization, i.e. a node, receives 

within the network.  In-degree is often perceived as a measure of prestige or popularity within the 
network (Hanneman & Riddle, 2005). Out-degree, the number of ties initiated by an organization, was 
not measured because it only applies to organizations that filled out the survey. The range of in-degree 
scores in the network is zero to 43 (see Appendix Table 1). Fourteen of the organizations that responded 
to the survey were not mentioned by others in the network, resulting in the scores of zero. The majority 
of organizations have an in-degree score of 1 (see Figure 12 for distribution of scores). There is a mix of 
‘diversity’, ‘environmental’, ‘both’, and ‘neither’ organizations within the organizations with the 25 
highest in-degree scores (Table 3).   

http://faculty.ucr.edu/~hanneman/nettext/C10_Centrality.html
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Figure 12. Histogram of in-degree values across network.  

 
Table 3. Top 25 in-degree scores. 

Name ID In-degree Type 

Racial Equity Institute 200 43 Diversity 

Durham Public Schools 100 31 Neither 

Duke University 81 28 Neither 

Triangle Land Conservancy 36 18 Environment 

East Durham Children's Initiative 14 12 Both 

Keep Durham Beautiful 130 12 Environment 

Center for Environmental Farming Systems 161 12 Both 

Ellerbe Creek Watershed Association 164 11 Environment 

Eno River Association 9 9 Environment 

End Hunger Durham 175 9 Neither 

UNC Chapel Hill 187 9 Neither 

Organizing Against Racism 276 9 Diversity 

Conservation Trust for North Carolina  7 8 Environment 

NC State University 140 8 Neither 

Town of Chapel Hill 194 8 Neither 

SEEDS 19 7 Both 

Carolina Farm Stewardship Association / 
Community Food Strategies  

49 7 Neither 

Nicholas School of the Environment 78 7 Environment 

Durham Parks and Rec 98 7 Environment 

Partners for Youth Opportunity 113 7 Diversity 

Rural Advancement Foundation International 120 7 Both 

Farmer Foodshare 153 7 Environment 



   
 

  26 
 

North Carolina Central University 199 7 Neither 

NC Center for Non-Profits 219 7 Neither 

Durham County 305 7 Neither 

 

Collaboration between Types of Organizations 
As stated earlier, the organizations who responded to the survey were asked to identify as 

‘environmental’, ‘diversity’, ‘both’ or ‘neither’. We categorized the other nominated organizations. To 
understand the connection between organizations nominated across relationship type, we ran the tool 
“Correlate Matrices Across Datasets”. The results (Table 4) show the Pearson correlation coefficient 
between each pair of matrices in the network. The closer the coefficient is to 1, the higher the 
correlation. The highest correlation between relationship types is 0.204 for Programming and Partner 
organizations. The Partner relationship has the highest overall correlation between relationships while 
Future Partnerships, Funding, and Environmental Influence have low correlations across relationships.  
 
Table 4. Matrix Correlation between Relationship Types 

Relations
hip Types 

Part
ner 

Environm
ental 
Influence 

DEI 
Influe
nce 

Skill-
Build
ing 

Fundi
ng 

Physical 
Resource
s 

Access to 
Communiti
es 

Program
ming 

DEI 
Wor
k 

DEI 
Traini
ng 

Future 
Partners
hip 

Partner 1 
          

Environm
ental 
Influence 

0.03
6 

1 
         

DEI 
Influence 

0.08
2 

0.089 1 
        

Skill-
Building 

0.10
3 

0.020 0.084 1 
       

Funding 0.08
9 

0.012 0.024 0.07
6 

1 
      

Physical 
Resource
s 

0.13
4 

0.040 0.027 0.01
9 

0.066 1 
     

Access to 
Commun
ities 

0.17
5 

0.011 0.068 0.05
6 

0.073 0.093 1 
    

Program
ming 

0.20
4 

0.034 0.057 0.04
8 

0.009 0.093 0.183 1 
   

DEI Work 0.14
7 

0.026 0.159 0.12
1 

0.032 0.060 0.161 0.111 1 
  

DEI 
Training 

0.04
2 

0.017 0.155 0.20
7 

0.014 0.015 0.039 0.013 0.19
9 

1 
 

Future 
Partners
hip 

0.02
9 

0.000 0.079 0.02
2 

0.000 0.000 0.048 0.060 0.00
0 

0.000 1 

Bolded cells have a coefficient higher than 0.1            

 
While it is important to understand the characteristics of the relationships that organizations 

share and how they interact within the network, it is also important to understand what types of 
organizations are connected and how. We measured the density of ties within and between the four 
different types of organizations in our study—’diversity’, ‘environmental’, ‘both’ and ‘neither’—using a 
density matrix to account for differences in size among the four groups (Table 5). The rows in the table 



   
 

  27 
 

define the density of out-ties, or connections sent out by organizations, compared to the maximum 
number of ties possible. The columns tell us the density of in-ties, or connections received by 
organizations. Not all the organizations surveyed filled out all of the questions, which impacts the overall 
density of the network. The highest density of received ties are within groups for ‘both’ and 
‘environment’ organizations but are between groups for ‘both’ and ‘neither’ organizations. The highest 
density within the network is between ‘both’ and ‘diversity’. ‘Both’ organizations nominated ‘diversity’ 
organizations with a density of 3.23%. Figure 8 is a visual representation of Table 5, where yellow lines 
represent ties between groups and purple lines represent ties within groups. In the following networks, 
the squares represent nodes, or organizations, categorized by type via color and in-degree via size. The 
ties, or connections between organizations, have arrows showing the nature of the connection. 
 
Table 5. Density matrix of the four types of organizations.  

ID Both Environment Diversity Neither 

Both 2.47% 1.13% 3.23% 1.34% 

Environment 1.26% 1.18% 0.65% 0.46% 

Diversity 0.28% 0.19% 1.03% 0.78% 

Neither 0.28% 0.11% 0.29% 0.26%  

 
Figure 13. Network organized by nodes (organization type) and tie types (within type: purple, between type: yellow).  

Figure 13 shows the same network as Figure 11 except organized by organization type. The 
nodes, or colored points, represent the organization type: ‘environmental,’ ‘diversity,’ ‘both,’ and 
‘neither.’ The yellow ties represent connections between different groups while purple lines represent 
connections within groups. While the majority of ties flow between different types, there are many ties 
within nodes in the ‘environmental’ group and the ‘neither group.’ These two groups have the highest 
number of nodes in the network, but this also shows that ‘environmental’ organizations are more likely 
to nominate other ‘environmental’ organizations (and the same for ‘neither’ organizations) than 
‘diversity’ organizations or ‘both’ organizations are to nominate others within their same group. These 
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types may exist as subgroups within the network, or a group that is distinct from the network due to 
higher internal, or within ties, compared to between ties (Bodin & Crona, 2009). 
 

Relationships within the Network 

 
Figure 14. Network of DEI Training relationships with nodes sized by whole network in-degree.  

The majority of respondents go to Organization 200 or Racial Equity Institute for DEI training 
(Figure 14). Five organizations go to Organization 275 (drWorks) for training. The other ties in this 
relationship network are isolated from the major group. Organization 36 (Triangle Land Conservancy), 
which has a large in-degree compared to the rest of the network, nominated two other unique 
environmental organizations for DEI training. 
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Figure 15. Network of connections between organizations for physical resources.  

The physical resources network is dominated by components, parts of the network that are 
connected within but are disconnected from the network as a whole (Figure 15). There are no 
organizations that serve as hubs for sharing physical resources. There seems to be a connection 
between type, with organizations going to organizations of the same type for resources.  

 
Figure 16. Network connections for access to communities organized by type.  

There are two large groups within this network for access to communities but the organizations 
within the two groups are loosely connected (Figure 16). Organization 100, Durham Public Schools, has 
the highest number of nominations. When asked specifically what communities Durham Public Schools 
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connects organizations to, respondents answered: “Durham Public School students and parents”, “all of 
Durham”, “minority and students living under poverty level”. Organization 21 (Burt's Bees & The Burt's 
Bees Greater Good Foundation) serves as a bridge between three different subgroups in the large, 
center group. Organization 175 (End Hunger Durham, “Durham”, “Low income neighbors who visit the 
agencies [org] support”, “Food insecure individuals”) and Organization 364 (Resourceful Communities 
“rural gardeners”, “Grassroots Organizations”, and “Under resourced and minority farmers”) both have 
three nominations.  
 

 
Figure 17. Network of organizations that work together on issues of DEI.  

The connections among organizations working together on DEI issues is more diverse than the 
network of DEI training (Figure 17, Figure 14). Organization 200 (Racial Equity Institute) has a high 
number of nominations in both questions. An equal number of organizations work with Organization 
100 (Durham Public Schools), however. The organizations that nominated 200 and 100 are primarily 
‘diversity’ organizations or ‘neither’. There is a group of ‘environmental’ organizations that nominated 
other ‘environmental’ organizations, with only one ‘diversity’ organization at the edge of their grouping.  
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Figure 18. Funding organizations within the network. 

There is one large group for funding with smaller components in the network (Figure 18).  
Organization 81 (Duke University) is central to this group but Organizations 247 (Blue Cross Blue Shield 
Foundation of North Carolina) and 305 (Durham County) also have a high number of connections.  
 

 
Figure 19. Network of organizations that respondents’ partner with to complete their mission. 

The network of partner organizations is one of the most connected (Figure 19). There is a large 
loosely connected network. Organizations 81 (Duke University) and 100 (Durham Public Schools) and 
145 (Durham County Soil and Water) have the highest number of nominations. There appears to be a 
cluster of ‘environmental’ organizations that nominated each other. ‘Diversity’ organizations are not 
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very present in the large group but there are many organizations that identify as ‘both’ in the group. 
However, not many of these were nominated by others.  
 

 
Figure 20. Organizations connected through programming. 

The programming network has one large group within it (Figure 20). The isolated components 
are grouped by type, except for the cluster in the top left corner of Figure 15. Organization 100 (Durham 
Public Schools) has the most connections in this network. Organization 36 (Triangle Land Conservancy) 
and 9 (Eno River Association) both have three nominations and connect a cluster of ‘environmental’ 
organizations together within the group.  
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Figure 21. Organizations that provide skill-building within the network.  

Organization 200 (Racial Equity Institute) is at the center of the large group within this skill-
building network. Organization 219 (NC Center for Non-Profits) also has a higher number of connections, 
followed by Organization 49 (Carolina Farm Stewardship Association / Community Food Strategies). The 
large group of organizations is surrounded by several smaller components, the majority of which only 
include two or three organizations (Figure 21).  
 

 
 

Figure 22. Organizations nominated for future relationships. 

There is not a clear pattern for organizations that other organizations want to work with in the 
future (Figure 22). Organization 14 (East Durham Children’s Initiative) has the highest number of 
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nominations with three ties. Many of the organizations nominated, except for 81 (Duke University) and 
100 (Durham Public Schools) have a low in-degree, nominations. In-degree is a frequency measurement 
of nominations by other organizations in the network so low in-degree means that the organizations 
were only mentioned a few times by the entire network.  
 

 
Figure 23. Organizations nominated as environmentally influential. 

Organization 36 (Triangle Land Conservancy) and 164 (Ellerbe Creek Watershed Association) 
were nominated as those that are most influential regarding environmental issues. Organization 81 
(Duke University) was also nominated, despite not being an ‘environmental’ organization (Figure 23).  
 

 
Figure 24. Organizations nominated as being influential with DEI. 
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Organization 200 (Racial Equity Institute) has the highest number of nominations for an 
influential organization on DEI issues in the network. Organization 276 (Organizing Against Racism) also 
has a high number of nominations (Figure 24).  
 

Organizational Attributes 
Organizations were asked to choose their top four attributes as well as the top four attributes 

that look for in partner organizations.  

 

 
Figure 25. Frequency of internal organizational attributes.  

 

 
Figure 26. Frequency of attributes desired in partner organizations.  

There is general alignment among the attributes, or assets, that respondents bring to the 

network compared to those that they look for in partners. See Appendix for specific responses to 

“other”. Respondents were able to pick up to four attributes for each question. 50 respondents said that 
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their organization has knowledge and expertise and 39 said that they have established relationships 

with communities (Figure 25). The respondents said that they are looking for knowledge and expertise 

as well as relationships with communities from partner organizations. However, the third highest 

attribute for partners was a diverse membership base (Figure 26). 

Discussion 
Composition of Typical Respondents in the Network 

The organizational respondents in the network are dominated by organizations that are NGOs or 
nonprofits (Figure 2), primarily white, primarily female, and are urban-based. The primarily white 
representation of these organizations reflects and supports the findings from Dorceta Taylor and Green 
2.0’s report on diversity in environmental NGOs, foundations, and governmental agencies around the 
nation (Taylor, 2014). This report shows that national environmental organizations have a significantly 
higher percentage of white staff members when compared to all other races grouped together (Taylor, 
2014). This difference is more apparent in the higher-paid positions at the organizations, which we do 
not measure in this study (Taylor, 2014). There was also a statistically significant overrepresentation of 
women in all organizational types surveyed (Figure 7). This is likely because most organizations that 
answered the survey were NGOs or non-profits. Nationally, this sector has had an overrepresentation of 
women workers. In 1994, in a survey of 9.1 million paid workers in this sector, 68% were women 
(Hodgkinson et al, 1996). However, these same studies have shown that many of these women are not 
in positions of power (Hodgkinson et al, 1996; Pynes, 2000). 

The survey respondents were also primarily organizations with smaller budgets which may 
indicate that these organizations can greatly benefit from using the collective impact approach and not 
needing more resources. Looking at the heat map of organizations (Figure 5), we can see that most 
organizations that work at very specific locations are urban-based. This shows a lack of work being done 
in the more rural parts of Durham and Orange Counties.  

The majority of responding organizations identified as ‘environmental’ (Figure 1). This makes 
sense because the majority of organizations in the first round of the snowball sample that we identified 
were made up of environmental organizations. The second most common type was ‘neither.’ This group 
mostly consisted of organizations that worked on food security and homelessness. We still included 
these organizations in the study because they were identified as a part of the network by respondents.  

 

Populations Served 
Our study also sheds some insight on what groups are missing from this network altogether. 

Before starting this study, we knew through personal communication that organizations expressed that 
it was difficult to reach out to Latinx communities (N. Cagle, personal communication, 2018). We found 
this true as well through our data collection. We reached out to organizations that serve Latinx 
communities; however, we did not hear back from those organizations at any point. A possibly related 
gap is the lack of representation of religious organizations in our study. Faith-based institutions have 
been involved in the environmental justice movement historically and today. The first landmark study in 
environmental justice was by the United Church of Christ as previously mentioned (Bullard et al., 2007).  

 There also are not many organizations that work with the disability community. It would be 
beneficial for organizations to reach out to this demographic so that they can also be included in the 
network. Our data also suggests that ‘environmental’ organizations, specifically, have a significant 
overrepresentation of white staff members and underrepresentation of other racial groups compared to 
other types of organizations (Figure 6). This means that the legacy of the environmental movement still 
has a significant effect on representation and more actions need to be taken to mend this rift. Having 
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less staff diversity makes it more difficult for organizations to reach out and serve a diverse group of 
people.  

The heat map (Figure 5) also shows that there are significantly more organizations working in 
the more urban parts of our study areas compared to the more rural parts. This can possibly be 
attributed to the urban-rural divide can suggest that the organizations in urban areas are less connected 
to organizations in rural areas. Another factor that might be playing a part in this observation might be 
that some regional organizations work all throughout Orange or Durham County and were not well-
represented in this map. However; realistically, these organizations cannot equally distribute their 
services around the Counties so there probably are specific areas that they do more work in.  

This has further implications as there has been a trend of marginalized communities being 
displaced from downtown Durham as gentrification occurs (Vaughan and Brosseau, 2018). This means 
that people in need of representation in environmental organizations are moving further away from the 
city center where less organizations work. 
 

Network Trends  

Density 
The network is loosely connected. There are not many central organizations, except for Duke 

University, Durham Public Schools (DPS) and Racial Equity Institute (Figure 11). Duke University and DPS 
are both educational organizations that work across Durham County. It is interesting that DPS was 
nominated much more than the Orange County Public School system, since they are both public school 
systems. These three institutions have a lot of power in the network, measured by in-degree rather than 
actual authority, but they are also very large and may not be effective in connecting other organizations, 
which is an important role of hub organizations. Racial Equity Institute was prominent in the network, 
with the highest indegree score of 43, but this is likely because most respondents nominated it for the 
DEI training question (Table 3; Figure 14). Without this relationship, Racial Equity Institute is not that 
connected to the network. None of these three organization, i.e. those with the highest indegree scores, 
responded to the survey request. This may also indicate that they do not have the interest or capacity to 
act as a central actor in the network. However, REI was nominated as an influential diversity 
organization, so it may have the power to coordinate the network if it decides to act in this capacity 
(Figure 24). Additionally, Triangle Land Conservancy was nominated as a highly influential environmental 
organization and, while it has a lower indegree score than others, may be more suitable for the role of a 
hub organization (Figure 23). 

 The low density of the network may translate to less likelihood of collective impact as seen in 

various network studies (Bodin & Crona, 2009). The low density, or lack of ties compared to possible 

ties, means that it may take more effort for organizations to coordinate or reach new organizations. The 

more ties there are in a network, the more opportunity there is for organizations to communicate and 

share resources and ideas, which this network lacks despite the large number of organizations 

nominated in the network.  The network had a low density score, meaning that it lacks a critical mass of 

ties between organizations. Additionally, the majority of organizations in the network were only 

identified once so organizations tend to work with a lot of different organizations which may reduce 

their ability to form strong ties (Table 2). The low density may be because we were only able to 

complete two rounds of snowball sampling, but it shows us that, as we measured it, organizations in the 

network do not share many relationships.  

The looseness, or low density, of the network can be beneficial, however, as it demonstrates 

that the network will still function as organizations leave or enter into it. A tightly connected network 

risks losing its ability to function if a critical organization leaves, but this is not a major concern with this 
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network. A dense network also may exclude new or different organizations from entering, which is 

much less likely to occur in a loosely connected network (Newman & Dale, 2005). Additionally, the 

looseness of a network may mean that there is room for new connections to be made, increasing the 

potential for collective impact in the network.  

 The heterogeneity of organizations types and relationships within a network also impacts its 

likelihood to utilize collective impact. Our network was heterogeneous in relationship types and focuses 

(Table 4; Figure 9).  With relationships, most organizations have unique connections across the network, 

rather than going to the same organization regardless of need (Table 2). This is also evidence in the low 

correlation between relationship types (Table 4) However, ‘environment’ and ‘neither’ organizations 

dominate the network and therefore may limit the diversity of relationships (Figure 1). Additionally, 

organizations are more likely to work with similar organizations than different organizations (Figure 13). 

Sandstrom found that network density is related to the efficiency of a network and heterogeneity of 

organization attributes and connections are related to effectiveness (2008). While this study does not 

include all of the necessary measures, we can hypothesize that the network is not efficient due to its 

lack of density but has potential to be effective in connecting environmental and DEI goals because of 

the variety of organizations that exist within it.  

 

Cross-collaboration  
As stated above, an important trend within the network and specific relationships within the 

network is that ‘environmental’ organizations are more likely to nominate other ‘environmental’ and 
‘both’ organizations and ‘diversity’ organizations are more likely to nominate other ‘diversity’ 
organizations and ‘both’ organizations (Table 5). There is little overlap between ‘environmental’ and 
‘diversity organizations’. 

This trend for like organizations to work together is apparent in the DEI specific relationships. 
For the relationship regarding DEI training, many ‘environmental’ organizations stated that they work 
with a ‘diversity’ organization (Figure 14). However, ‘environmental’ organizations then stated that they 
mainly connect with other ‘environmental’ organizations when working on issues of DEI (Figure 17). 
While this is not necessarily a negative thing, it does point to the tendency of like organizations to work 
together, even on topics that are not their specialty. We also did not see ‘environmental’ organizations 
nominating ‘diversity’ organizations outside of DEI training. It is important that environmental and 
diversity organizations work together in capacities beyond DEI training to reach a more diverse audience 
and truly incorporate equity and inclusion into their mission.  

This tendency for ‘environment’ and ‘neither’ organizations to work within types may be 
considered bonding ties, or ties between similar organizations (Newman & Dale, 2005). In network 
analysis, bridging ties are the other common form of connection, which are ties that connect two 
different groups (McEvily & Zaheer, 1999).  If bonding ties overwhelm the network, it may cause distrust 
between different groups. In an informal conversation with an employee of an organization within the 
network, we learned that some organizations working on DEI are distrustful or hesitant to work with 
environmental organizations because of the historical legacy of environmental organizations placing 
flora and fauna over marginalized people (Personal communication, 28 February 2019). In this network, 
we see the strong connections within environmental groups, which may add to the unwillingness of 
other types of organizations to break into this group and initiate a relationship. This tendency to form 
bonding ties can also limit creative solutions. Bridging relationships are critical in creating innovative 
solutions and ideas, especially when they allow underrepresented communities to add their insight to 
environmental problems (Newman & Dale, 2005; McEvily & Zaheer, 1999). This network is not replete of 
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bridging ties, so there is opportunity for this innovate and cross-collaboration to occur. However, we did 
not specifically look at the possible bridging organizations in the network.  

 

Relationship Characteristics 
Many of the relationships in the network were characterized by many small components and 

one or two large components, so none of the relationships had a well-connected central network either. 
‘Physical resources’ was especially disconnected, with no central organization or connected web (Figure 
15). We do not know what resources each nominated organizations provides so cannot say if there are 
redundancies in the network or if each component is looking for a unique or limited resource. It does 
not appear as though there are any organizations that serve as resource banks, lending out items, which 
may be a need of the network. 

While ‘physical resources’ was the least connected relationship, none of the measured 
relationships were very densely connected.  ‘Partnerships and skill-building' appear to be the densest of 
the relationships (Figures 19 and 21). It makes sense that skill-building is tightly organized because it 
appears that many of the organizations were influenced by the topic of the survey and responded about 
DEI skill-building and there are only a few organizations that provide this service in the network. The 
partnership relationship had the most respondents of the relationship questions in the survey, which 
may influence how connected it is.  

What stands out most within the specific relationships is that the bonding, or within, ties are 
apparent even when the relationships are not organized to specifically draw this out. It is clear that 
‘environmental’ organizations tend to work with other ‘environmental’ organizations, regardless of the 
relationship. This was most surprising with the relationship “work together on issues of DEI” (Figure 17). 
The majority of the ‘environmental’ organizations are clustered into their own component and only a 
few ‘environmental’ organizations are connected to ‘diversity’ organizations. This exemplifies the need 
for increased diversity in the environment, both in the staff makeup of organizations and the 
relationships organizations have with each other. While we do not know the training and expertise the 
‘environmental’ organizations have in DEI, it is still surprising that few of them felt that it was necessary 
to work with ‘diversity’ organizations.  

The communities that organizations work with, based off the organizations that they connect to, 
are numerous (Figure 16). Low-income communities, whether specifically students or Durham residents, 
were mentioned as well as rural communities. The organizations with the highest indegree scores, 
(Durham Public Schools, End Hunger Durham, and Resourceful Communities) all serve distinct 
populations. Many organizations highlighted communities for the network relationship question based 
on resource need and not geographic location or demographics.  

 

Strengthening Collective Impact 
There are five conditions for collective impact, the overall higher success of organizations that 

work together, to be met: Common agenda, mutually reinforcing activities, shared measurement, 
continuous communication, and backbone support (see Introduction). 

Overall, when looking at the assets that the organizations surveyed bring to the network versus 
those that they look for in partnering organizations, we see an overall alignment (Figures 25 and 26). If 
organizations can articulate their needs and strengths to potential partners, this may strengthen the 
overall network and lead to a greater density of ties and a higher likelihood of utilizing collective impact. 

Backbone support within the network is not met. There are few prominent organizations in the 
network and the organizations that could be considered “hubs” are very large and are not focused on 
coordinating or supporting the network, which is the role of a backbone organization. The “hubs” within 
this network, like Duke University and Racial Equity Institute, provide training and resources but do not 
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necessarily coordinate between organizations (Figure 12). Racial Equity Institute and Triangle Land 
Conservancy received the highest nominations for influential organizations, which may play a role in 
their ability to serve as backbone support. Perhaps if the focus of the network was tighter, say including 
only educational organizations or organizations focused on food security, a backbone organization 
would become apparent. However, in this network, there is little backbone support present but there is 
potential for organizations to function as backbone support if approached by other organizations.  
 To measure common agenda, we looked at the overarching theme that organizations focus on. 

The most often cited focus of the respondents was education, followed by youth (Figure 9). This makes 

sense, as the first group of our sample included DEEP organizations, who we know work in the education 

sphere. Youth are often the targets of education programming, so this second focus makes sense, as 

well as the fact that DPS had one of the highest in-degree measures of the network. The next two 

highest focuses were DEI and recreation, which we expected to see due to the focus of our study. 

Besides these four focuses, there is not a clear common agenda that the organizations in the network 

rally behind. However, many of the organizational focuses could complement each other, such as 

advocacy and resource distribution, so it may be possible for stronger subgroups to develop based off of 

common goals or agendas. However, it is unlikely that the entire network can or should agree upon a 

single agenda item. 

Our study does not directly look at communication between organizations, so we used the 
network density as a proxy for this condition. The network has a very low density score of 0.005 which 
means that there is less of a possibility of continuous communication. It is critical that organizations 
understand the importance of maintaining communication with their partners, sharing challenges and 
successes. We recommend that organizations work to learn more about their network to make more 
strategic partnerships and increase network density and the likelihood of continuous communication.  

For shared measurement, organizations should make sure that their measurements for success 
align with the groups they are working with. The respondents of our survey identified a wide range of 
measurements, from participation rates to alignment with mission statement (see Appendix, 
measurements of success). By adopting similar or complementary measurement standards, 
organizations will be able to better relate their successes and understand need for growth within the 
network as a whole.  

Mutually reinforcing activities plays an especially large role in organizations that want to 
improve the diversity of their programs or membership base. This can be achieved by working with 
other organizations that have more training, knowledge, and access to the communities that an 
organization hopes to reach. By working with groups that have successfully created relationships with 
target communities, organizations will be able to bring their own expertise to the project while still 
connecting with a more diverse audience (Bonta & Jordan, n.d.). As organizations connect on mutually 
reinforcing activities and shared goals, the network should become tighter and more strongly 
connected, which in turn will improve overall collective impact.   

 

Limitations 
Our study is limited to the organizations that received and completed our survey. We attempted to 

improve the coverage of our survey by using snowball sampling, thereby sending it to organizations that 
we would not have thought of, but the initial respondents were still limited to those we emailed in the 
first round. Organizations that are not often partnered with were left out of the network as well as those 
that do not have the capacity to fill out the survey. We used an internet survey to reach the highest 
number of respondents, which assumes that everyone in the network has access to the internet and 
email. There was also a response bias in that organization self-selected if they wanted to participate. 
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Organizations may not have responded because they did not want to come across as not doing enough 
DEI work internally.  Organizations also did not fill out the entire survey, impacting the weight of 
responses for individual questions. However, our response rate was high compared to studies of average 
response rates for electronic surveys (44.6% vs 35.7% ±18.8%) (Baruch & Holtom, 2008). 

Since this case study uses an open network, we do not have a way of knowing how 
representative our sample is of the space as a whole. Therefore, many of our results are skewed 
towards the organizations that responded to the survey or limited to simple relationships. We 
attempted to control for this by measuring in-degree instead of out-degree, for example, but this bias 
cannot be totally accounted for. Additionally, we do not know any attribute data for the organizations 
that were mentioned in the survey but who did not fill out the survey themselves. We identified them as 
‘environmental’, ‘diversity’, ‘both’ or ‘neither’ to aid in our analysis but these labels may be incorrect. 

The survey required that respondents have a clear understanding of the innerworkings of their 
organization and external partnerships. We sent the survey to program managers and executive 
directors when applicable but the level of knowledge of each respondent impacts their answers. There 
was also a wide variety in the detail and interpretation of open-ended questions.  

Future studies could analyze the strength of connections within the network and focus more 
explicitly on organizational goals, or lack thereof, for DEI initiatives.  While the survey implementation 
and dissemination are time and resource intensive, we believe that our survey could be replicated on a 
micro-scale by individual organizations so that they can understand their own ego-network. 

 

Overall Recommendations 
As demonstrated through this report and the history of the American environmental movement, 

marginalized groups are underrepresented in the environmental movement. This means that these 
groups do not have the platform to have their voices heard in environmental decision-making. 
Amending these disparities will require intentional effort by organizations. For organizations that are 
interested in the intersection of DEI and the environment, we offer a few initial recommendations based 
on the study that can be important first steps below.  
 

Consider power dynamics 
It is very important for organizations to consider the power dynamics within their partnerships 

and relationships with minority communities. These power dynamics influence who has the ability to 
make decisions in an organization and so representation among decision-makers is critical. 
Representation that is reflective of the population being served increases the likelihood that solutions 
and decision are made in the best interest of the community and fit the needs of the community. In 
terms of organizational power, this includes thinking about how personal and situational contexts 
influence decision-making (Resourceful Communities, 2018). Organizations should think about who is 
funding the project and how this may impact the power balance within partnerships. Within this, 
organizations need to establish and demonstrate trust with each other and come up with a system for 
making decisions.  

Power is especially important to recognize when working with underrepresented communities. 
Organizations may have expertise in their field; however, they are not necessarily experts of the 
community they are working with. They need to make sure to work with these communities with 
humility and be open to learning and understanding the community’s needs and goals and changing 
organizational priorities to accommodate for them. Organizations need to take time understanding what 
their target communities need and what assets they bring to the relationship instead of approaching 
communities as deficient and requiring the organization’s help (Kretzmann & McKnight, 1996). This may 
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entail adopting a horizontal approach, rather than hierarchical, to planning and implementation 
(Bellinson & Chu, 2019). In this way, organizations act as fellow actors, rather than authority figures.  

Community Foundations of Canada (CFC) created a tool to assist organizations engage with 
diverse communities and highlight the important step of asking not only “who do we want to reach and 
why” but “why would they want to engage with us?” (Humphries & Johnson, 2006). These questions 
allow organizations to look at themselves from new perspective before reaching out to a community. 
This is an integral question that also allows organizations to step back and consider their power before 
reaching out to a community. CFC also suggests that organizations focus internally on ensuring that they 
are ready to engage with a possibly new and diverse audience as much as they focus on plans to connect 
with this audience (Humphries & Johnson, 2006). These steps can change the perspective on an 
organization and prepare them to better understand and address power dynamics within these 
potential relationships. 
 

Identify partners that already work with communities of interest 
If an organization seeks to reach a community or group that they want to increase the 

representation of, it needs to partner with organizations that already work with those people and have 
already earned the trust of those community members. This will assure that the organizations that are 
already involved with a community is taken seriously and respected and will give more credibility to the 
partnering organization. This type of partnership will also increase the amount of assets the 
organizations have collectively. Organizations need to make sure that they bring resources to the project 
and “equally share… power and decision-making responsibilities” (Bonta & Jordan, n.d.).  

There is currently not a strong pattern among the organizations that work together to gain 
access to specific communities (Figure 11).  This may be because organizations are working with a 
variety of different communities. However, it is important for organizations to consider who they are 
working with and how they are approaching target communities. Organizations need to consider 
partnering with other organizations that already have established relationships with communities they 
seek to work with. Are they specifically looking for partners who have established relationships? It may 
also be beneficial for organizations to approach current partners and see who they work with and forge 
a new relationship, strengthening the network and consolidating overall effort. It is also worth noting 
that more than a third of respondents said that they are looking for partners with a diverse membership 
base, but none of the respondents felt that they had that (Figures 25 & 26). Therefore, there may be a 
disconnect between what attributes organizations value in a partnership and what attributes they 
actually prioritize.  

Environmental organizations can specifically benefit from partnering with other organizations 
that specialize in DEI. Our analysis showed that these cross-discipline partnerships are not already 
happening, especially within environmental organizations, and these partnerships would be helpful as 
both disciplines are needed to increase diversity in the environmental field. Organizations can also 
benefit from considering new types of organizations to connect to or approaching an existing partner in 
a new light. As the network is already dispersed, with many organizations only connected through one 
relationship, working with a few organizations more closely may be more beneficial than reaching out to 
even more organizations.  

Few community organizations filled out the survey. We don’t know if this is because they 
weren’t mentioned or because they did not have the capacity to fill out the survey, but this may speak 
to the lack of power and legitimacy community orgs have in the network versus more established or 
broader focused organizations.  
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Identify organizational assets and resources 
Before creating new partnerships, we recommend that organizations perform an asset-mapping 

exercise to better understand the resources and knowledge that they bring to a partnership. This will aid 
in creating mutually beneficial and equitable partnerships (Kretzmann & McKnight, 1996). Equitable 
partnerships are related to power, as it involves transparent communication and decision-making 
(Resourceful Communities, 2018).  

Organizations with the time and capacity should do their own network mapping to better 
understand what organizations they’re working with specifically. This exercise can help organizations 
identify other organizations that they are not connected to but should be working with. There are many 
free software programs that allow organizations to create a simple network map (i.e. Gephi), but it may 
be as easy as drawing it out on a sheet of paper. Do this exercise with the program team or leadership to 
see where there is room for growth and understand how others in the organization think about 
partnerships and collaboration.  

 

Diversify staff and governing boards 
One crucial goal for environmental organizations would be to diversify the staff and governing 

board. According to our data, there is a statistically significant overrepresentation of white staff 
members in environmental organizations when compared to the demographics of Durham and Orange 
Counties (see Landscape Analysis portion of Appendix). This means that environmental organizations 
need to have a more diverse staff to better represent and serve their communities. This was also an 
issue that was seen in Dorceta Taylor and Green 2.0’s report on diversity in environmental organizations 
around the nation. This was especially prevalent in the positions with higher pay and higher power in 
organizations (Taylor, 2014). Organizations may perceive low staff diversity as a result of there not being 
enough qualified applicants who are people of color; however, organizations should also think about 
what role they can play to make this change instead of what role diverse communities should play 
(Taylor, 2014). Organizations often rely on personal networks during recruitment and hiring practices. 
However, this can perpetuate the diversity disparity as studies have found that the racial and ethnic 
makeup of individual social networks for white individuals are often overwhelmingly white as well 
(McPherson et al, 2001). Therefore, the people aware of job openings may already be limited or biased 
based on the current reach of the organization.  

We did not look into the demographics of governing boards in this study, but it is also important 
to consider how representative governing boards are as well as staff members so that there are more 
diverse perspectives included in top-level decision-making (Humphries & Johnson, 2006). When working 
on more inclusive outreach for board and staff positions, consider the resources that organizations 
provide during recruitment and meetings and how that may impact the people that can participate. 
Look for potential barriers and find solutions to remedy them. This may look like providing childcare or 
access to public transportation, ensuring that your job posting complies with ADA requirements, or 
rethinking your interview questions but differ based on the organization.   

This goal can take some time to fully achieve effectively, so in the meantime, it is important for 
organizations to require DEI training for all current staff. This will also better facilitate the first 
recommendation, understanding power dynamics. Our research shows that the majority of 
organizations in our survey are in fact taking part in this step (see Demographics of Staff section of 
Results).  

 

Adopt goals that lead to systemic change 
All of these recommendations help environmental organizations become more inclusive; 

however, it is important to also understand that the issue we face today is due to how the system has 
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been set up in the past. People of color have historically been excluded from the environmental space 
and it was not until the 1980s that the environmental justice movement brought more people of color 
into the environmental field (Taylor, 1997). A systems change is required to reach the goals of these 
organizations and each organization needs to think about what their role is in this change. This can 
range from emphasizing STEM for children of color or changing recruitment strategies for staff. 
Beginning conversations about DEI in the workplace will start the cultural shift needed to create a more 
inclusive space in environmental organizations. It is important to note that Durham and Orange County 
still need organizations that focus on ecosystem services and conservation, but these organizations still 
need to work to fix the systems that exclude people and equitably distribute their services. These 
organizations need to think about which communities benefit from the ecosystem services they provide 
and what the spaces they operate in look like.  
 

Conclusion 

 
The Durham and Orange county area is diverse and has many groups traditionally 

underrepresented in the environmental movement. After gaining more insight on the environmental 
and diversity organizational network in Durham and Orange Counties, we found that the diversity in 
Durham and Orange Counties is not being represented in the staff composition of the environmental 
organizations and that the network is loosely connected leading to a low likelihood of collective impact. 
We identified some areas of improvement to bring DEI into the environmental field that include 
requiring DEI training, asset mapping, restructuring hiring practices. Overall, steps have been taken by 
most environmental organizations as they do participate in DEI training and seek to improve the 
representation of marginalized groups. With focus and intentionality, the organizational network can 
effectively implement the collective impact approach to bring representation and equity to the 
environmental movement in Durham and Orange Counties and start to undo the problematic legacies of 
the American environmental movement.  
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Appendix 
 

Survey Instrument 

Network Analysis and Landscape Questions Version3 - Organization 
focus 

 

Start of Block: IC 

 
Q49 Welcome to our survey!  
 
 
Our names are Emma Fulop and Bhargavi Karumuri. We are Master of Environmental 
Management students at Duke University working with our adviser, Dr. Nicolette Cagle. We are 
conducting a network and landscape analysis of environmental and diversity organizations in 
Durham and Orange Counties. This study will allow us to better understand the work that is 
being done in the area and the relationships between organizations. In the following survey, 
you will be asked for your professional understanding of the attributes and relationships of the 
organization you represent.  
 
 
 
If you have any questions about the survey, please contact us at emma.fulop@duke.edu and 
bhargavi.karumuri@duke.edu 
 
The survey should take you approximately 15 minutes to complete. Your responses will be used 
to create a network and landscape analysis of the organizations in Durham and Orange 
Counties as a part of our Master Project. We will present our findings at Duke University and 
will share the results in a report to participating organizations.  You have the right to skip any 
question at any point during the study, for any reason and your personal identity will remain 
confidential.  
 

End of Block: IC 
 

Start of Block: SNA Organizational Attribute Block 

 
Q52 What is the name of the organization or program that you are representing? 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q55 Do you consider yourself an environmental or diversity organization? 

o Environmental (1)  

o Diversity (2)  

o Both (4)  

o Neither (5)  
 

 

 
Q13 Choose the option that best describes your organizational structure. 

o NGO or non-profit organization (1)  

o Private (2)  

o Government (3)  

o Community Group (4)  

o Program (5)  

o Coalition (6)  
 

 

 
Q42 How many years has your organization/program been operational? Please round up to the 
closest year. 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q14 At what geographic scale does your organization primarily operate at? 

o Federal (1)  

o State (2)  

o Regional (3)  

o County (4)  

o City (5)  

o Neighborhood (6)  
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Q15 What is your organization's focus? (Select all that apply) 

▢ Service provision (1)  

▢ Education (2)  

▢ Retail (3)  

▢ Policy (4)  

▢ Safety (5)  

▢ Food production (6)  

▢ Justice (7)  

▢ Advocacy (8)  

▢ Resource distribution (9)  

▢ Health (10)  

▢ Youth (11)  

▢ Faith (12)  

▢ Funding (13)  

▢ Environment (14)  

▢ DEI (Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion) (19)  

▢ Recreation (15)  

▢ Economic Development (16)  
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▢ Technical assistance (17)  

▢ Other (18) ________________________________________________ 
 
 
Q16 How many full-time staff members does your organization currently have? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 
Q17 How many part-time staff members does your organization currently have? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 
Q18 How many volunteer staff members does your organization currently have? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 
Q19 Has your organization hosted a service corps volunteer in the past five years? (i.e. 
AmeriCorps, Green Corps) 

o Yes (1)  

o No (2)  

o Unsure (3)  
 

 

 
Q21 What was your approximate operating budget for the 2017 fiscal year? 

▼ Less than $50,000 (151) ... Over $50 million (158) 
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Q50 Indicate the percent of your budget that comes from the following sources (in the 2017 
fiscal year): 

o Foundations (1) ________________________________________________ 

o Grants (2) ________________________________________________ 

o Membership (3) ________________________________________________ 

o Individual Donors (4) ________________________________________________ 

o Fee for Service (5) ________________________________________________ 

o Other (6) ________________________________________________ 
 

 

 
Q25 How many individuals are on your email listserv? 

o We don't have an email listserv (1)  

o Approximately: (2) ________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: SNA Organizational Attribute Block 
 

Start of Block: SNA Relationship Block 

 
Q52 In this section, you will answer questions about other organizations and your relationship 
with them. Note: for the purpose of this section, "organizations" refer to formal organizations, 
programs, groups, etc.  
 
When possible, limit your answer to organizations that operate in Durham and/or Orange 
Counties and write out the whole name of the organization.  
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Q1 List up to three organizations that you partner with most frequently to accomplish your 
mission.   

o Organization 1 (1) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 2 (2) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 3 (3) ________________________________________________ 
 

 

 
Q53 List up to three organizations that you go to for skill-building (i.e. trainings, seminars, etc.). 

o Organization 1 (1) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 2 (2) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 3 (3) ________________________________________________ 
 

 

 
Q56 Has your organization participated in any diversity, equity, and inclusion 
trainings/workshops/etc. in the past five years? 

o Yes (1)  

o Unsure (2)  

o No (3)  
 

 

Display This Question: 

If Has your organization participated in any diversity, equity, and inclusion trainings/workshops/et... = Yes 

 
Q62 Which organization did you receive diversity, equity, and inclusion training from? 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q54 List up to three organizations that you receive funding from. 

o Organization 1 (1) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 2 (2) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 3 (3) ________________________________________________ 
 

 

 
Q55 List up to three organizations that you share physical resources with (such as tents, tables, 
space, etc.).  

o Organization 1 (1) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 2 (2) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 3 (3) ________________________________________________ 
 

 

 
Q56 List up to three organizations that have helped you establish relationships with 
underrepresented communities.  

o Organization 1 (1) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 2 (2) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 3 (3) ________________________________________________ 
 
 
Q62 Which communities do they connect you to? 

o ${Q56/ChoiceTextEntryValue/1} (1) 
________________________________________________ 

o ${Q56/ChoiceTextEntryValue/2} (2) 
________________________________________________ 

o ${Q56/ChoiceTextEntryValue/3} (3) 
________________________________________________ 
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Q58 List up to three organizations that you partner with on programming in Durham and 
Orange Counties. 

o Organization 1 (1) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 2 (2) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 3 (3) ________________________________________________ 
 
 
Q63 What is the name of the program(s)? 

o ${Q58/ChoiceTextEntryValue/1} (1) 
________________________________________________ 

o ${Q58/ChoiceTextEntryValue/2} (2) 
________________________________________________ 

o ${Q58/ChoiceTextEntryValue/3} (3) 
________________________________________________ 

 

 

 
Q60 List up to three organizations that you interact with on issues of diversity, equity and 
inclusion. 

o Organization 1 (1) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 2 (2) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 3 (3) ________________________________________________ 
 

 

Page Break  
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Q61 In a few words, please describe these interactions on diversity, equity and inclusion.  

o ${Q60/ChoiceTextEntryValue/1} (1) 
________________________________________________ 

o ${Q60/ChoiceTextEntryValue/2} (2) 
________________________________________________ 

o ${Q60/ChoiceTextEntryValue/3} (3) 
________________________________________________ 

 

 

 
Q64 List three organizations that you are interested in working with in the future. 

o Organization 1 (1) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 2 (2) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 3 (3) ________________________________________________ 
 
 
Q65 In what capacity would you like to work with them? 

o ${Q64/ChoiceTextEntryValue/1}  (1) 
________________________________________________ 

o ${Q64/ChoiceTextEntryValue/2}  (2) 
________________________________________________ 

o ${Q64/ChoiceTextEntryValue/3}  (3) 
________________________________________________ 

End of Block: SNA Relationship Block 
 

Start of Block: Landscape Analysis Block 

 
Q49 What locations in Durham and Orange Counties do you serve specifically? Please be as 
specific as possible. This could range from neighborhoods and parks to entire cities or regions.  

________________________________________________________________ 
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________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 
Q48 Please indicate approximately what percent of your staff identifies as... 

o White  (1) ________________________________________________ 

o Black or African American  (2) 
________________________________________________ 

o Native American or Native Alaskan  (4) 
________________________________________________ 

o Asian  (5) ________________________________________________ 

o Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander  (6) 
________________________________________________ 

o Other (please specify in box)  (7) 
________________________________________________ 

 

 

 
Q64 Please indicate approximately what percent of your staff identifies as... 

o Hispanic or Latinx  (2) ________________________________________________ 

o Non-Hispanic or Non-Latinx  (4) 
________________________________________________ 
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Q46 Please indicate approximately what percent of your staff identify as...? 

o Male  (1) ________________________________________________ 

o Female  (2) ________________________________________________ 

o Non-Binary  (3) ________________________________________________ 

o Other (please specify in box)  (4) 
________________________________________________ 

 

 

 
Q60 Are the demographics of your staff similar to the demographics of the people you serve? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

 

 
Q61 Please elaborate on your answer to the previous question. 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 



   
 

  62 
 

48 What age groups do you primarily serve? (Select all that apply) 

▢ Children (10 and under)  (1)  

▢ Youth (10-18)  (2)  

▢ Young adult (18-25)  (3)  

▢ Adult (25-40)  (4)  

▢ Middle Age Adult (40-60)  (5)  

▢ Senior (60+)  (6)  
 
 
Q51 Does your organization seek to improve the representation of a marginalized community? 

o Yes  (1)  

o Sometimes  (2)  

o No  (3)  
 

 

Display This Question: 

If Does your organization seek to improve the representation of a marginalized community? = Yes 

Or Does your organization seek to improve the representation of a marginalized community? = Sometimes 
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Q47  
What specific community does your organization/program seek to increase representation of? 
(Select all that apply) 

▢ African-American  (1)  

▢ Hispanic or Latinx  (2)  

▢ Native American  (3)  

▢ Asian  (4)  

▢ LGBTQ+  (5)  

▢ People with disabilities  (6)  

▢ Low income communities  (7)  

▢ Refugee communities  (8)  

▢ Other  (9) ________________________________________________ 
 

 

 
Q43 Do you offer services/programs/etc in languages other than English? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

 

Display This Question: 

If Do you offer services/programs/etc in languages other than English? = Yes 
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Q46 What other languages? 

▢ Spanish  (4)  

▢ French  (5)  

▢ Burmese  (7)  

▢ Chinese  (8)  

▢ Other  (6) ________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: Landscape Analysis Block 
 

Start of Block: Final Questions 

 
Q32 You're almost done! Please answer these final questions about your organization and your 
professional network. 
 

 

 
 
Q67 What do you consider to be your organization's main assets? Drag and drop up to four 
choices into the box. 

 

______ Knowledge/Expertise (1) 

______ Large budget (5) 

______ Physical resources (6) 

______ Staff capacity (7) 

______ Established relationships with communities (2) 

______ Online presence (email, social media, etc) (9) 

______ High-profile (15) 

______ Great volunteers (12) 

______ Marketing skills (14) 

______ Other (13) 
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______ Other (3) 

______ Other (4) 

 
 

 

 
 
Q57 When thinking about future partnerships, what specific characteristics are you looking for 
in a partner organization? Drag and drop up to four choices into the box.   

 

______ Knowledge/Expertise (1) 

______ Money (5) 

______ Physical resources (6) 

______ Staff capacity (7) 

______ Established relationships with communities (2) 

______ Shared goals (9) 

______ Strong online presence (email, social media, etc) (14) 

______ High-profile (10) 

______ Great volunteers (12) 

______ Marketing skills (15) 

______ Diverse membership base (16) 

______ Other (13) 

______ Other (3) 

______ Other (4) 
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Q29 Which organizations that operate in Durham and/or Orange Counties do you see as the 
most influential regarding environmental issues? 

o Organization 1  (1) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 2  (2) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 3  (3) ________________________________________________ 
 

 

 
Q30 Which organizations that operate in Durham and/or Orange Counties do you see as the 
most influential regarding diversity, equity and inclusion issues? 

o Organization 1  (1) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 2  (2) ________________________________________________ 

o Organization 3  (3) ________________________________________________ 
 

 

 
Q20 How does your organization measure success, regarding your mission? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 
Q33 Would you like to receive a copy of this report when it is completed in Spring 2019? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
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Q34 Please provide your contact information. This information will remain confidential. 

o Name  (1) ________________________________________________ 

o Email Address  (2) ________________________________________________ 

o Phone Number  (3) ________________________________________________ 
 

 

 
Q50 Do you have any additional comments to add regarding your work in the intersection of 
environment and diversity? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Page Break  
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End of Block: Final Questions 
 

 

 Interview Questions 
1. Generally, what are you and your organization hoping to learn from a network and landscape 

analysis? How do you envision yourself using the information from this analysis? 
2. To measure relationships, we need to ask about specific connections between organizations. 

What kinds of connections would be most useful for your work? 
a. What do you want to do with this information moving forward? 

3. What does diversity mean to your organization? 
a. What do you hope to do with this information? 

4. Because this is an initial analysis, we’re limiting the scope to a geographic area. Chapel Hill 
and Durham. Would it be more useful for you to know which organization are physically 
located in Durham/Chapel Hill or serve populations from Durham/Chapel Hill? 

 
 

Network Analysis 
Appendix Table 1. In-degree scores for all organizations in network.  

Name ID In-degree Type 

Racial Equity Institute 200 43 Diversity 

Durham Public Schools 100 31 Neither 

Duke University 81 28 Neither 

Triangle Land Conservancy 36 18 Environment 

East Durham Children's Initiative 14 12 Both 

Keep Durham Beautiful 130 12 Environment 

Center for Environmental Farming Systems 161 12 Both 

Ellerbe Creek Watershed Association 164 11 Environment 

Eno River Association 9 9 Environment 

End Hunger Durham 175 9 Neither 

UNC Chapel Hill 187 9 Neither 

Organizing Against Racism 276 9 Diversity 

Conservation Trust for North Carolina  7 8 Environment 

NC State University 140 8 Neither 

Town of Chapel Hill 194 8 Neither 

SEEDS 19 7 Both 

Carolina Farm Stewardship Association / Community Food 
Strategies  

49 7 Neither 

Nicholas School of the Environment 78 7 Environment 

Durham Parks and Rec 98 7 Environment 

Partners for Youth Opportunity 113 7 Diversity 

Rural Advancement Foundation International 120 7 Both 

Farmer Foodshare 153 7 Environment 

North Carolina Central University 199 7 Neither 

NC Center for Non-Profits 219 7 Neither 

Durham County 305 7 Neither 

Oak Foundation 56 6 Environment 

Orange County Health Department 67 6 Both 

InterFaith Council for Social Services 86 6 Neither 
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Environmental Educators of North Carolina 126 6 Environment 

Durham Technical Community College 132 6 Neither 

NC Cooperative Extension 139 6 Neither 

Refugee Community Partnership 163 6 Diversity 

El Centro Hispano 165 6 Diversity 

SpiritHouse 178 6 Diversity 

Southerners on New Ground 179 6 Diversity 

Blue Cross Blue Shield Foundation of North Carolina 247 6 Neither 

Church World Service 261 6 Neither 

drWorks 275 6 Diversity 

City of Durham 309 6 Neither 

Community Empowerment Fund Chapel Hill 474 6 Neither 

Orange County Partnership to End Homelessness 22 5 Neither 

Urban Ministries of Durham 30 5 Neither 

Families Moving Forward 32 5 Neither 

National Park Service 103 5 Environment 

Orange County Schools 137 5 Neither 

Durham County Soil and Water 145 5 Environment 

Durham Congregations in Action 183 5 Diversity 

Audubon NC 246 5 Environment 

Resourceful Communities 364 5 Both 

LGBTQ Center of Durham 369 5 Diversity 

Communities in Partnership 467 5 Neither 

Transplanting Traditions Community Farm 50 4 Both 

Southern Coalition for Social Justice 64 4 Diversity 

North Carolina Botanical Garden 65 4 Environment 

Durham County Department of Public Health 71 4 Both 

Project Wild 80 4 Environment 

United States Forest Service 118 4 Environment 

Orange County Department of Social Services 146 4 Neither 

NC Botanical Garden 152 4 Environment 

NC Works 155 4 Neither 

Durham Committee on the Affairs of Black People 180 4 Diversity 

Open Source Leadership Strategies 207 4 Diversity 

Land Trust Alliance 210 4 Environment 

DEEP 236 4 Both 

The Equity Paradigm 242 4 Diversity 

Duke University Office for Institutional Equity 277 4 Diversity 

Village of Wisdom 421 4 Diversity 

Community Empowerment Fund Durham 4 3 Diversity 

Museum of Life and Science 5 3 Environment 

StepUp Durham 18 3 Diversity 

NC Wildlife Resources Commission 20 3 Both 

Sarah P. Duke Gardens 25 3 Environment 

Made in Durham 27 3 Neither 

Duke Office of Civic Engagement 41 3 Neither 

East Durham Children's Initiative  68 3 Neither 

Chapel Hill Public Library 70 3 Both 

Multicultural Resource Center 92 3 Diversity 

Duke School of Medicine 94 3 Neither 
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Z Smith Reynolds 95 3 Neither 

Outdoors Alliance for Kids 104 3 Both 

Habitat for Humanity of Orange County 107 3 Neither 

Lincoln Community Health Center 109 3 Neither 

UNC Refugee Wellness 110 3 Neither 

Latino Community Credit Union 111 3 Neither 

Orange County Department of Housing and Community 
Development 

122 3 Neither 

Durham Department of Social Services 135 3 Neither 

DINE for LIFE 147 3 Both 

NC Environmental Justice Network 148 3 Both 

PORCH Durham 162 3 Neither 

Orange County Rape Crisis Center 166 3 Neither 

AmeriCorps 168 3 Neither 

Food Bank of Central and Eastern North Carolina 174 3 Neither 

South Durham Farmers' Market 195 3 Environment 

Durham County Library 206 3 Neither 

Durham Chamber of Commerce 215 3 Neither 

weare (working to extend anti-racist education)  227 3 Diversity 

US2020 232 3 Neither 

Duke University Health System/Hospitals 257 3 Neither 

National Institutes of Health 285 3 Neither 

NASA 287 3 Neither 

Duke Energy Foundation 290 3 Neither 

Orange County 304 3 Neither 

EPA 317 3 Environment 

Southern Environmental Law Center 330 3 Environment 

NC Sierra Club 340 3 Environment 

Achievement Academy 342 3 Neither 

Durham Literacy Center 343 3 Neither 

El Futuro 365 3 Diversity 

Legal Aid of NC 371 3 Neither 

Lowe's Grove Middle School 387 3 Neither 

Emily Krzyzewski Center 10 2 Neither 

Burt's Bees & The Burt's Bees Greater Good Foundation 21 2 Environment 

Student Action with Farmworkers 23 2 Both 

NC Office of Environmental Education and Public Affairs 24 2 Environment 

Durham Public Schools Hub Farm 38 2 Environment 

Durham City-County Sustainability Office 42 2 Environment 

Carrboro Farmers' Market 44 2 Environment 

NC Division of Parks and Recreation 46 2 Environment 

Triangle Community Foundation  51 2 Environment 

Compass Center 53 2 Both 

Durham People's Alliance 61 2 Both 

Center for Documentary Studies 69 2 Neither 

Duke Outdoor Adventures 79 2 Environment 

New Hope Creek Advisory Committee 83 2 Environment 

Durham County Extension 84 2 Neither 

Upper Neuse Clean Water Initiative 96 2 Environment 

Durham County Health Department 102 2 Both 
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Islamic Relief USA 108 2 Neither 

Suntrust Bank 112 2 Neither 

Durham Community Land Trustees 115 2 Diversity 

US Fish and Wildlife Services 116 2 Environment 

NC Museum of Natural Science 125 2 Environment 

Housing for New Hope 136 2 Neither 

Wake County 142 2 Neither 

Alliance for Climate Education 149 2 Environment 

Friends of the Earth 150 2 Both 

Orange County Sustainability Department 151 2 Environment 

Town of Carrboro 154 2 Neither 

NC Mentor 167 2 Neither 

Kidzu 171 2 Neither 

Meals on Wheels 182 2 Neither 

ACLU-NC 185 2 Neither 

North Carolina Justice Center 186 2 Neither 

NC Sustainable Energy Association 189 2 Environment 

Chapel Hill Carrboro Schools 191 2 Neither 

United Way of Greater Triangle 196 2 Neither 

Juvenile Crime Prevention Council 197 2 Neither 

Durham's Partnership for Children 198 2 Neither 

Dispute Settlement Center 224 2 Neither 

American Public Gardens Association 226 2 Environment 

North Carolina Coalition to End Homelessness 234 2 Neither 

Durham Family Exchange Center 237 2 Neither 

Reinvestment Partners 239 2 Neither 

Youth Empowerment Solutions 241 2 Diversity 

NCDEQ 245 2 Environment 

North Carolina Coalition Against Domestic Violence 251 2 Neither 

North Carolina Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services 253 2 Environment 

Farmers' Market Coalition 254 2 Environment 

USDA SNAP-ed 270 2 Neither 

Community Partnerships, Inc 278 2 Diversity 

Government Alliance on Race and Equity 281 2 Diversity 

Burroughs Wellcome Fund 289 2 Neither 

Bank of America 292 2 Neither 

AJ Fletcher Foundation 296 2 Neither 

Wells Fargo Bank 300 2 Neither 

NC Farmworker Health Program 302 2 Neither 

National Science Foundation 310 2 Neither 

UNC Hospital 313 2 Neither 

The Kresge Foundation 324 2 Neither 

Durham Housing Authority 337 2 Neither 

Durham Central Park 344 2 Environment 

Triangle J Council of Governments 347 2 Neither 

Don't Waste Durham 348 2 Environment 

Orange County Criminal Justice Resource Center 350 2 Neither 

Parkwood Pathfinders 356 2 Neither 

National Society of Black Engineers 366 2 Diversity 

Wake County Public School System 373 2 Neither 
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Triangle Bikeworks 377 2 Neither 

Urban Community AgriNomics 378 2 Environment 

Youth Organizing Institute 386 2 Neither 

All of Us or None 389 2 Neither 

UNC Chapel Hill Office of Diversity and Inclusion 391 2 Diversity 

End Poverty Durham 392 2 Neither 

Orange Resilience Initiative 401 2 Neither 

YMCA 407 2 Neither 

Orange County Food Council 408 2 Neither 

Outdoor Afro 441 2 Both 

NC League of Conservation Voters 454 2 Environment 

NC Conservation Network 455 2 Environment 

Casey's Company 459 2 Neither 

Durham CAN 462 2 Neither 

NAACP 468 2 Diversity 

BOOST 6 1 Diversity 

Frog Hollow Outdoors 13 1 Environment 

Durham Farmers' Market 28 1 Environment 

STEM in the Park 29 1 Diversity 

National Informal STEM Education Network 35 1 Neither 

Durham Farm and Food Network 37 1 Both 

Orange County Living Wage 39 1 Neither 

NC WARN 40 1 Both 

New Hope Audubon Society 43 1 Environment 

Orange County Local Reentry Council 45 1 Neither 

The Nature Conservancy 47 1 Environment 

Student Health Action Coalition 48 1 Neither 

UNC Institute for the Environment 52 1 Environment 

The Chapel Hill Farmers' Market 57 1 Neither 

Inter-Faith Food Shuttle 58 1 Neither 

Bull City Fit 59 1 Neither 

Durham County Extension Master Gardener Volunteers 60 1 Environment 

Northeast Creek 62 1 Both 

Durham CROP Hunger Walk 63 1 Neither 

Southeast Sustainability Directors Network 66 1 Environment 

Eno-New Hope Landscape Conservation Group 82 1 Environment 

NC Community Garden Partners 85 1 Both 

Duke Eviction Diversion Clinic 87 1 Neither 

GSK  88 1 Neither 

BioGen 89 1 Neither 

Merk 90 1 Neither 

Center for Excellence in Community Health 91 1 Neither 

Duke Med Elementary 93 1 Neither 

Orange County Lands Legacy 99 1 Environment 

Durham Connects 101 1 Neither 

Trust for Public Lands 105 1 Environment 

Friends of the Mountain-to-Sea Trail 106 1 Environment 

Division of Marine Fisheries 117 1 Environment 

EO Wilson Biodiversity Foundation 119 1 Environment 

Inter-Agency Council for Social Service 121 1 Neither 
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Coalition of Immokalee Workers 123 1 Diversity 

NC FW Health Program 124 1 Diversity 

NC Department of Public Instruction 127 1 Neither 

Friends of Sandy Creek Park 129 1 Environment 

County of Durham 131 1 Neither 

Travis Manion Foundation 133 1 Neither 

WCPSS 134 1 Neither 

Durham Partnerships for Children 138 1 Neither 

City of Raleigh 141 1 Neither 

Durham Pantry Network in Durham County 143 1 Neither 

Durham County Commissioners 144 1 Neither 

Friends of State Parks 156 1 Environment 

US Army 158 1 Neither 

US Department of Agriculture 159 1 Environment 

Oceana 169 1 Environment 

ClimateWorks Foundation 170 1 Environment 

Chapel Hill-Carrboro Chamber of Commerce 172 1 Neither 

Catholic Parish Outreach 173 1 Neither 

Durham Stormwater 181 1 Environment 

Democracy North Carolina 184 1 Neither 

Center for Plant Conservation 188 1 Environment 

Southeast Energy Efficiency Alliance 190 1 Environment 

Piedmont Community Health Center 192 1 Neither 

National Outdoor Leadership School 201 1 Environment 

Eastern Research Forest Managers Group 202 1 Environment 

Society of American Foresters 203 1 Environment 

Duke Learning and Organization Development 204 1 Neither 

Durham County EMS 205 1 Neither 

Solid Ground Consulting 208 1 Diversity 

Sustainable Agriculture in Education Association 209 1 Environment 

National College Access Network 211 1 Neither 

Southern Association for College Admission Counseling 212 1 Neither 

NPEA 213 1 Neither 

Triangle Non-Profit and Volunteer Leadership Center 214 1 Neither 

Idealware 216 1 Neither 

Wilderness Medical Associates 217 1 Neither 

Leadership Triangle 218 1 Neither 

Catalogue for Philanthropy 220 1 Neither 

Justice Matters 221 1 Neither 

Helius Foundation 222 1 Neither 

Center for Child and Family Health 223 1 Neither 

North American Association for Environmental Educators 225 1 Environment 

National Social Workers 229 1 Neither 

Virginia Farmers' Market Association 230 1 Environment 

Corporation for National and Community Service 231 1 Environment 

Raleigh Chamber of Commerce 233 1 Neither 

Stagville Plantation 235 1 Neither 

Durham Chapter of the Links, Inc. 238 1 Neither 

Food and Water Watch 240 1 Environment 

Campus Compact 243 1 Neither 
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ICLEI 244 1 Environment 

National Sustainable Agriculture Coalition 248 1 Environment 

Executive Service Corps 249 1 Neither 

North Carolina National Guard 250 1 Neither 

INTRAC 252 1 Neither 

Feeding America 255 1 Neither 

Food Research and Action Center 256 1 Neither 

Raulston Arboretum 258 1 Environment 

NC Watershed Stewardship Network 259 1 Environment 

NC Native Plant Society 260 1 Environment 

Volunteer Center of Durham 262 1 Neither 

Blueprint NC 263 1 Both 

CASE 264 1 Neither 

American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy 265 1 Environment 

Southface 266 1 Environment 

Rocky Mountain Institute 267 1 Environment 

NC Institute for Public Health 268 1 Neither 

NC Department of Health and Human Services 269 1 Neither 

Academy of Nutrition and Dietetics 271 1 Neither 

Association of Zoos and Aquariums 272 1 Environment 

Prevent Child Abuse NC 273 1 Neither 

Multidimensional Family Therapy NC 274 1 Neither 

Association of Science and Technology Centers 279 1 Neither 

Social Designs 280 1 Diversity 

REI Co-Op 282 1 Neither 

The North Face 283 1 Neither 

American Association of University Women 284 1 Diversity 

NOAA 286 1 Environment 

Cisco 288 1 Neither 

Clean Water Trust Fund 291 1 Environment 

Rotary Club of Durham 293 1 Neither 

Mary Goddard Pickens Foundation 294 1 Neither 

Park Foundation 295 1 Environment 

Wyss Foundation 297 1 Neither 

US Department of State 298 1 Neither 

Office of Refugee Resettlement 299 1 Diversity 

Town of Hillsborough 301 1 Neither 

Sisters of Charity 303 1 Neither 

Durham Wake Service District 306 1 Neither 

NetApp 307 1 Neither 

CT Wilson Construction 308 1 Neither 

HoneyFlow 311 1 Environment 

Bayer 312 1 Neither 

NC Department of Public Safety 314 1 Neither 

WK Kellogg Foundation 315 1 Neither 

Whole Planet Foundation 316 1 Neither 

Whole Foods 318 1 Neither 

Farragut Systems 319 1 Neither 

American Heart Association 320 1 Neither 

Ford Foundation 321 1 Neither 
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Open Society Foundations 322 1 Neither 

The Kendeda Fund 323 1 Neither 

The Energy Foundation 325 1 Neither 

Cape Fear River Watch 326 1 Environment 

Immaculate School 328 1 Neither 

Immaculate Conception Church 329 1 Neither 

Sound Rivers 331 1 Environment 

Haw River Canoe and Kayak 332 1 Environment 

All My Children Child Care 333 1 Neither 

John O'Daniel Exchange 334 1 Neither 

Trinity Avenue Presbyterian 335 1 Neither 

ReCity  336 1 Neither 

Durham County Beekeepers 338 1 Environment 

Triangle Orchid Society 339 1 Environment 

Durham Open Space and Trails Commission 341 1 Environment 

Triangle Research Foundation 345 1 Neither 

Northgate Mall 346 1 Neither 

Orange County Solid Waste 349 1 Neither 

Piedmont Health Services 351 1 Neither 

Care Share Health Alliance 352 1 Neither 

University Place 353 1 Neither 

You Can Vote 354 1 Neither 

Durham Living Wage 355 1 Neither 

Durham Lions Club 357 1 Neither 

St. Paul's Lutheran Church 358 1 Neither 

State Employees Credit Union 359 1 Neither 

Friends of Chapel Hill Public Library 360 1 Neither 

Chapel Hill Historical Society 361 1 Neither 

Chapel Hill Community Arts & Culture 362 1 Neither 

New Hanover County NAACP 363 1 Diversity 

African American Heritage Commission 367 1 Diversity 

Self-Help Credit Union 368 1 Neither 

Episcopal Farmworker Ministry 370 1 Neither 

North Carolina Commission on Volunteerism and Community 
Service 

372 1 Neither 

Open Table 374 1 Neither 

Boys and Girls Club 375 1 Diversity 

4H 376 1 Environment 

Latino Educational Achievement Program 379 1 Diversity 

NC Climate Justice Summit 380 1 Both 

Poor People's Campaign 381 1 Both 

KB Reynolds Foundation 382 1 Neither 

International Funders for Indigenous Peoples 383 1 Diversity 

Global Fund for Women 384 1 Diversity 

Edgecombe County Public Schools 385 1 Neither 

Baha'I Youth 388 1 Diversity 

Education Justice Alliance 390 1 Diversity 

WIC 393 1 Neither 

Duke Master of Arts in Teaching 394 1 Neither 

Duke Environmental Science Summer Program 395 1 Environment 
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VA Medical Center 396 1 Neither 

The Kramden Institute 397 1 Neither 

Carolina Friends School 398 1 Neither 

Osher Lifelong Learning Institute 399 1 Neither 

Bee City USA 400 1 Environment 

Hillsborough Farmers' Market 402 1 Environment 

Welcome Baby 403 1 Neither 

Nasher Museum of Art 404 1 Neither 

Solar System Ambassadors 405 1 Neither 

Trees Durham 406 1 Environment 

Duke Marine Lab 409 1 Environment 

Iglesia Episcopal 410 1 Neither 

Y.O.G.A. for Youth 411 1 Neither 

Chapel Hill Sustainability Department 412 1 Environment 

Duke Center for Multicultural Affairs 413 1 Diversity 

Partnership Effort for the Advancement of Children's Health 414 1 Neither 

DataWorks NC 415 1 Neither 

Orange County Affordable Housing Coalition 416 1 Neither 

Metabolic Research Center 417 1 Neither 

Conserving Carolina 418 1 Environment 

Southern Appalachian Highlands Conservancy 419 1 Environment 

Teaching for Equity Fellows Program 420 1 Diversity 

IBM 422 1 Neither 

DurhamCares 423 1 Neither 

TROSA 424 1 Neither 

Bread for the World 425 1 Neither 

NC Policy Watch 426 1 Neither 

Christus Victor Lutheran Church 427 1 Neither 

Partnership for Southern Equity 428 1 Diversity 

Refugee Support Center 429 1 Diversity 

Building Integrated Communities 430 1 Neither 

EarthEcho 431 1 Environment 

Old Broads 432 1 Neither 

Healing with CAARE 433 1 Neither 

Black Girls Code 434 1 Diversity 

SALUD 435 1 Neither 

Tar River Land Conservancy 436 1 Environment 

UNC American Indian Institute 437 1 Diversity 

NC AT&T 438 1 Neither 

Holt Brothers 439 1 Neither 

Durham Economic and Workforce Development 440 1 Neither 

Durham Early Headstart 442 1 Neither 

Soul Fire Farms 443 1 Both 

AARP 444 1 Neither 

Durham Equitable Economic Partnership 446 1 Diversity 

Piedmont Environmental Center 447 1 Environment 

Durham County Local Reentry Council 448 1 Neither 

NC IDEA 449 1 Neither 

National League of Cities 450 1 Neither 

Community Wealth Partners 451 1 Neither 
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Institute for Local Self-Reliance 452 1 Neither 

NC Division of Waste Management 453 1 Environment 

Green to Go 456 1 Environment 

Orange Water and Sewage Authority 457 1 Environment 

Orange Recycling 458 1 Environment 

NIEHS 460 1 Neither 

Scrap Exchange 461 1 Both 

Triangle Showing up for Racial Justice 463 1 Diversity 

Durham for All 464 1 Diversity 

Kenan Institutes for Ethics 465 1 Neither 

Art of Cool 466 1 Neither 

Fight for $15 469 1 Neither 

Southern Anti-Racism Network 470 1 Diversity 

Anti-Oppression Resource and Training Alliance 471 1 Diversity 

Carolina Outreach 472 1 Neither 

Alerta Migratoria 473 1 Neither 

Prosperity Now 475 1 Neither 

Sloan Family Foundation 476 1 Neither 

Blumenthal Family Foundation 477 1 Neither 

The Freedom House 478 1 Neither 

GALS 1 0 Both 

Office of the Duke Forest 2 0 Environment 

Community Engagement Core, Duke Superfund Center 3 0 Environment 

Duke Campus Farm  8 0 Environment 

EarthShare North Carolina 11 0 Environment 

Eastern Carolina Organics 12 0 Environment 

National Park Trust 15 0 Environment 

Great Outdoor Provision Co. 16 0 Neither 

World Relief Durham 17 0 Diversity 

New Hope Creek Corridor Advisory Committee 26 0 Environment 

Schoolhouse of Wonder 31 0 Both 

Movement of Youth 54 0 Diversity 

Duke Lemur Center 72 0 Environment 

Exchange Family Center 73 0 Diversity 

 
Measurements of Success 
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Landscape Analysis 
Appendix Table 2. P-values of all statistical tests 

 Race: 
White 

Race: Black Race: 
Asian 

Ethnicity: 
Latinx 

Gender: 
Female 

Demographics 
Match 

All Orgs 3.947e-05 0.0001534 0.001504 0.0007454 5.536e-07 26.9% 

Environmental 
Orgs 

0.0001029 6.47e-05 0.004726 0.0001104 0.001585 30% 

Diversity Orgs 0.4687 0.4663 0.2702 0.6704 0.1758 28.6% 

Both Orgs 0.05959 0.08335 0.07021 0.8581 0.0018 30% 

Neither Orgs 0.08247 0.172 0.0139 0.04333 0.02948 20% 

Small Orgs 0.0001612 0.8534 0.7069 0.5827 0.001099 26.3% 

Medium Orgs 0.02273 0.2536 0.9809 0.3917 0.01733 34.8% 

Large Orgs 0.02874 0.1914 0.08678 0.2676 0.06897 25% 

Young Orgs 0.0004214 0.5751 0.9847 0.5435 0.0002124 21.4% 

Old Orgs 
0.003428 0.08342 0.1695 0.004818 0.03988 33.3% 

 

Summary Statistics 

library(readxl) 

## Warning: package 'readxl' was built under R version 3.4.2 

SurDat <- read_excel("~/MP/Final Survey R Results.xlsx") 
summary(SurDat) 
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##      Name               Type              Sector               Age         
##  Length:79          Length:79          Length:79          Min.   :  0.00   
##  Class :character   Class :character   Class :character   1st Qu.:  9.00   
##  Mode  :character   Mode  :character   Mode  :character   Median : 20.00   
##                                                           Mean   : 28.33   
##                                                           3rd Qu.: 40.00   
##                                                           Max.   :225.00   
##                                                                            
##    GeoScale            Focus           Full-time staff   Part-time staff  
##  Length:79          Length:79          Min.   :   0.00   Min.   :  0.00   
##  Class :character   Class :character   1st Qu.:   1.00   1st Qu.:  0.00   
##  Mode  :character   Mode  :character   Median :   7.00   Median :  2.00   
##                                        Mean   :  51.97   Mean   : 10.28   
##                                        3rd Qu.:  20.00   3rd Qu.:  6.00   
##                                        Max.   :1300.00   Max.   :300.00   
##                                        NA's   :3         NA's   :4        
##  Volunteer staff  Corp Volunteer        Budget          Source:Foundations 
##  Min.   :   0.0   Length:79          Length:79          Min.   :      0    
##  1st Qu.:   0.0   Class :character   Class :character   1st Qu.:      1    
##  Median :   2.5   Mode  :character   Mode  :character   Median :     10    
##  Mean   : 101.2                                         Mean   :  30325    
##  3rd Qu.:  20.0                                         3rd Qu.:     35    
##  Max.   :4000.0                                         Max.   :1000000    
##  NA's   :9                                              NA's   :46         
##  Source:Grants       Source:Membership  Source:Individual Donors 
##  Min.   :      0.0   Min.   :    0.00   Min.   :     0           
##  1st Qu.:     10.0   1st Qu.:    0.00   1st Qu.:     5           
##  Median :     23.0   Median :   10.00   Median :    15           
##  Mean   :  43516.6   Mean   : 1835.18   Mean   :  6432           
##  3rd Qu.:     77.5   3rd Qu.:   22.25   3rd Qu.:    30           
##  Max.   :2000000.0   Max.   :40000.00   Max.   :250000           
##  NA's   :33          NA's   :57         NA's   :40               
##  Source:Fee of Service  Source:Other        X__1         
##  Min.   :     0.00     Min.   :     0.0   Mode:logical   
##  1st Qu.:     0.00     1st Qu.:    27.0   NA's:79        
##  Median :     7.50     Median :    57.5                  
##  Mean   :  3588.82     Mean   : 14760.6                  
##  3rd Qu.:    21.25     3rd Qu.:    97.5                  
##  Max.   :100000.00     Max.   :500000.0                  
##  NA's   :51            NA's   :45                        
##    Listserv         Number listserv    DEI Training         Race:White     
##  Length:79          Length:79          Length:79          Min.   :  2.00   
##  Class :character   Class :character   Class :character   1st Qu.: 61.00   
##  Mode  :character   Mode  :character   Mode  :character   Median : 90.00   
##                                                           Mean   : 76.21   
##                                                           3rd Qu.:100.00   
##                                                           Max.   :100.00   
##                                                           NA's   :32       
##    Race:Black     Race:Native American or Alaskan   Race:Asian    
##  Min.   :  0.00   Min.   :0.0000                  Min.   : 0.00   
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##  1st Qu.:  7.00   1st Qu.:0.0000                  1st Qu.: 4.00   
##  Median : 20.00   Median :0.0000                  Median : 7.00   
##  Mean   : 28.14   Mean   :0.7778                  Mean   : 9.49   
##  3rd Qu.: 37.75   3rd Qu.:0.0000                  3rd Qu.:17.00   
##  Max.   :100.00   Max.   :5.0000                  Max.   :25.00   
##  NA's   :48       NA's   :70                      NA's   :58      
##  Race:Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander   Race:Other    Ethnicity:Lat   
##  Min.   :0.00                             Min.   : 0.00   Min.   : 0.00   
##  1st Qu.:0.00                             1st Qu.: 1.00   1st Qu.: 0.00   
##  Median :0.00                             Median : 9.25   Median : 5.00   
##  Mean   :0.25                             Mean   :11.69   Mean   :11.33   
##  3rd Qu.:0.00                             3rd Qu.:16.50   3rd Qu.:16.50   
##  Max.   :2.00                             Max.   :33.00   Max.   :95.00   
##  NA's   :71                               NA's   :71      NA's   :49      
##  Ethnicity:Non-Lat  Gender:Male     Gender:Female    Gender:Non-Binary 
##  Min.   :  0.00    Min.   :  0.00   Min.   :  2.00   Min.   : 0.000    
##  1st Qu.: 80.00    1st Qu.: 20.00   1st Qu.: 55.50   1st Qu.: 0.000    
##  Median :100.00    Median : 35.00   Median : 67.50   Median : 0.500    
##  Mean   : 80.66    Mean   : 34.02   Mean   : 70.37   Mean   : 4.143    
##  3rd Qu.:100.00    3rd Qu.: 43.00   3rd Qu.:100.00   3rd Qu.: 4.250    
##  Max.   :100.00    Max.   :100.00   Max.   :100.00   Max.   :25.000    
##  NA's   :38        NA's   :42       NA's   :29       NA's   :65        
##   Gender:Other Demographics match  Age groups        
##  Min.   :0     Length:79          Length:79          
##  1st Qu.:0     Class :character   Class :character   
##  Median :0     Mode  :character   Mode  :character   
##  Mean   :0                                           
##  3rd Qu.:0                                           
##  Max.   :0                                           
##  NA's   :77                                          
##  Improve representation 
##  Length:79              
##  Class :character       
##  Mode  :character       
##                         
##                         
##                         
##                         
##  What specific community does your organization/program seek to increase r
epresentation of? (Select all that apply) - Selected Choice 
##  Length:79                                                                                                                            
##  Class :character                                                                                                                     
##  Mode  :character                                                                                                                     
##                                                                                                                                       
##                                                                                                                                       
##                                                                                                                                       
##                                                                                                                                       
##  Non-English        Languages:Other    
##  Length:79          Length:79          
##  Class :character   Class :character   
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##  Mode  :character   Mode  :character   
##                                        
##                                        
##                                        
##  

summary(prop.table(table(SurDat$Age))) 

## Number of cases in table: 1  
## Number of factors: 1 

barplot(prop.table(table(SurDat$Type))) 

 

barplot(prop.table(table(SurDat$Sector))) 
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barplot(prop.table(table(SurDat$Budget))) 

 

1. How many organizations take part in DEI training? 
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table(SurDat$`DEI Training`) 

##  
##     No Unsure    Yes  
##     10     12     49 

Most of the survey respodents responded "Yes" indicating that they take part in DEI training. 

2. How many organizations say that their staff look like the people they serve? Is there a 
difference in the response from diversity or environmental organizations? 

library(readxl) 
DivDat <- read_excel("~/MP/DiversityOrgs.xlsx") 
EnvOrgs <- read_excel("~/MP/EnvOrgs.xlsx") 
NeitherOrgs <- read_excel("~/MP/NeitherOrgs.xlsx") 
BothOrgs <- read_excel("~/MP/BothOrgs.xlsx") 
barplot(prop.table(table(SurDat$`Demographics match`))) 

 

barplot(prop.table(table(DivDat$`Demographics match`))) 
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barplot(prop.table(table(EnvOrgs$`Demographics match`))) 

 

barplot(prop.table(table(NeitherOrgs$`Demographics match`))) 
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barplot(prop.table(table(BothOrgs$`Demographics match`))) 
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Staff Demographics 

Race 

White representation 
library(readxl) 

## Warning: package 'readxl' was built under R version 3.4.2 

FinalRData <- read_excel("~/MP/FinalRData.xlsx") 
EnvOrgs <- read_excel("~/MP/EnvOrgs.xlsx") 
DivDat <- read_excel("~/MP/DiversityOrgs.xlsx") 
BothOrgs <- read_excel("~/MP/BothOrgs.xlsx") 
NeitherOrgs <- read_excel("~/MP/NeitherOrgs.xlsx") 
wilcox.test(FinalRData$`Race:White`, mu=51, alternative = "greater") 

summary(BothOrgs$`Race:White`) 

##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##    2.00   66.25   75.00   70.20   90.00  100.00       8 

summary(DivDat$`Race:White`) 

##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##   20.00   52.50   61.00   61.17   71.75  100.00       4 

summary(EnvOrgs$`Race:White`) 
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##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##    3.00   83.50   96.00   85.44  100.00  100.00      11 

summary(NeitherOrgs$`Race:White`) 

##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##      21      50      90      75     100     100      10 

 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  FinalRData$`Race:White` 
## V = 1045.5, p-value = 3.947e-05 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 51 

wilcox.test(EnvOrgs$`Race:White`, mu=51, alternative = "greater") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(EnvOrgs$`Race:White`, mu = 51, alternative 
= 
## "greater"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  EnvOrgs$`Race:White` 
## V = 170, p-value = 0.0001029 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 51 

wilcox.test(DivDat$`Race:White`, mu=51, alternative = "greater") 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test 
##  
## data:  DivDat$`Race:White` 
## V = 15, p-value = 0.4687 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 51 

wilcox.test(BothOrgs$`Race:White`, mu=51, alternative = "greater") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(BothOrgs$`Race:White`, mu = 51, alternative 
## = "greater"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  BothOrgs$`Race:White` 
## V = 51, p-value = 0.05959 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 51 

wilcox.test(NeitherOrgs$`Race:White`, mu=51, alternative = "greater") 
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## Warning in wilcox.test.default(NeitherOrgs$`Race:White`, mu = 51, 
## alternative = "greater"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  NeitherOrgs$`Race:White` 
## V = 75, p-value = 0.08247 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 51 

Black representation 
wilcox.test(FinalRData$`Race:Black`, mu=29.6, alternative = "less") 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  FinalRData$`Race:Black` 
## V = 267, p-value = 0.0001534 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is less than 29.6 

wilcox.test(EnvOrgs$`Race:Black`, mu=29.6, alternative = "less") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(EnvOrgs$`Race:Black`, mu = 29.6, alternativ
e 
## = "less"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  EnvOrgs$`Race:Black` 
## V = 1, p-value = 6.47e-05 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is less than 29.6 

wilcox.test(DivDat$`Race:Black`, mu=29.6, alternative = "less") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(DivDat$`Race:Black`, mu = 29.6, alternative 
## = "less"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  DivDat$`Race:Black` 
## V = 13, p-value = 0.4663 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is less than 29.6 

wilcox.test(BothOrgs$`Race:Black`, mu=29.6, alternative = "less") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(BothOrgs$`Race:Black`, mu = 29.6, 
## alternative = "less"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
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##  
## data:  BothOrgs$`Race:Black` 
## V = 17, p-value = 0.08335 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is less than 29.6 

wilcox.test(NeitherOrgs$`Race:Black`, mu=29.6, alternative = "less") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(NeitherOrgs$`Race:Black`, mu = 29.6, 
## alternative = "less"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  NeitherOrgs$`Race:Black` 
## V = 37, p-value = 0.172 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is less than 29.6 

Latinx Representation 
wilcox.test(FinalRData$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu=12, alternative = "two.sided") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(FinalRData$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu = 12, 
## alternative = "two.sided"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  FinalRData$`Ethnicity:Lat` 
## V = 239, p-value = 0.0007454 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is not equal to 12 

wilcox.test(EnvOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu=12, alternative = "two.sided") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(EnvOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu = 12, 
## alternative = "two.sided"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  EnvOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat` 
## V = 1, p-value = 0.0001104 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is not equal to 12 

wilcox.test(DivDat$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu=12, alternative = "two.sided") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(DivDat$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu = 12, alternativ
e 
## = "two.sided"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  DivDat$`Ethnicity:Lat` 
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## V = 11, p-value = 0.6704 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is not equal to 12 

wilcox.test(BothOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu=12, alternative = "two.sided") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(BothOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu = 12, 
## alternative = "two.sided"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  BothOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat` 
## V = 35.5, p-value = 0.8581 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is not equal to 12 

wilcox.test(NeitherOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu=12, alternative = "two.sided") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(NeitherOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu = 12, 
## alternative = "two.sided"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  NeitherOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat` 
## V = 10, p-value = 0.04333 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is not equal to 12 

Asian Representation 
wilcox.test(FinalRData$`Race:Asian`, mu=6.1, alternative = "two.sided") 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  FinalRData$`Race:Asian` 
## V = 321, p-value = 0.001504 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is not equal to 6.1 

wilcox.test(EnvOrgs$`Race:Asian`, mu=6.1, alternative = "two.sided") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(EnvOrgs$`Race:Asian`, mu = 6.1, alternative 
## = "two.sided"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  EnvOrgs$`Race:Asian` 
## V = 23, p-value = 0.004726 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is not equal to 6.1 

wilcox.test(DivDat$`Race:Asian`, mu=6.1, alternative = "two.sided") 
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## Warning in wilcox.test.default(DivDat$`Race:Asian`, mu = 6.1, alternative 
= 
## "two.sided"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  DivDat$`Race:Asian` 
## V = 21, p-value = 0.2702 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is not equal to 6.1 

wilcox.test(BothOrgs$`Race:Asian`, mu=6.1, alternative = "two.sided") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(BothOrgs$`Race:Asian`, mu = 6.1, alternativ
e 
## = "two.sided"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  BothOrgs$`Race:Asian` 
## V = 13, p-value = 0.07021 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is not equal to 6.1 

wilcox.test(NeitherOrgs$`Race:Asian`, mu=6.1, alternative = "two.sided") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(NeitherOrgs$`Race:Asian`, mu = 6.1, 
## alternative = "two.sided"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  NeitherOrgs$`Race:Asian` 
## V = 15, p-value = 0.0139 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is not equal to 6.1 

Gender 

All Organizations 
summary(FinalRData$`Gender:Female`) 

##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##    0.00   58.55   68.00   72.49  100.00  100.00      28 

summary(FinalRData$`Gender:Male`) 

##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##    0.00    0.00   30.00   26.01   40.00  100.00      28 

summary(FinalRData$`Gender:Non-Binary`) #there is no census data to compare t
his response to 
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##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##   0.000   0.000   0.000   1.137   0.000  25.000      28 

summary(FinalRData$`Gender:Other`) #no staff members indentify this way 

##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##       0       0       0       0       0       0      28 

wilcox.test(FinalRData$`Gender:Female`, mu=52, alternative = "greater") 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  FinalRData$`Gender:Female` 
## V = 1181.5, p-value = 5.536e-07 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 52 

wilcox.test(FinalRData$`Gender:Male`, mu=48, alternative = "less") 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  FinalRData$`Gender:Male` 
## V = 117.5, p-value = 1.453e-07 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is less than 48 

Environmental Organizations 
summary(EnvOrgs$`Gender:Female`) 

##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##   33.33   59.50   65.00   70.96  100.00  100.00      10 

summary(EnvOrgs$`Gender:Male`) 

##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##    0.00    0.00   35.00   28.93   40.00   66.67      10 

summary(EnvOrgs$`Gender:Non-Binary`) 

##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##  0.0000  0.0000  0.0000  0.1053  0.0000  1.0000      10 

wilcox.test(FinalRData$`Gender:Female`, mu=52, alternative = "greater") 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  FinalRData$`Gender:Female` 
## V = 1181.5, p-value = 5.536e-07 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 52 

wilcox.test(EnvOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu=52, alternative = "greater") 
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## Warning in wilcox.test.default(EnvOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu = 52, 
## alternative = "greater"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  EnvOrgs$`Gender:Female` 
## V = 168.5, p-value = 0.001585 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 52 

wilcox.test(BothOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu=52, alternative = "greater") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(BothOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu = 52, 
## alternative = "greater"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  BothOrgs$`Gender:Female` 
## V = 66, p-value = 0.0018 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 52 

wilcox.test(NeitherOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu=52, alternative = "greater") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(NeitherOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu = 52, 
## alternative = "greater"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  NeitherOrgs$`Gender:Female` 
## V = 83, p-value = 0.02948 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 52 

wilcox.test(DivDat$`Gender:Male`, mu=48, alternative = "less") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(DivDat$`Gender:Male`, mu = 48, alternative 
= 
## "less"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  DivDat$`Gender:Male` 
## V = 3, p-value = 0.0377 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is less than 48 

wilcox.test(NeitherOrgs$`Gender:Male`, mu=48, alternative = "less") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(NeitherOrgs$`Gender:Male`, mu = 48, 
## alternative = "less"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 
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##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  NeitherOrgs$`Gender:Male` 
## V = 19.5, p-value = 0.02036 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is less than 48 

Diversity Organizations 
summary(DivDat$`Gender:Female`) 

##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##   41.60   47.50   60.00   61.66   67.50  100.00       3 

summary(DivDat$`Gender:Male`) 

##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##    0.00   20.85   40.00   32.39   45.00   55.00       3 

summary(DivDat$`Gender:Non-Binary`) 

##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##   0.000   0.000   0.000   3.571   0.000  25.000       3 

wilcox.test(DivDat$`Gender:Female`, mu=52, alternative = "greater") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(DivDat$`Gender:Female`, mu = 52, alternativ
e 
## = "greater"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  DivDat$`Gender:Female` 
## V = 20, p-value = 0.1758 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 52 

wilcox.test(DivDat$`Gender:Male`, mu=48, alternative = "less") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(DivDat$`Gender:Male`, mu = 48, alternative 
= 
## "less"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  DivDat$`Gender:Male` 
## V = 3, p-value = 0.0377 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is less than 48 

Both Organizations 
summary(BothOrgs$`Gender:Female`) 
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##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##   65.00   80.00   90.00   88.41  100.00  100.00       7 

summary(BothOrgs$`Gender:Male`) 

##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##    0.00    0.00   10.00   10.23   20.00   30.00       7 

wilcox.test(BothOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu=52, alternative = "greater") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(BothOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu = 52, 
## alternative = "greater"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  BothOrgs$`Gender:Female` 
## V = 66, p-value = 0.0018 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 52 

wilcox.test(BothOrgs$`Gender:Male`, mu=48, alternative = "less") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(BothOrgs$`Gender:Male`, mu = 48, alternativ
e 
## = "less"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  BothOrgs$`Gender:Male` 
## V = 0, p-value = 0.001725 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is less than 48 

Neither Organizations 
summary(NeitherOrgs$`Gender:Female`) 

##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##    0.00   51.25   69.00   67.51   95.50  100.00       9 

summary(NeitherOrgs$`Gender:Male`) 

##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##    0.00    4.50   30.00   31.35   44.23  100.00       9 

wilcox.test(NeitherOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu=52, alternative = "greater") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(NeitherOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu = 52, 
## alternative = "greater"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  NeitherOrgs$`Gender:Female` 
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## V = 83, p-value = 0.02948 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 52 

wilcox.test(NeitherOrgs$`Gender:Male`, mu=48, alternative = "less") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(NeitherOrgs$`Gender:Male`, mu = 48, 
## alternative = "less"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  NeitherOrgs$`Gender:Male` 
## V = 19.5, p-value = 0.02036 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is less than 48 

Organization Size 

The average number of staff members (after taking out 3 outliers) is 30.71 Part-time staff 
counted as 0.75 of a staff member Organizations were divided by size in the following section 
and compared to one another. The small organizations have less than 5 staff members, medium 
have 5-30, and large have more than 30. 

#Race and Ethnicity 
SmallOrgs <- read_excel("~/MP/SmallOrgs.xlsx") 
MedOrgs <- read_excel("~/MP/MedOrgs.xlsx") 
LargeOrgs <- read_excel("~/MP/LargeOrgs.xlsx") 
wilcox.test(SmallOrgs$`Race:White`, mu=51, alternative = "greater") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(SmallOrgs$`Race:White`, mu = 51, alternativ
e 
## = "greater"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  SmallOrgs$`Race:White` 
## V = 149, p-value = 0.0001612 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 51 

wilcox.test(MedOrgs$`Race:White`, mu=51, alternative = "greater") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(MedOrgs$`Race:White`, mu = 51, alternative 
= 
## "greater"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  MedOrgs$`Race:White` 
## V = 173.5, p-value = 0.02273 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 51 
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wilcox.test(LargeOrgs$`Race:White`, mu=51, alternative = "greater") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(LargeOrgs$`Race:White`, mu = 51, alternativ
e 
## = "greater"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  LargeOrgs$`Race:White` 
## V = 32, p-value = 0.02874 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 51 

wilcox.test(SmallOrgs$`Race:Black`, mu=29.6, alternative = "less") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(SmallOrgs$`Race:Black`, mu = 29.6, 
## alternative = "less"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  SmallOrgs$`Race:Black` 
## V = 15, p-value = 0.8534 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is less than 29.6 

wilcox.test(MedOrgs$`Race:Black`, mu=29.6, alternative = "less") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(MedOrgs$`Race:Black`, mu = 29.6, alternativ
e 
## = "less"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  MedOrgs$`Race:Black` 
## V = 62, p-value = 0.2536 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is less than 29.6 

wilcox.test(LargeOrgs$`Race:Black`, mu=29.6, alternative = "less") 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test 
##  
## data:  LargeOrgs$`Race:Black` 
## V = 11, p-value = 0.1914 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is less than 29.6 

wilcox.test(SmallOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu=12, alternative = "two.sided") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(SmallOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu = 12, 
## alternative = "two.sided"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 
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##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  SmallOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat` 
## V = 5, p-value = 0.5827 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is not equal to 12 

wilcox.test(MedOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu=12, alternative = "two.sided") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(MedOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu = 12, 
## alternative = "two.sided"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  MedOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat` 
## V = 58, p-value = 0.3917 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is not equal to 12 

wilcox.test(LargeOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu=12, alternative = "two.sided") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(LargeOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu = 12, 
## alternative = "two.sided"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  LargeOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat` 
## V = 7, p-value = 0.2676 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is not equal to 12 

#Gender 
summary(SmallOrgs$`Gender:Female`) 

##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##    2.00   87.50  100.00   86.11  100.00  100.00      11 

summary(MedOrgs$`Gender:Female`) 

##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##    7.00   50.00   60.00   61.12   73.75  100.00       9 

summary(LargeOrgs$`Gender:Female`) 

##    Min. 1st Qu.  Median    Mean 3rd Qu.    Max.    NA's  
##   25.00   60.00   65.00   61.56   72.00   80.00       9 

wilcox.test(SmallOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu=52, alternative ="greater") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(SmallOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu = 52, 
## alternative = "greater"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 
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##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  SmallOrgs$`Gender:Female` 
## V = 168, p-value = 0.001099 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 52 

wilcox.test(MedOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu=52, alternative = "greater") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(MedOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu = 52, 
## alternative = "greater"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  MedOrgs$`Gender:Female` 
## V = 192, p-value = 0.01733 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 52 

wilcox.test(LargeOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu=52, alternative = "greater") #least 
gender disparity also not statistically significant 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(LargeOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu = 52, 
## alternative = "greater"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  LargeOrgs$`Gender:Female` 
## V = 35.5, p-value = 0.06897 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 52 

#Overall 
table(SmallOrgs$`Demographics match`) 

##  
##  No Yes  
##  14   5 

table(MedOrgs$`Demographics match`) #medium sized organizations report that t
hey represent who they serve the best 

##  
##  No Yes  
##  15   8 

table(LargeOrgs$`Demographics match`) 

##  
##  No Yes  
##   8   2 
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Organization Age 
YoungOrgs <- read_excel("~/MP/YoungOrgs.xlsx") 
OldOrgs <- read_excel("~/MP/OldOrgs.xlsx") 
#Race and Ethnicity 
wilcox.test(YoungOrgs$`Race:White`, mu = 51, alternative = "greater") #Signif
icant 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(YoungOrgs$`Race:White`, mu = 51, alternativ
e 
## = "greater"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  YoungOrgs$`Race:White` 
## V = 306.5, p-value = 0.0004214 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 51 

wilcox.test(OldOrgs$`Race:White`, mu=51, alternative = "greater") #significan
t 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(OldOrgs$`Race:White`, mu = 51, alternative 
= 
## "greater"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  OldOrgs$`Race:White` 
## V = 193.5, p-value = 0.003428 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is greater than 51 

wilcox.test(YoungOrgs$`Race:Black`, mu = 29.6, alternative = "less") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(YoungOrgs$`Race:Black`, mu = 29.6, 
## alternative = "less"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  YoungOrgs$`Race:Black` 
## V = 80, p-value = 0.5751 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is less than 29.6 

wilcox.test(OldOrgs$`Race:Black`, mu = 29.6, alternative = "less") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(OldOrgs$`Race:Black`, mu = 29.6, alternativ
e 
## = "less"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
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##  
## data:  OldOrgs$`Race:Black` 
## V = 30, p-value = 0.08342 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is less than 29.6 

wilcox.test(YoungOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu = 12, alternative = "less") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(YoungOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu = 12, 
## alternative = "less"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  YoungOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat` 
## V = 87.5, p-value = 0.5435 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is less than 12 

wilcox.test(OldOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu = 12, alternative = "less") #signific
ant 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(OldOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat`, mu = 12, 
## alternative = "less"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  OldOrgs$`Ethnicity:Lat` 
## V = 6, p-value = 0.004818 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is less than 12 

#Gender 
wilcox.test(YoungOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu=52, alternative = "two.sided") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(YoungOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu = 52, 
## alternative = "two.sided"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  YoungOrgs$`Gender:Female` 
## V = 342, p-value = 0.0002124 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is not equal to 52 

wilcox.test(OldOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu=52, alternative = "two.sided") 

## Warning in wilcox.test.default(OldOrgs$`Gender:Female`, mu = 52, 
## alternative = "two.sided"): cannot compute exact p-value with ties 

##  
##  Wilcoxon signed rank test with continuity correction 
##  
## data:  OldOrgs$`Gender:Female` 



   
 

  102 
 

## V = 206, p-value = 0.03988 
## alternative hypothesis: true location is not equal to 52 

#Overall 
table(YoungOrgs$`Demographics match`) 

##  
##  No Yes  
##  22   6 

table(OldOrgs$`Demographics match`) 

##  
##  No Yes  
##  16   8 

 


