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Abstract:  

When nonprofit organizations deliver services on behalf of the government, the government 

agency has the opportunity to select the optimal number of providers to maximize performance. 

Should more providers deliver services across smaller areas to increase local tailoring or should 

contracts be consolidated so fewer providers deliver services across larger areas to take 

advantage of economies of scale? This paper examines a series of contract consolidations aimed 

at improving the performance and reducing the costs of the Combined Federal Campaign (CFC), 

the Office of Personnel Management’s workplace giving program for federal employees, which 

is administered by contracts with nonprofit intermediaries. Using a difference-in-differences 

analysis based on waves of contract consolidations over time, I find that larger service areas 

typically had lower giving and costs on a per employee basis. The consolidation process itself 

tended to decrease average giving further but had no additional effect on costs. Combined, these 

effects yield no change in costs per dollar raised for larger or consolidated service areas; the 

benefits of contract consolidation were more modest than CFC administrators had hoped.  
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Online Appendix A – Consolidation Events 

Online Appendix A lists the 121 consolidation events that occurred between 2005 and 2013 in 
the entire United States. Events include the consolidation of 2 or more service areas. 

Online Appendix B – Construction of the Data for Analysis 

Constructing the control variables 

Three types of control variables were included: variables related to the characteristics of federal 
workers in the zone, variables related to local economic conditions, and variables related to zone 
characteristics.  

Federal workforce data comes from three sources. The primary source is the Office of Personnel 
Management, which releases individual-level statistics on federal civilian employees each year. 1 
The following characteristics were selected to include as controls: mean length of service, mean 
age, mean salary, proportion with a professional occupation type, proportion with an 
administrative occupation type, proportion female, and proportion permanent. In addition, 
Congressional Research Service data on the size of the postal workforce2 and Department of 
Defense reports on the size of the military were obtained at the state level over time. The counts 
by state-year from these three data sources allow for the estimation of percent postal employees 
and percent military employees by zone and year.  

Each of these personnel-related control variables is supported by prior research. Research on 
workplace giving, as well as non-workplace giving, has found that income (Osili et al. 2011, 
Christensen et al. 2016) and years employed at the workplace (Nesbit et al. 2012, Christensen et 
al. 2016) affect donation amount. Some previous work finds that women are more likely to give 
in the workplace, while other work does not find an effect of gender (Leslie et al. 2013, Osili et 
al. 2011). The effect of age is also mixed in previous research, but is sometimes significant (Osili 
et al. 2011, Christensen et al. 2016). Education has also been found to affect workplace giving 
(Osili et al. 2011). While I do not observe education in my data, I do include occupation type 
(with blue collar omitted) to proxy for level of education. Position in the workplace has been 
found to be a predictor of giving in other workplace contexts, such as a university (Christensen et 
al. 2016). Attachment and identification between the employee and the workplace has also been 
shown to be a driver of workplace giving (Nesbit et al. 2012), a concept I operationalize with 
permanent employment status. Finally, Shaker et al. (2014) document the importance of 
workplace culture on giving to workplace campaigns. It can be argued that the executive branch, 
the military, and the postal service tend to have distinct cultures, but they cannot be analyzed 
separately with this data. Instead, I control for changes to the proportion of employees from each 
of these groups. 

The model also includes two measures of local economic conditions in the control variables: 
unemployment and per-capita income. Unemployment is measured using civilian data reported 

                                                           
1 OPM data is recorded at the individual worker level, but location of the worker is identified by State, rather than by county. 
When a zone is only in one state, I assign the zone the state-level means for each variable. When a zone spans more than one 
state, I assign the zone the county-weighted average of the two state-level means.  
2 Only career employees are included in the 2009 and 2010 data. For these two years, I estimate the total postal employees under 
the assumption that the proportion of career to non-career employees is same across states. 



by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.3 Income is measured using per capita personal income data 
from the Bureau of Economic Analysis.4  

Local economic conditions can affect workplace giving in two ways: through the economic 
situation of a spouse who is not a federal employee and through changing perceived charitable 
need in the local community. When per-capita income and unemployment in a local area change, 
it changes the probability that the spouse of a federal worker is unemployed or underemployed. 
Previous research shows that income and employment status are linked to charitable giving 
(Havens et al. 2006, Toppe et al. 2002). Research also documents that awareness of need in the 
local community is an important driver of giving (see Bekkers and Wiepking (2011) for a 
review). 

The final control variable is the proportion of a service area that is offering employees the option 
to give online. Data for this variable comes from the CFC’s two main online giving software 
providers, which account for the large majority of online giving. This data includes information 
regarding the zones using each provider’s online donation platform in each year.  

Constructing the analysis sample 

The goal of the analysis is to understand how consolidation affects campaign results. Campaign 
results need to be easily comparable before and after consolidation. While the results after 
consolidation are naturally contained on one zone’s record, the results prior to consolidation span 
two or more zones’ records. Combining these two or more zones’ records into one data point per 
year of the panel is necessary for a proper comparison. The process of combining records over a 
long panel is complicated by the fact that zones experience changes other than standard 
consolidations. When zones experience non-standard consolidations, in which counties are added 
or subtracted from the service area, the pre-consolidation and post-consolidation results are no 
longer comparable because different employees and offices are covered. Therefore, these zones 
must be excluded from the analysis. 

I construct the combined-record analysis sample in three steps. First, I limit the data to all zones 
that existed in 2013 and experienced at least one standard consolidation. I assign each of these 
zones a unique identifier. Second, I work backward over time and assign that same identifier to 
the group of zones that consolidated to form the 2013 zone. Third, if counties are added or 
subtracted from the zone, I code all previous years for that zone as missing. By coding the zone 
as missing, I eliminate years where a zone’s boundaries are not comparable to the final 
boundaries. The final analysis sample contains one record per year for each geographic zone that 
will eventually consolidate. The record encompasses the same set of counties, and therefore the 
same federal workers, for all years.5 By holding the counties and workers constant before and 

                                                           
3 Zone-level unemployment is the total civilian unemployment in the within-zone counties divided by the total civilian labor 
force in the counties. 
4 Zone-level income is calculated as the mean value of per capita personal incomes for the counties within the zone’s service 
area.  
5 Technically, the same positions are covered by the final analysis sample. There is no guarantee that the same workers are 
employed in each position in each year. The average length of service for federal workers during this time period is 13 years, so 
many but not all of the workers will be constant in these zones. 



after the consolidation, the analysis can also hold unobservable factors specific to the geographic 
region or employees constant, as long as those factors do not vary over time.6  

Table A2 contains descriptive statistics for the analysis sample. The sample contains 45 
geographic service areas with at least one standard consolidation post-2009. The panel contains 
26 service areas with full 10-year panels, and many shorter panels due to non-standard 
consolidations and similar changes. The average panel length is 8.3 years. Table A2 includes 
covariate means and standard deviations for the analysis sample, as well as minimum and 
maximum values.7 Most of the service areas experience only one standard consolidation within 
the years covered by the analysis sample. However, 13 experience two standard consolidations, 4 
experience three consolidations, and 2 experience four consolidations. 

Online Appendix C: Consolidation Examples 

Consolidation examples in the Iowa CFC 

The CFC experienced a relatively steady period of consolidation between 2005 and 2013. Two 
forms of consolidation occurred, and each form can be illustrated by examining changes to the 
Iowa CFC zone boundaries. The Iowa CFC zone boundaries for 2004 and 2013 are shown in 
Figure A1.  

The changes to the CFC in western Iowa were relatively straightforward. In 2008, the Siouxland 
Area CFC (labeled 1 on map) consolidated into the Heart of the Midlands CFC (labeled 2 on 
map). This is considered to be a standard consolidation, since two or more administrative zones 
consolidated without changing the boundaries or the employees served. The central Iowa 
changes are different, and include a second type of consolidation, which is termed a non-standard 
consolidation. First, in 2009, the Ames area CFC (4) merges into the CFC of East Central Iowa 
(3) to form the Central Iowa CFC. The 2009 change is a standard consolidation. Then, in 2010, 
the Central Iowa CFC merges into the Northern Lights CFC (not numbered on 2004 map 
because it is administered out of Minnesota). During this process, the Northern Lights CFC also 
adds the remaining counties in Iowa.8 This is considered to be a non-standard consolidation, 
because changing the boundaries means that the final group of employees in the zone will not be 
the sum of employees in the two original zones. Consolidations of this type are excluded from 
most analyses, because the available data cannot distinguish between changes in outcomes which 
are due to the consolidation or due to the newly-included employees. 

Patterns of CFC Consolidation 

Consolidating service areas are always geographically adjacent. Following consolidation, a 
nonprofit from one of the two original service areas is typically selected to administer he CFC in 

                                                           
6 A benefit of this data combination strategy is that it allows for the separation of the scale and managerial effects of 
consolidation. The same individuals share a record pre- and post-consolidation, so the immediate effect of consolidation is 
managerial. The effect of scale (changes to the number of employees) is identified from changes in non-consolidation years. The 
drawback of this strategy is that pre-consolidation zones appear to have a larger scale than they do in practice; a robustness check 
where pre-consolidation employee counts are recorded as a weighted average is included in Online Appendix D. 
7 The control variables have fewer observations (250 rather than 375) because they are only included for 2008 to 2013 at this 
time.  
8 Some Iowa counties are added to the Northern Lights CFC in 2009 and some are added in 2010. However, this is not critical to 
the description. 



the new administrative zone. I refer to the zone that administers the campaign following a 
consolidation as the surviving zone.  

Typically, in two-zone consolidations, the surviving zone is larger and more successful than the 
zone that is absorbed. Figure A2 contains a series of scatter plots comparing the surviving zone 
(Y-axis) to the zone that is absorbed (X-axis) for two-zone mergers. Each plot compares the two 
zones on a separate characteristic. Data points above the line indicate zones where the surviving 
zone performed better on that characteristic, while data points below the line indicate zones 
where the zone that was absorbed performed better. 

As shown in Figure A2, the surviving zone has more employees than the absorbed zone in 90% 
of cases. The surviving zone has a lower cost per dollar raised ratio in 80% of cases. It has a 
larger average gift, or dollars pledged per donor, in 69% of cases. Finally, it has a higher 
participation rate in 62% of cases. Notably, these statistics indicate that the zone that is absorbed 
may be performing better than the surviving zone on some metrics. The absorbed zone had 
higher participation just 38% of the time. The average gift was higher in the absorbed zone just 
35% of the time. 

Other patterns distinguish zones that consolidate during this time period from those that do not 
consolidate. For the purposes of this comparison, I will refer to these as consolidating and non-
consolidating zones. Table A3 compares consolidating and non-consolidating zones along 
several dimensions using 2004 data. 

Initially, consolidating zones tended to be smaller and less successful on average than the non-
consolidating zones. In 2004, consolidating zones had 52% fewer employees than non-
consolidating zones. Meanwhile, budgets in the consolidating zones were 61% smaller. These 
two facts meant that the consolidating zones typically spent 13% less per employee than non-
consolidating zones, although this difference is not statistically significant. Consolidating zones 
also tended to raise less money in 2004. On a per-employee basis, they raised 20% less than non-
consolidating zones. Since the average gift amount, or dollars pledged per donor, was nearly the 
same, the difference seems to be because the percent of employees giving is lower by 16% in the 
consolidating zones. The cost per dollar raised was 14% higher in consolidating zones.  

Examples of CFC Consolidation Results  

Examining specific examples of CFC consolidation shows that outcomes have been inconsistent. 
One successful consolidation example is the 2012 consolidation of the Lowcountry CFC into the 
Coastal Carolinas CFC in South Carolina. Prior to consolidation, the Lowcountry CFC was 
spending $54 thousand dollars per year to raise $188 thousand dollars. They were spending 
approximately 28 cents to raise a dollar. The participation in the CFC was good, at 24%, but 
most gifts were small, on average $72. This meant that pledges per employee totaled only $17.40 
The Coastal Carolinas CFC was much more successful. They spent $221 thousand dollars and 
raised $1.5 million, with a cost per dollar raised of $0.15. The campaign’s participation rate was 
similar to the Lowcountry rate, at 25%, but the average gift in the campaign was larger, at $308. 
After consolidation, the new Coastal Carolinas campaign spent $258 thousand dollars and raised 
$1.78 million. As a result, the cost per dollar raised fell to $0.14, which was especially 
impressive because the national cost per dollar raised actually increased in 2012.  



However, not all consolidations led to these overwhelmingly positive results. In 2013, the 
Gateway CFC absorbed the Paducah-McCracken Counties CFC, which was much smaller. Prior 
to the merger, the Paducah-McCracken CFC had a cost per dollar raised of $0.07. They raised a 
bit less than $100,000, but spent only about $7400 per year. The participation rate was excellent, 
at 54%, and employees tended to give large gifts, with an average gift size of $390. The Gateway 
CFC was also very successful, and much larger. The campaign raised approximately $2.9M per 
year and spent around $224 thousand, with a cost per dollar raised of $0.08. In the Gateway 
CFC, 23% of employees gave, with an average gift size of $332. Unfortunately, 2013 was not a 
good year for the newly consolidated campaign. Cost per dollar raised actually increased to 
$0.10, largely because participation fell to 18%. This result is disappointing, but the raw data do 
not reveal if the result is due to the consolidation or to overall problems with CFC performance 
in 2013.  

Online Appendix D – Tests of Model Assumptions and Robustness Checks 

Evidence on Assumptions of the DiD Model with Random Timing 

Table A4 shows that treatment and control groups are observably similar prior to consolidation.9 
Table A4 includes evidence from three years of the panel (other years give similar results). As 
shown in the last column of Table A4, there are no significant differences between the zones 
about to consolidate and those that consolidate in other years. Because the two groups are 
similar, at least on observable characteristics, it increases confidence that the control group zones 
experience the outcomes that the treatment group zones would have had in the absence of 
consolidation. 

A second assumption is that consolidation timing is random. If consolidation is random, then 
there should not be any observed predictors of consolidation timing. A logit model, shown in 
Table A5, was used to test the correlation between observed zone characteristics and 
consolidation timing. The results support the proposition that consolidation timing is random. 
Further anecdotal evidence suggests that the choice to merge may be primarily driven by staff 
turnover at the intermediary nonprofit administrators and only secondarily related to campaign 
costs or results (G. Masai-Wood, personal communication, January 2014).  

Table A6 provides more detail regarding the effect of consolidation over time, acting as a 
robustness check for the main analyses and a further test of model assumptions. Like in Table 5 
(in the main paper), this analysis tests whether the consolidation effect fades or increases over 
time. However, the model shown includes yearly indicators rather than fitting one line after 
treatment. The same specification also tests whether treated campaigns share common pre-
consolidation trends which may be affecting the observed treatment effect by including 
indicators for years prior to consolidation, or leads, in the differences-in-differences regression. 
If the leads of the treatment are significantly different from the control group, then the observed 
treatment effects (or non-treatment effects) might be attributable to pre-treatment trends. In 
Table A6, none of the lags or leads variable coefficients are significantly different from zero. 
The insignificant coefficients on the leads support the parallel trends assumption, although the 
                                                           
9 Here, the chosen control group for service areas that consolidate in any given year are the set of service areas consolidating in 
other years. Non-consolidating service areas are not a good control group for consolidating service areas. Consolidating service 
areas are typically smaller and less successful than non-consolidating areas. It is also likely that consolidating service areas are 
unobservably different than non-consolidating service areas.  



overall lack of significance (including on the lags, which are significant in Table 5 in the main 
paper) may indicate that data is underpowered and does not have a sufficient number of 
observations for this type of analysis.  

Robustness Checks on Main Paper Results 

The main paper results are robust to changes in many of the assumptions and analytical strategies 
described in this article. Tables A7 and A8 replicate the analyses in Table 4 and Table 5 in the 
main paper. The results remain the same with only minor changes in significance. For instance, 
while Table 4 shows a non-significant negative relationship between consolidation and campaign 
participation, the relationship is significant in Table A8. Perhaps more interestingly, Table A8 
shows a much larger negative initial effect of consolidation on giving per employee, followed by 
a significant positive effect on the time trend. This might be interpreted as showing that, despite 
initial difficulties with establishing services in the absorbed zone, the new nonprofit 
administrator learns over time and counteracts some of the initial problems (although the size of 
the coefficients here would suggest that many years would be required to regain the initial 
deficit). Finally, the specific coefficients on the employee and employee squared terms differ 
between these analyses and the main results. If one takes the point values and use them to 
calculate the number of employees at which the relationships between scale and costs (or scale 
and donations per employee) invert, one arrives at different numbers. Here, one would calculate 
253,000 employees are needed for diseconomies of scales in costs, vs. 283,000 in the main 
analysis. Similarly, here, one would calculate 257,000 employees are needed for economies of 
scale in giving per employee, vs. 270,000 in the main analysis. The differences between the 
coefficients and the differences in the calculated inversion points are not significant. 



Table A1. List of CFC Consolidations, 2005-2013

Year State Code Description

2013 CA 95 Central California CFC merges the Indian Wells Valley CFC (0092) into
its boundaries.

2013 CA 105 The SoCal CFC merges the Coachella Valley & 29 Palms Area CFC
(0100) into its campaign boundaries.

2013 CO 141 The Metro Denver CFC merges the Larimer County CFC (0142) and
Weld County CFC (0145) into its boundaries. The new campaign name
is the Rocky Mountain CFC.

2013 FL 192 The Central Florida CFC merges the Space Coast CFC (0181) into its
campaign boundaries.

2013 MD 405 The Chesapeake Bay Area CFC merges the Delaware CFC (0175) and
the Western Maryland CFC (0407) into its campaign boundaries.

2013 MA 432 The Western Masschusetts CFC merges the Greater Hartford CFC
(0162) and Nutmeg CFC (0164) into its campaign boundaries. The new
name is the CFC of Connecticut and Western Massachusetts.

2013 MI 457 The Kalamazoo Area CFC merges the Calhoun County CFC (0451) into
its campaign boundaries. The new campaign name is the Calhoun and
Kalamazoo County CFC.

2013 MO 528 The Gateway CFC merges the Paducah-McCracken Counties CFC
(0356) into its campaign boundaries.

2013 NH 571 The Northern New England CFC merges the Capital Region CFC
(0620) into its campaign boundaries.

2013 NM 606 Central & Northern New Mexico CFC merges the Southeast New Mex-
ico CFC (0605), the San Juan County CFC (0615), and the Sun Country
CFC (0840) into its campaign boundaries. The new campaign name is
the Desert Southwest CFC.

2013 NY 638 The North Country CFC merges the Central New York CFC (0634) into
its campaign boundaries. The new campaign name is the Central and
Northern New York CFC.

2013 NY 639 The Hudson Valley CFC merges the Taconic Valley (0644) CFC into its
campaign boundaries.

2013 OH 684 North Coast CFC merges the Greater Northwest Ohio CFC (693) into
its campaign boundaries.

2013 OR 728 The Pacific Northwest CFC merges the Coos/Curry/Douglas Counties
CFC (0729) into its campaign boundaries.

2013 PA 751 The Southeastern Pennsylvania & Lehigh Valley CFC merges the South
Jersey CFC (0580) and the Northeast Pennsylvania CFC (0760) into its
campaign boundaries. The new campaign name is the CFC of Eastern
Pennsylvania and South Jersey.

2012 AR 72 CFC of Greater Arkansas merges the Jefferson County CFC (0073) into
its campaign boundaries.



Table A1: List of CFC Consolidations, continued

Year State Code Description

2012 CA 96 The Greater Los Angeles CFC merges the SoCal Tri-County CFC
(0109) into its campaign boundaries. It changes its name to the CFC
of Greater SoCal.

2012 CA 106 CFC Norcal merges the Central Valley/Sierra CFC (0107) into its cam-
paign boundaries.

2012 FL 185 The Northeast Florida-Southeast Georgia Regional CFC merges the Big
Bend CFC (0196) into its campaign boundaries.

2012 IL 249 The Chicago Area CFC merges the East Central Illinois CFC (0248)
and the Lake County Illinois CFC (0255) into its campaign boundaries.

2012 LA 371 The Fort Polk - Central Louisiana CFC merges the CFC of Acadiana
(0376) into its campaign boundaries.

2012 MS 500 * The Greater Mississippi CFC merges the Northeast MS CFC (0501)
into its campaign boundaries. It transfers Scott County to the Jackson
Metropolitan Area CFC (0503). It adds Itawamba, Noxubee, Jasper,
Winston, and Smith Counties to its campaign boundaries. The campaign
name changed to the Greater Mississippi CFC.

2012 NY 621 The Niagara Frontier CFC merges the Greater Rochester CFC (0630)
into its campaign boundaries.

2012 OH 682 The Ohio River Valley CFC merges the Central Kentucky CFC (0354)
into its campaign boundaries.

2012 PA 754 The 3 Rivers/PA West CFC merges the Laurel Highlands (0742) CFC
into its campaign boundaries.

2012 SC 772 The Coastal Carolinas CFC merges the Lowcountry CFC (0771) into its
campaign boundaries.

2011 AL 5 Heart of Alabama CFC merges the Wiregrass CFC (0003) into its cam-
paign boundaries

2011 CT 164 CFC of Southeastern Connecticut merges the Western Central Connecti-
cut CFC (0163) into its boundaries. The new campaign name is the Nut-
meg CFC.

2011 FL 185 Northeast Florida-Southeast Georgia CFC merges the North Florida
CFC (0184) into its campaign area

2011 NY 631 Greater Rome Area CFC merges the Greater Utica and Herkimer Coun-
ties CFC (0637) into its campaign area

2011 NC 655 * Greater North Carolina area CFC merges the Central Carolinas CFC
(0652) into its campaign boundaries. It also adds 18 counties.

2011 NC 656 Southeastern North Carolina CFC merges the Cape Fear Area CFC
(0661) into its campaign area

2011 PA 751 Southeastern Pennsylvania and Lehigh Valley Area CFC merges the
Lancaster County CFC (0747) into its campaign boundaries



Table A1: List of CFC Consolidations, continued

Year State Code Description

2011 PA 760 * Luzerne/Columbia Counties CFC merges the Northeast Pennsylvania
CFC (0757) into its campaign boundaries. It adds Bradford and Sullivan
Counties and changes its name to the Northeast Pennsylvania CFC.

2011 TX 830 * West Central Texas CFC merges the Lubbock Area CFC into its cam-
paign boundaries. It also adds Ector, Garza, and Midland Counties. The
new campaign name is Greater West Texas CFC.

2011 TX 840 * Sun Country CFC merges the Val Verde County CFC (0855) into its
campaign boundaries. It also adds 10 counties.

2011 UT 870 * Intermountain CFC merges the Southwestern Idaho CFC (0230) and
the Southwest Colorado CFC (0147) into its campaign boundaries. It
also adds Dolores and San Juan Counties in Colorado.

2010 CA 95 Fresno-Madera CFC merges the Kern, Inyo and Mono Counties CFC
(0090) into its campaign boundaries. The new campaign name is Cen-
tral California CFC.

2010 CA 106 CFC Norcal merges the Yuba-Sutter-Beale CFC (0098) into its cam-
paign boundaries

2010 CA 109 Orange-San Bernardino Counties CFC merges the Mojave Valley CFC
(0091) and the Western Riverside CFC (0102) into its campaign bound-
aries. The new campaign name is So Cal Tri-County CFC.

2010 IN 283 * Greater Indiana CFC merges the Crane Area CFC (0280) into its cam-
paign boundaries. It also adds Brown, Clay, Dubois, Orange, Owen and
Pike Counties.

2010 LA 371 The Fort Polk-Central Louisiana CFC merges the Northeast Louisiana
(0377) into its campaign boundaries.

2010 MA 432 Pioneer Valley CFC merges the Berkshire County CFC (0434) into its
campaign boundaries. The campaign name is changed to the Western
Massachusetts CFC.

2010 MN 481 * Northern Lights CFC merges the Central Iowa CFC (0303) into its
campaign boundaries. It also adds 20 counties.

2010 MS 500 Southern Mississippi CFC merges the Lauderdale County CFC (0504)
into its campaign boundaries.

2010 MO 524 * Heartland CFC merges the Leavenworth Area CFC (0334) into its
campaign boundaries. It also added Hickory County, MO.

2010 MO 528 * Gateway CFC merges the Southern Illinois CFC into its campaign
boundaries. It also adds 14 counties.

2010 NV 560 The Southern Nevada CFC merges the Northern Nevada CFC (0561)
into its campaign boundaries. The new campaign name is the Nevada
CFC.

2010 NC 655 Greater North Carolina Area CFC merges the Piedmont Triad CFC
(0658) into its campaign boundaries.



Table A1: List of CFC Consolidations, continued

Year State Code Description

2010 OH 682 Greater Cincinnati Metro Area CFC merges the Boyd-Greenup-Carter-
Lawrence Counties CFC (0359) into its boundaries. It changes it name
to the Ohio River Valley CFC.

2010 OR 728 * Pacific Northwest CFC merges the Rogue Valley (0726) CFC into its
campaign boundaries. It also merges Gray’s Harbor and Pacific Coun-
ties in Washington (formerly served by the Olympic Peninsula CFC
(0932)) into its campaign boundaries.

2010 TX 857 CFC of North Texas merges the Jackson County CFC (0705) into its
campaign boundaries. The new campaign name is CFC of North Texas
and Jackson County, OK.

2009 AL 5 Heart of Alabama CFC merges the West Alabama CFC (0010) into its
campaign boundaries.

2009 AR 72 CFC of Greater Arkansas merges the North Arkansas CFC (0076) into
its boundaries and changes its name to the North Arkansas CFC

2009 CA 106 * CFC of the Bay Area merges the Sacramento/Northern California
(0103) into its boundaries. It also adds Alpine County. The new cam-
paign name is CFC Norcal.

2009 CA 109 Orange County CFC merges the San Bernardino CFC (0104) into its
boundaries. The new campaign name is the Orange-San Bernardino
Counties CFC.

2009 FL 189 Tri-County CFC merges the Treasure Coast CFC (0199) into its bound-
aries. The new campaign name is the Atlantic CFC.

2009 FL 192 Central Florida CFC merges the Volusia-Flagler-Putnam Counties CFC
(0182) into its campaign boundaries.

2009 IA 259 *Illowa Bi-State CFC merges the East Central Iowa CFC (0302) and
the Johnson County CFC (0306) into its campaign boundaries. It also
adds Adams, Brown, Hancock, Henderson, McDonough, Schuyler, and
Warren Counties, IL to its boundaries.

2009 IA 303 CFC of Central Iowa merges the Ames Area CFC (0300) into its cam-
paign boundaries.

2009 MN 481 * Northern Lights CFC merges the Lake Superior CFC (0476) into its
boundaries. In addition, the campaign adds 36 counties to its bound-
aries.

2009 MO 524 * Heartland CFC merges the Ozarks Area CFC (0530) into its bound-
aries. It also add McDonald and Ozarks Counties in Missouri.

2009 NH 571 New Hampshire and Southern Maine CFC merges the Vermont and Up-
per Valley CFC (0880) into its campaign boundaries. The new cam-
paign name is the CFC of Northern New England.



Table A1: List of CFC Consolidations, continued

Year State Code Description

2009 NM 606 * Central & Northern New Mexico merges the Eastern Mexico CFC
into its campaign boundaries. It also adds Catron, Colfax, De Baca,
Guadalupe, Harding, Mora, Quay, Sierra, and Union Counties to its
campaign boundaries.

2009 OH 685 Heart of Ohio CFC merges the River Cities CFC (0942) into its cam-
paign boundaries. The new campaign name is Heart of Ohio and Tri-
State Area CFC.

2009 OK 715 * Tulsa Area CFC merges the Muskogee Area CFC (0711) into its cam-
paign boundaries and adds Cherokee County.

2009 PA 754 3 Rivers CFC merges the Pennsylvania West CFC (0739) into its cam-
paign boundaries. The new campaign name is 3 Rivers/Pennsylvania
West CFC.

2009 TX 853 Greater Temple Area CFC merges the McLennan-Falls Counties CFC
(0856) into its boundaries.

Note: Most information on consolidations comes from the OPM’s CFC website. This list was
checked using maps and summary reports provided by the national CFC staff, and errors were
corrected.



Table A2. Summary Statistics for Analysis Sample

Consolidated Data

N Mean Std Dev Min Max

Total Pledges ($) 375 1,708,682 (1,716,409) 54,951 7,739,507
Dollars Pledged Per Employee ($) 375 57.79 (22.81) 8.02 169.00
Participation Rate 375 0.226 (0.081) 0.030 0.559
Dollars Pledged per Donor ($) 375 263.81 (70.46) 99.10 530.87
Budgeted Costs ($) 375 194,940 (168,477) 12,860 844,012
Budgeted Cost Per Dollar Raised 375 0.138 (0.066) 0.050 1.037
Budgeted Cost Per Employee 375 7.45 (3.49) 2.05 37.36
Number Employees Solicited 375 30,253 (30,433) 1,163 177,341
Offers Online Giving 250 0.382 (0.436) 0.000 1.000
Per Capita Personal Income ($) 250 36,628 (5,311) 27,453 51,698
Unemployment Rate 250 0.083 (0.022) 0.036 0.159
Average Length of Service 250 12.92 (0.98) 10.24 15.87
Average Age 250 45.83 (0.68) 43.81 47.44
Average Salary ($) 250 70,634 (6,253) 57,085 91,766
Pct Female 250 0.436 (0.039) 0.286 0.514
Pct Permanent Status 250 0.874 (0.034) 0.745 0.937
Pct Professional Category 250 0.249 (0.034) 0.179 0.356
Pct Administrative Category 250 0.324 (0.051) 0.217 0.449
Percent Uniformed Military 250 0.221 (0.176) 0.000 0.655
Percent Postal Service 250 0.195 (0.125) 0.000 0.487

Note: All dollar amounts in 2011 dollars. Data has been manipulated so that zones that eventually consolidate are in one record. Control variables available for a
smaller panel of years, leading to a lower number of observations for these variables.



Figure A1. Example of CFC Geographic Zone Consolidations

Source: Campaign maps from national Combined Federal Campaign office.



Figure A2. Scatter Plots Comparing Absorbed and Surviving Zones

Note: N=96 consolidations across all years; consolidations of more than two zones have more than one data point.
Pre-consolidation data used. All dollar amounts in 2011 dollars. Straight line indicates surviving and absorbed
zones were equal. No data manipulation (combination) of zones that will consolidate in the future has occurred.



Table A3. Comparison of Zones with Simple Mergers vs. Constant Boundaries

2004 Means, Zone-level Data

Never Consolidate Consolidate Difference, T-test

Number Employees Solicited 22,056 10,661 11,395*
Dollars Pledged Per Employee (2011 dollars) 73.11 58.31 14.80**
Participation Rate 31.65 26.39 5.26**
Dollars Pledged Per Donor (2011 dollars) 227.72 228.64 -0.92
Budgeted Cost for Zone (2011 dollars) 183,738 71,916 111,821*
Budgeted Cost Per Employee Solicited (2011 dollars) 8.32 7.27 1.05
Budgeted Cost Per Dollar Raised (2011 dollars) 0.119 0.137 -0.017*

Consolidate 2005-2008 Consolidate 2009-2013 Difference

Number Employees Solicited 9,470 11,970 -2,501
Dollars Pledged Per Employee (2011 dollars) 55.11 61.83 -6.73
Participation Rate 25.01 27.90 -2.89
Dollars Pledged Per Donor (2011 dollars) 228.42 228.88 -0.46
Budgeted Cost for Zone (2011 dollars) 64,850 79,680 -14,830
Budgeted Cost Per Employee Solicited (2011 dollars) 7.07 7.49 -0.42
Budgeted Cost Per Dollar Raised (2011 dollars) 0.145 0.128 0.017

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. First column is zones with constant boundaries between 2004 and 2013. Second column is zones with at least
one simple consolidation. No data manipulation (combination) of zones that will consolidate in the future has occurred.



Table A4. Covariate Balance - Comparison of Control Groups Over Time

Zone-level Mean Values

Consolidate 2005 Consolidate Other Years Difference

2004
Number Employees Solicited 10,608 11,061 -453
Dollars Pledged Per Employee (2011 dollars) 58.25 58.80 -0.55
Participation Rate 26.44 25.98 0.46
Dollars Pledged Per Donor (2011 dollars) 228.61 228.91 -0.31
Budgeted Cost for Zone (2011 dollars) 70,385 83,402 -13,017
Budgeted Cost Per Employee Solicited (2011 dollars) 7.19 7.89 -0.71
Budgeted Cost Per Dollar Raised (2011 dollars) 0.135 0.149 -0.014

Consolidate 2009 Consolidate Other Years Difference

2008
Number Employees Solicited 15,989 8,404 7,585
Dollars Pledged Per Employee (2011 dollars) 58.18 62.50 -4.32
Participation Rate 24.20 26.82 -2.62
Dollars Pledged Per Donor (2011 dollars) 247.03 237.41 9.62
Budgeted Cost for Zone (2011 dollars) 99,637 81,211 18,425
Budgeted Cost Per Employee Solicited (2011 dollars) 7.62 9.42 -1.81
Budgeted Cost Per Dollar Raised (2011 dollars) 0.143 0.147 -0.004

Consolidate 2013 Consolidate Other Years Difference

2012
Number Employees Solicited 26,920 19,621 7,299
Dollars Pledged Per Employee (2011 dollars) 49.34 51.51 -2.17
Participation Rate 18.24 17.84 0.40
Dollars Pledged Per Donor (2011 dollars) 281.18 289.98 -8.80
Budgeted Cost for Zone (2011 dollars) 164,816 109,397 55,419
Budgeted Cost Per Employee Solicited (2011 dollars) 6.64 7.07 -0.43
Budgeted Cost Per Dollar Raised (2011 dollars) 0.143 0.159 -0.016

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Based on zone-level records from CFC. No data manipulation (combination) of zones that will consolidate in the
future has occurred. Campaigns are included in this table if and only if they have a simple consolidation in some year.



Table A5. Predictors of Consolidation in the Next Year

Consolidated Data

First Consolidation First Consolidation Post-2009

Number Employees Solicited (1000s) 0.0112 0.0164
(0.00986) (0.00862)

Participation Rate 8.682 0.765
(9.295) (8.550)

Dollars Pledged Per Employee ($) -0.0335 -0.000958
(0.0452) (0.0394)

Dollars Pledged per Donor ($) 0.00642 -0.00292
(0.00914) (0.00828)

Budgeted Cost Per Employee 0.125 0.0581
(0.193) (0.171)

Budgeted Cost Per Dollar Raised -4.882 -3.468
(9.603) (8.899)

Per Capita Personal Income ($1000s) 0.0526 0.0145
(0.0614) (0.0531)

Unemployment Rate 23.78 5.701
(16.17) (14.58)

Average Length of Service -0.443 -0.157
(0.427) (0.367)

Average Age 0.389 -0.153
(0.861) (0.676)

Average Salary ($1000s) 0.0440 -0.0454
(0.121) (0.0937)

Pct Female 19.88 18.12
(11.13) (9.787)

Pct Permanent Status -2.553 4.125
(15.10) (12.60)

Pct Professional Category -28.94 -1.870
(17.91) (12.36)

Pct Administrative Category 2.551 4.810
(11.63) (9.797)

Percent Uniformed Military -1.728 -0.455
(2.280) (1.947)

Percent Postal Service -3.679 -1.985
(2.541) (2.101)

Offers Online Giving -1.228 -1.592*
(0.803) (0.724)

Observations 250 250
Adjusted R2

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Odds ratios reported. Sample is consolidated records from CFC.
Campaigns are included in the analysis sample if and only if they have a simple consolidation in some year.



Table A6. OLS Regression Results with Lags and Leads, Time Trend Included

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Budgeted Cost Per Employee Dollars Pledged Per Employee ($) Participation Rate Dollars Pledged per Donor ($) Budgeted Cost Per Dollar Raised

Consolidationt+3 -0.0494 -5.377 -0.0149 8.103 0.0129
(0.507) (3.432) (0.0117) (9.461) (0.00955)

Consolidationt+2 1.072 -0.475 0.00527 4.494 0.0188
(0.655) (3.079) (0.00762) (7.478) (0.0128)

Consolidationt+1 1.012 1.344 0.00830 3.818 0.0138
(0.811) (3.147) (0.0100) (7.773) (0.0102)

Consolidationt 1.153 4.280 0.0171 0.776 0.0000558
(1.518) (5.617) (0.0212) (7.876) (0.0107)

Consolidationt−1 0.783 1.890 0.0135 -8.736 0.00814
(1.199) (4.504) (0.0181) (9.192) (0.0133)

Consolidationt−2 0.366 1.507 0.00234 -4.039 0.00429
(1.014) (3.773) (0.0139) (8.517) (0.0115)

Consolidationt−3 0.292 1.905 0.00660 -6.176 0.0101
(0.742) (2.948) (0.0102) (9.797) (0.00846)

Time -1.084 -1.615 -0.0105 16.49** -0.0150
(0.941) (1.907) (0.00771) (5.591) (0.0238)

Treated× Time 0.302 1.556 0.00534 -5.283 -0.00134
(0.339) (1.057) (0.00343) (2.770) (0.00505)

Employees (1000s) -0.450** -2.511*** -0.00948*** -0.405 -0.000590
(0.164) (0.664) (0.00243) (0.830) (0.00194)

Employees (1000s) × Employees (1000s) 0.00152* 0.00931** 0.0000310** 0.00628* -0.00000217
(0.000705) (0.00307) (0.0000103) (0.00305) (0.00000587)

Offers Online Giving 0.234 -1.503 -0.0113 11.63 0.00623
(1.134) (3.385) (0.0136) (7.177) (0.0150)

Observations 250 250 250 250 250
Adjusted R2 0.493 0.808 0.780 0.921 0.550
Zone Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Employee Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Economic Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Robust standard errors, clustered at the (consolidated) zone level. Sample is consolidated records from CFC.
Campaigns are included in the analysis sample if and only if they have an observable simple consolidation. Consolidation is defined as the first consolidation in
2009 or later. Excluded group is those consolidating 2008 or earlier.



Table A7. OLS Regression Results, Weighted Average Employees for Pre-Consolidation Zones

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Budgeted Cost Per Employee Dollars Pledged Per Employee ($) Participation Rate Dollars Pledged per Donor ($) Budgeted Cost Per Dollar Raised

Treated × Post-Consolidation 1.184 (1.462) 7.503 (6.156) 0.0266 (0.0230) -15.26* (7.471) -0.0104 (0.0104)
Employees (1000s) -0.223* (0.103) -0.943* (0.435) -0.00366* (0.00165) -0.0641 (0.568) -0.000786 (0.000692)
Employees (1000s) × Employees (1000s) 0.000944 (0.000479) 0.00403* (0.00190) 0.0000150 (0.00000765) 0.00237 (0.00257) 0.00000293 (0.00000541)
Per Capita Personal Income ($1000s) 0.0803 (0.281) -1.576** (0.569) -0.00111 (0.00301) -1.297 (1.702) 0.00435 (0.00501)
Unemployment Rate 50.62 (69.23) -97.15 (109.1) -0.437 (0.467) 196.8 (295.3) 1.612 (1.530)
Average Length of Service -2.088 (1.685) 0.673 (3.775) 0.00491 (0.0141) -19.55 (11.87) -0.0383 (0.0413)
Average Age 3.698 (3.587) -1.154 (6.548) -0.0194 (0.0327) 17.59 (19.38) 0.0843 (0.0748)
Average Salary ($) 0.000149 (0.000236) 0.000818 (0.000869) 0.00000332 (0.00000317) -0.00223 (0.00122) -0.000000174 (0.00000181)
Pct Female -39.94 (86.69) -222.5 (308.0) -0.420 (1.039) -427.0 (605.2) 0.616 (0.995)
Pct Permanent Status -18.64 (40.14) 11.10 (101.9) -0.210 (0.430) 227.2 (314.4) -0.775 (0.674)
Pct Professional Category -42.87 (84.10) -57.92 (176.3) -0.112 (0.779) -428.2 (721.0) -0.799 (1.386)
Pct Administrative Category -57.68 (53.04) -157.1 (154.5) -0.859 (0.598) 629.9 (366.0) -0.987 (1.079)
Percent Uniformed Military -5.695 (3.028) -30.33 (19.02) -0.127 (0.0728) -88.28* (42.18) -0.0183 (0.0462)
Percent Postal Service -0.103 (8.068) -30.64 (19.60) -0.101 (0.0919) -127.5 (65.26) 0.173 (0.218)
Offers Online Giving 0.924 (0.959) 3.310 (3.634) 0.00540 (0.0130) 8.908 (6.589) 0.00703 (0.0105)
Zone and Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 250 250 250 250 250
Adjusted R2 0.481 0.778 0.741 0.919 0.564

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Robust standard errors, clustered at the (consolidated) zone level. Sample is consolidated records from CFC.
Campaigns are included in the analysis sample if and only if they have an observable simple consolidation. The post-consolidation indicator is triggered by
the first consolidation in 2009 or later. The number of employees pre-consolidation is calculated using a weighted average of the soon-to-consolidate zone
employment.



Table A8. OLS Regression Results with Treatment-Specific Time Trends Affected by Treatment, Weighted Average Employees for Pre-Consolidation
Zones

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Budgeted Cost Per Employee Dollars Pledged Per Employee ($) Participation Rate Dollars Pledged per Donor ($) Budgeted Cost Per Dollar Raised

Treated × Post-Consolidation -4.158 (2.754) -31.61** (10.14) -0.111* (0.0443) 22.87 (32.98) 0.00351 (0.0637)
Time -0.897 (0.855) -1.139 (1.720) -0.00787 (0.00771) 17.34** (5.737) -0.0138 (0.0223)
Treated× Time 0.143 (0.274) -0.293 (1.524) -0.00123 (0.00483) -2.791 (3.674) 0.00223 (0.00432)
Treated × Post-Consolidation× Time 0.653 (0.385) 4.971* (1.909) 0.0175* (0.00701) -4.410 (4.476) -0.00207 (0.00739)
Per Capita Personal Income ($1000s) 0.0995 (0.285) -1.511* (0.590) -0.000898 (0.00266) -1.535 (1.583) 0.00444 (0.00518)
Unemployment Rate 55.41 (69.81) -63.57 (97.95) -0.320 (0.420) 160.7 (277.8) 1.602 (1.573)
Employees (1000s) -0.239* (0.108) -1.027* (0.444) -0.00395* (0.00169) 0.0808 (0.541) -0.000800 (0.000816)
Employees (1000s) × Employees (1000s) 0.000945 (0.000491) 0.00399* (0.00191) 0.0000148 (0.00000773) 0.00230 (0.00240) 0.00000303 (0.00000551)
Average Length of Service -2.319 (1.830) -0.258 (4.269) 0.00176 (0.0144) -16.89 (10.40) -0.0392 (0.0439)
Average Age 3.369 (3.440) -3.439 (6.134) -0.0274 (0.0303) 20.11 (16.39) 0.0850 (0.0719)
Average Salary ($) 0.000239 (0.000231) 0.00125 (0.000850) 0.00000481 (0.00000336) -0.00319* (0.00131) 3.69e-08 (0.00000171)
Pct Female -53.62 (81.68) -294.4 (288.8) -0.668 (0.994) -292.0 (572.0) 0.597 (0.907)
Pct Permanent Status -23.21 (43.05) -6.013 (118.6) -0.268 (0.480) 281.5 (310.2) -0.795 (0.715)
Pct Professional Category -45.90 (83.27) -68.28 (177.3) -0.147 (0.791) -390.8 (689.0) -0.814 (1.411)
Pct Administrative Category -56.91 (52.98) -133.9 (139.1) -0.775 (0.534) 647.7 (362.9) -1.023 (1.076)
Percent Uniformed Military -5.835 (3.295) -28.62 (18.25) -0.121 (0.0750) -83.66 (42.78) -0.0232 (0.0484)
Percent Postal Service -0.465 (7.748) -29.35 (20.05) -0.0963 (0.0938) -119.7 (66.23) 0.166 (0.216)
Offers Online Giving 0.505 (1.028) 0.558 (3.021) -0.00421 (0.0113) 12.32 (6.396) 0.00751 (0.0143)
Zone and Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 250 250 250 250 250
Adjusted R2 0.489 0.791 0.754 0.921 0.559

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Robust standard errors, clustered at the (consolidated) zone level. Sample is consolidated records from CFC.
Campaigns are included in the analysis sample if and only if they have an observable simple consolidation. The post-consolidation indicator is triggered by
the first consolidation in 2009 or later. The number of employees pre-consolidation is calculated using a weighted average of the soon-to-consolidate zone
employment.
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