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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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1. Introduction 

Government entities at all levels rely on external providers, such as nonprofit 

organizations, to deliver services. Structuring contracts with external providers to optimize costs, 

quality, and overall efficiency has proven difficult, particularly when goods and services are 

complex (Brown & Potoski, 2003; Brown, Potoski, & Van Slyke 2013; Pressman & Wildavsky, 

1984; Van Meter & Van Horn, 1975). Despite the focus in the literature on complexity and 

transaction costs, one aspect of contract structure which has not been sufficiently explored in the 

literature is changing the geographic scope, and therefore the number, of contracts offered. While 

some previous work has examined contract consolidation’s relationship to building consortia and 

organizational mergers (Rees, Mullins, & Bovaird, 2012b) there is no previous work directly 

examining the effects of contract consolidation through geographic contract restructuring. 

Furthermore, although other work has included number of subcontractors or number of 

contractors as a control variable (Edwards & Stevens, 1978; Fernandez, 2007), there is no 

previous research directly exploring the effects of contract consolidation using a natural 

experiment or quasi-experiment. This article argues that optimizing the scope of contracts 

through contract consolidation is unlikely to solve overall efficiency issues in complex contracts, 

but scope optimization may allow government to make tradeoffs between costs and performance 

that could achieve important goals in some government-nonprofit contracts.  

This work focuses on the structure of contracting within the Combined Federal Campaign 

(CFC), the Office of Personnel Management’s workplace giving program for federal employees, 

to demonstrate the effects of contract consolidation and the related tradeoff between costs and 

performance. To administer the CFC, the Office of Personnel Management contracts with one 
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nonprofit organization, such as a United Way, in each local administrative zone to run the 

campaign on behalf of the federal government. Beginning in 2001, the OPM began encouraging 

the consolidation of campaign service areas, with the goal of reducing CFC costs, improving 

performance, and minimizing program overhead ratios (CFC Memorandum 2001-09). A 

differences-in-differences analysis based on variation in consolidation timing reveals decreases 

in costs per employee were not statistically significant. Furthermore, any cost decrease is 

counteracted by a substantial (and statistically significant) decrease in giving per employee, an 

indicator of decreased employee satisfaction and decreased campaign quality. Overall, 

consolidation did not have a significant or meaningful impact on costs per dollar raised, the key 

efficiency measure targeted by the CFC contract consolidations.   

In addition to contributing to the limited literature on scale in nonprofit fundraising, 

(Hyndman & McKillop, 1999; Lecy & Searing, 2015; Wise, 1997), and to literature and policy 

discussions regarding the Combined Federal Campaign (Bowman, 2006; LePere-Schloop & 

Christensen, 2014; Strauss, 2018), the results presented open a new line of inquiry within the 

contracting literature. Currently, the contracting literature has paid limited attention to the 

geographic scope of contracts, including the size of monopoly territories. While the CFC is 

unusual because it serves government employees rather than members of the public, the 

fundamental size-related tradeoff between costs and performance that exists in the CFC is also 

present in other contracting arrangements. The outcomes of the CFC provide for an interesting, 

quantifiable, example of the two forces.  

This article begins by examining the existing literature related to scale in government-

nonprofit contract structures and its relationship to costs and performance. Then, it develops a 

theoretical framework and underlying hypotheses related to the tradeoffs between contract cost 
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and performance and the relationship to overall contract efficiency. Next, information on the 

specific case of contract consolidation in the CFC is provided, along with an explanation of the 

data and operationalized hypotheses to be tested. This is followed by sections on the analytical 

strategy and results, including robustness checks. The final section offers a discussion of the 

implications of these results for the contracting literature and the practice of contracting with 

nonprofit organizations.   

2. Literature on Scale in Government Contracting and Nonprofit Organizations 

The present article examines how changes to the geographic scope of government-

nonprofit contract structures impact costs and service delivery. In an early paper, Bish and 

Warren (1972) argue that the structure and scale of government service delivery should be 

chosen based on two criteria: production efficiency and responsiveness to the preferences of 

citizens.1 They argue that, local and sub-local government structures are preferable when 

services can be tailored to serve the more uniform preferences of these smaller units. Although 

the authors are writing about direct government service provision rather than indirect service 

provision through contracts, their work also applies in the latter context when the contracted 

service can be tailored to local preferences. Later scholars, particularly those engaged in the 

debate regarding regional governance, continued this discussion while also addressing the role of 

public voice in decisions regarding structure and scale of service delivery (for a review, see 

Hefetz, Warner, & Vigoda-Gadot, 2012).   

                                                 

1 See also Ostrom and Ostrom (1977). Later work lends less attention to diverse preferences. 
Both researchers and administrative decisionmakers have tended to emphasize production 
efficiency in general, and economies of scale more specifically (Bovaird, 2014). 
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2.1 Economies of scale and cost-effectiveness in contracting 

Despite early scholars’ attempts to draw attention to the tension between cost-

effectiveness and local needs in the context of direct government service provision, most 

research on indirect service provision has focused on cost-effectiveness, as is discussed in this 

section (Amirkhanyan, Kim, & Lambright, 2007). In practice, increasing cost-effectiveness in 

government contracting is often equivalent to decreasing costs, because the number of citizens 

who need to be served is typically held fixed. Theoretically, contracting should generate cost 

savings by introducing competition and by selecting providers that achieve the optimal scale of 

production (Amirkhanyan, Kim, & Lambright, 2007; Bish & Warren, 1972; Ferris & Graddy, 

1986).2 Early research investigates the extent to which this economy of scale argument holds in a 

limited way. The research presents empirical evidence comparing price per unit for a monopoly 

contract and a private market, typically using the setting of garbage collection and recycling 

services and finds that monopoly contracts are more efficient (Dubin & Navarro, 1988; Edwards 

& Stevens, 1978). These monopoly contracts allow for production at a larger scale, so this result 

suggests that economies of scale are likely to be present in these product-focused contexts. Later 

research on economies of scale in more people-focused contexts tends to be more mixed, with 

some suggesting that economies of scope are limited or context-specific (Boivard, 2014).  

Like previous research, the present article is concerned with the effect of contracting 

arrangements on economies of scale in government service delivery. Although prior research 

does explore economies of scale, it does not explicitly investigate how changing the size of the 

                                                 

2 Empirical research looking for evidence of cost savings from contracting out is mixed (Bel, 
Fageda, & Warner, 2010; Boyne 1998; Hirsch, 1995).  
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monopoly territory affects costs. The present research can inform larger municipalities, states, 

and federal government agencies that have the ability to manipulate the size of the monopoly 

territory. 

2.2 Contracting changes to increase performance and efficiency 

A relatively large body of research looks at factors that improve contract performance. 

Among the factors influencing performance from prior research, the most relevant to this current 

article is the complexity of contract implementation. Theoretically, having fewer and larger 

contracts may reduce the complexity and transaction costs of government-nonprofit contract 

interactions and lead to better outcomes, although it may also create more cumbersome nonprofit 

organizations with more internal bureaucracy (Fernandez, 2007; Rees, Mullins, & Bovaird, 

2012a, 2012b). Previous research has looked at the extent to which potential cost savings are 

limited by transaction costs such as the cost of monitoring compliance (Nelson, 1997) and the 

extent to which overall contracting performance is decreased by the number of subcontractors 

(Fernandez, 2007). Other work has examined the formation of consortia and nonprofit mergers in 

connection with contract consolidation; the outcomes of these initiatives were somewhat mixed 

(Rees, Mullins, & Bovaird, 2012b). To my knowledge, researchers have not examined how the 

geographic size of contracts affects outcomes such as cost, performance, and overall efficiency. 

The present article examines changes to the number of contracts within a geographic region over 

time, informing the literature relating contracting complexity to costs. 

3. Theoretical framework and hypotheses 

In contracting, a fundamental tension exists between contract performance and cost. One 

unexplored factor in this tension is the geographic size or “horizontal fragmentation” of the 
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monopoly service area associated with the contract.3 The geographic size of a contract’s 

monopoly service area is likely to be related to performance through the localness and 

customization of goods and services provided.  

3.1 Theoretical effects of horizontal fragmentation in contracts 

If fewer nonprofit providers deliver government services across larger geographic areas, 

the nonprofits may minimize average costs and take advantage of economies of scale. This is 

similar logic to that used to support inter-government contracting, particularly by small local 

governments (Bel, Fageda, & Mur, 2014; Bel & Sebő, 2018; Elston, MacCarthaigh, & Verhoest, 

2018; Ferris & Graddy, 1986). The presence of economies of scale is generally assumed in the 

literature, although the evidence for its presence is mixed, and may be specific to certain specific 

services (for a fuller discussion, see Bovaird, 2014). Furthermore, this consolidated arrangement 

also limits the transaction costs faced by agencies managing the contracts. A desire to limit the 

number of contract relationships has been documented in many contexts, from housing to 

employment services, and has been a driver of nonprofit merger, the formation of provider 

consortia, and the formation of primary and subcontractor structures to carry out public programs 

(Eschenfelder, 2011; Rees, Mullins, & Bovaird, 2012b).  

However, the focus on cost savings can sometimes come at the expense of quality, which 

is more difficult to measure (Bovaird, 2014). Consolidated contracts are arguably less likely to 

provide locally customized services, particularly if the clients in the consolidated geographic 

                                                 

3 The term “horizontal fragmentation” is taken from the literature on local government size, 
which uses this to describe the number of local government units in a geographic area 
(Goodman, 2019). 
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locations are not sufficiently similar to each other. Previous research has noted that having a 

more heterogeneous citizenry increases the cost of service provision (Nelson, 1990) and is 

correlated with a larger number of local government units, including special districts, providing 

services (Nelson, 1990). Previous research has also noted that large providers, which are likely to 

be selected for large contracts, are less likely to offer differentiated services across jurisdictions 

(Ferris & Graddy, 1986). 

Alternatively, when contracts serve small geographic areas, then many nonprofit 

providers can maximize value to constituents through local knowledge and tailoring their 

services to local needs. This is sometimes known as “niche” provision or “personalization” 

(Bovaird, 2014; Rees, Mullins, & Bovaird, 2012a). A preference for customized services is often 

used to support the provision of services by local government rather than larger regional 

governments (Goodman, 2019; Nelson, 1990; Tiebout, 1956). It is also believed that this type of 

local provision increases the accountability of providers to citizens (Goodman, 2019). 

However, awarding many small contracts typically duplicates fixed and administrative 

costs, thereby diverting money that could have been spent serving more clients. Such logic 

applies not only to contracts, but also to nonprofit organizations in general, as evidenced by 

funders pushing nonprofits to mergers as a means of avoiding “duplication of services” 

(Eschenfelder, 2011) and to government entities, as evidenced by the push toward joint 

procurement and other “back-office” functions (Elston, MacCarthaigh, & Verhoest, 2018). 

Therefore, when government contracts with nonprofit service providers, it is important to 

optimize the contract’s structure, specifically the number and size of contracts offered, to 

maximize efficient service provision. 

3.2 Potential mechanisms underlying theoretical framework and associated hypotheses 
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Contract consolidation changes two aspects of nonprofit operations: (i) the management 

and (ii) the scale of operations. When contracts are consolidated, the nonprofit and associated 

staff members managing the contract change for the absorbed area. The scale of campaign 

operations also changes when zones are consolidated, with more clients and a larger volume of 

goods and services are handled by each nonprofit administrator. Scale effects should be observed 

any time that the number of clients or amount of service provided grows, including during 

consolidation, while management effects should only be observed when consolidation occurs. 

This section explains how each of these mechanisms might play out in the tradeoff between costs 

and performance, and how they might affect overall cost-effectiveness. 

On average, management change is likely to positively impact cost-effectiveness. The 

expectation would hold if, generally, a nonprofit with higher cost-effectiveness absorbs a 

contract from a nonprofit with lower cost-effectiveness and management skill positively affects 

cost-effectiveness. Broadly, cost considerations are important factors in the selection of service 

providers (Bovaird, 2014; Rees, Mullins, & Bovaird 2012a). However, when contracts included 

a large number of associated policies and procedures, such as in the case of the CFC, managers 

are likely to play a more limited role in service delivery, and therefore might somewhat mute the 

effect of management change on costs. This is broadly consistent with the predictions of the 

theory of incomplete contracts (Bel, Fageda, & Warner, 2010; Hart, Shleifer, & Vishny, 1997). 

Consolidating contracts also changes the scale of operations, which is likely to decrease 

average costs (Dubin and Navarro, 1988; Edwards and Stevens, 1978). This is true when the 

good or service provided has a cost structure involving high fixed costs and low variable costs. 

Examples of such a cost structure include services which are not personalized to the individual, 

especially those that can be offered online. In such cases, once the service has been designed and 
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the content created, the number of individuals using the service does not matter. With this cost 

structure, the average cost per unit of the good or service provided will decrease as the number of 

units increases, leading to an increase in cost-effectiveness. 

Hypothesis 1: Contract consolidation decreases average cost of service provided. 

Managers may also affect the quality of services being delivered, and while it may be 

possible that high-performing managers increase quality, it is also likely that managers’ expertise 

may be less generalizable to new contexts. Managers may not have strong relationships with 

constituents in absorbed service areas. The connection between nonprofit organizations and local 

constituents has previously been noted as an important reason for contracting with nonprofit 

organizations (rather than for-profit providers) (Ferris & Graddy 1986), and the desire to contract 

with “niche” providers providing “personalization” is an important driver of contracting in some 

settings (Bovaird, 2014; Rees, Mullins, & Bovaird 2012a). Limited relationships may mean that 

managers do not get full or timely feedback, are not able to affectively coordinate with potential 

partners or make appropriate local referrals and are not able to tailor programs to local needs and 

preferences. This affect may also be muted when contracts include a great number of associated 

policies and procedures. Based on these factors, contract consolidation might even have negative 

consequences on service quality. 

Scale may also change the quality of service delivery directly if spending on 

administration and overhead is not appropriately increased for the new demand associated with 

the larger contract. Consolidation may negatively affect results if existing staff do not have the 

capacity to service additional constituents. “Resource adequacy” is an important factor in 

contract performance, and many resources may need to be increased when the size of a contract 

increases (Amirkhanyan, Kim, & Lambright, 2007). Likely negative consequences from both 
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changing management and decreasing scale combined to yield a decrease in service quality after 

contract consolidation. 

Hypothesis 2: Contract consolidation decreases quality of services provided. 

The combined effect of all these changes is complex. However, given that consolidation 

is an active choice, decisionmakers likely believe that the contract consolidation is positive on 

some dimension. The decisionmakers would not choose to consolidate if they expected both 

service quality to decrease and cost to increase. If the decisionmakers are rational and well-

informed, then one should hypothesize a positive overall effect of consolidation on efficiency. 

Hypothesis 3: Contract consolidation increases overall efficiency of services (cost-per-

quality-unit).  

4. Institutional Context and Data 

 The Combined Federal Campaign (CFC) is the largest workplace giving campaign in the 

nation, raising more than $250 million annually from federal government employees. The Office 

of Personnel Management (OPM), a federal government agency, oversees the campaign 

nationally. The OPM contracts with local nonprofits to administer the campaign within specific 

contract service areas. The administering nonprofits are known as Principal Combined Fund 

Organizations (PFCO). The PFCO is hired and directed by a board of volunteers, the Local 

Federal Coordinating Committee (LFCC), who are employees of the federal government in the 

local administrative zone. The LFCCs of adjacent zones, in consultation with their respective 

PFCOs, make consolidation decisions. 

 The CFC provides a fruitful context to look at the effect of nonprofit intermediaries 

serving more clients over a larger geographic area. First, CFC service areas have increased in 
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geographic scope over time, mainly due to service area consolidation. In 2004, there were 313 

service areas; by 2013, there were 163.4 The consolidation over this time period is the result of 

encouragement by the OPM, which issued a series of memos (beginning in 2001) explaining 

how service areas could consolidate and consolidation’s benefits. Furthermore, in CFC 

Regulations 5 CFR § 950.103(a), it states that “… There is no prerequisite regarding the Federal 

employee population needed to establish or maintain a CFC. However, rather than establishing 

or maintaining small campaigns, OPM encourages mergers and expansions of mergers of 

campaigns to promote efficiency and economy.” 

A second reason that the CFC is a context to examine this research question is because 

the regulated nature of the CFC provides a degree of standardization to the various offices, which 

simplifies the consolidation analysis. Federal rules regulate aspects of the campaign such as the 

organization of volunteer committees, the information provided to donors, the time period for 

solicitation, and the participation of local (and national) charities.5 The fact that the context is 

governed by federal rules reduces the number of variables changing over time, and specifically 

reduces the changes that might occur simultaneously with the consolidation and complicate the 

analysis.  

4.1 Data and Operationalized Hypotheses 

The national office of the CFC/OPM has provided aggregate data at the level of the local 

administrative zone from 2003 to 2013 for this work. The data include total dollars donated in 

                                                 

4 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. 
5 CFC regulations are found in Title 5, Part 950 of the Code of Federal Regulations.  
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the zone, information on number of donors and employees solicited, and a measure of campaign 

costs.  

I use the data to test whether consolidation of service areas affects cost-effectiveness, 

employee satisfaction with local tailoring, and overall efficiency in the context of the CFC. Cost-

effectiveness is measured using cost per employee. Cost per employee is a good measure of cost-

effectiveness because the service being provided is the opportunity to donate. The cost variable 

used is the budgeted costs reported by the CFC on the year-end summary report,6 and the 

average cost is determined using the number of employees from the same report. Figure 1 is a 

scatter plot showing the relationship between the cost of administering the CFC within a zone 

and the number of employees of the zone. The concave fitted lines support the hypothesis that 

the CFC experiences economies of scale, although this figure doesn’t control for other 

potentially important characteristics. However, based on these preliminary findings, it is 

reasonable to believe that the generalized hypothesis will hold in the case of the CFC. 

<FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE> 

Hypothesis 1A: CFC contract consolidation decreased average cost per employee 

solicited. 

Hypothesis 1B: As the number of CFC employees covered increased, the average cost per 

employee decreased. 

                                                 

6 The data include budgeted costs for all years. In addition, the data include actual costs 
reimbursed for 2011 and 2012 and estimated final costs for 2012 and 2013. The correlation 
between budgeted and actual costs is 0.997, and the correlation between budgeted and estimated 
costs is 0.999. Results are robust to including actual costs rather than budgeted costs. 
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Three outcomes are relevant to the relationship between consolidation and employee 

satisfaction with local tailoring. The first is dollars pledged per employee. Dollars pledged per 

employee is calculated by taking the total amount donated in the service area and dividing it by 

the number of employees served. Dollars pledged per employee is not a direct measure of 

employee satisfaction with local tailoring. However, surveys on employee satisfaction were not 

conducted by the CFC and would be prone to self-reporting biases if they were available. 

Instead, dollars pledged per employee is used to indirectly measure overall satisfaction of 

employees with the workplace giving opportunity provided by the CFC. If dollars pledged per 

employee is falling after controlling for economic conditions and other environmental factors, 

this is arguably a signal of falling satisfaction, because it indicates that employees were happier 

with an earlier version of the CFC’s system or offerings. The available data also allows for the 

examination of two determinants of dollars pledged per employee: participation rate, which is 

also known as the proportion employees giving, and dollars pledged per donor, which is also 

known as average gift size. These two measures might capture different aspects of satisfaction. 

The participation rate might capture satisfaction with the solicitation process, while dollars 

pledged per donor might capture satisfaction with the selection of local nonprofit organizations 

participating in service area. Encouraging participation by local organizations may be a form of 

customizing the campaign to local preferences. Table 1 shows that nonprofit participation 

typically decreases after consolidation, and that the average effect across all years is statistically 

significant. Therefore, it is reasonable to believe that the generalized hypothesis will hold in the 

case of the CFC.  

<TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE> 

Hypothesis 2A:  CFC contract consolidation decreased dollars pledged per employee. 
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Hypothesis 2B: As the number of CFC employees covered increased, the dollars pledged 

per employee decreased. 

To understand the combined effect of changes to cost-effectiveness and changes to 

satisfaction, it is necessary to examine overall efficiency. Here, overall efficiency is measured 

using cost per dollar raised. Cost per dollar raised is a common efficiency measure in the 

fundraising profession (BoardSource, 2017), and it also has the benefit of being the quotient of 

the other primary measures of interest.  

𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝 𝐷𝐷𝐶𝐶𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝑝𝑝 𝑅𝑅𝐷𝐷𝑅𝑅𝐶𝐶𝑝𝑝𝑅𝑅 =
𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝 𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝑝𝑝𝐷𝐷𝐶𝐶𝐸𝐸𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝

𝐷𝐷𝐶𝐶𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷𝑝𝑝𝐶𝐶 𝑃𝑃𝐷𝐷𝑝𝑝𝑅𝑅𝑃𝑃𝑝𝑝𝑅𝑅 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝 𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝑝𝑝𝐷𝐷𝐶𝐶𝐸𝐸𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝
 

Since the primary purpose of the CFC is to raise funds, using a measure of fundraising efficiency 

is an appropriate way to describe the overall efficiency of the work. 

Hypothesis 3A: CFC contract consolidation decreased the cost per dollar raised. 

Hypothesis 3B: As the number of CFC employees covered increased, the cost per dollar 

raised decreased. 

Next, the campaign maps provided by the CFC were used to create zone-specific, time-

varying control variables for 2008 to 2013. (More information about the construction of the 

control variables is available in Online Appendix B.) 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 worker 

characteristics include: mean length of service, mean age, mean salary, proportion with a 

professional occupation type, proportion with an administrative occupation type, proportion 

female, proportion permanent, percent postal employees, and percent military employees. Each 

of these personnel-related control variables is supported by prior research regarding the 
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correlates of giving in the workplace (Christensen, Nesbit, & Agypt, 2016; Leslie, Snyder, & 

Glomb, 2013; Nesbit, Christensen, & Gossett, 2012; Osili, Hirt, & Raghavan, 2011; Shaker, 

Kienker, & Borden, 2014). The model also includes two measures of local economic conditions 

in the control variables: unemployment and per-capita income.7 Previous research shows that 

income, employment status, and awareness of local need are linked to charitable giving (Bekkers 

& Wiepking, 2011; Havens, O’Herlihy, & Schervish, 2006; Toppe, Kirsch, & Michel, 2002). 

The final control variable is the proportion of a service area that is offering employees the option 

to give online.8  

4.2 Observed patterns of CFC consolidation 

The treatment most relevant to this analysis is standard consolidation of zones in the 

CFC. In a standard consolidation, two or more administrative zones consolidated without 

changing the boundaries or the employees served. Examples of consolidation and consolidation 

results are in included in Online Appendix C. Because most control variables are only available 

from 2008 onwards, a service area is defined as treated if the zone experiences a consolidation 

from 2009 onwards. Using the 2009 cutoff means that one year of pre-treatment characteristics, 

                                                 

7 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.  
8 It is necessary to include an indicator for online giving as a control because consolidation and 
changes to online giving are correlated. Typically, when a zone offering online giving 
consolidated with a zone that did not offer online giving, the system was expanded to include the 
new employees. To avoid misattributing changes due to online giving options to consolidation, 
the availability of online giving must be included as a control. 
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including controls, is always available. When a service area undergoes multiple consolidations 

post-2009, the year of first consolidation is considered to be the treatment year.  

Between 2009 and 2013, there were 96 standard consolidations in the CFC sample and 25 

non-standard consolidations9, which are excluded from the analyses. The number of standard 

consolidations and other types of changes to zone boundaries in each year is displayed in Table 

2. The second row shows the number of zones with standard consolidations in each year. The 

average number of standard consolidations per year was 23. Finally, the last row of Table 2 

shows that most zones did not change boundaries between years. 

<TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE> 

As shown in Table 3, the consolidation events involve 170 of the original zones from 

2004. By 2013, 58 of the 163 zones that remain had experienced at least one consolidation 

during the previous 10 years. Among the final zones, 70 had experienced no changes to 

campaign boundaries during that time period.10 Table 3 also shows that, due in large part to 

consolidations, the number of employees in the average CFC zone nearly doubled between 2004 

and 2013. During the same time period, the pledges and costs in the average zone also grew, but 

more slowly. Since pledges grew more slowly than employees, it should not be surprising that 

                                                 

9 The third row of Table 2 shows the number of zones that experience non-standard 
consolidations or other changes to the campaign’s boundaries. Changes to boundaries were 
typically made by adding counties that were previously not covered by any zone or by 
transferring counties to other zones. Because the number of counties that are not covered by any 
zone has decreased, the number of these types of changes waned in recent years. 
10 35 of the final service areas experienced a change to campaign boundaries that was not due to 
a consolidation. The typical (non-consolidation) change was adding counties that were not 
previously covered by any CFC service area. I exclude these changes from the analysis, as 
discussed in Online Appendix B. 
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the giving per employee dropped substantially during this time period. The decrease is due to 

substantial decreases in participation. The size of the average pledge grew during this time 

period, which indicates that participation decreases were concentrated among smaller donors. 

The costs per employee solicited and cost per dollar raised both grew between 2004 and 2014. 

<TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE> 

5 Method of Analysis and Identification 

The primary analysis requires that results pre- and post-consolidation are easily 

comparable. Pre-treatment and post-treatment records must encompass the same set of counties, 

and therefore the same federal workers. To accomplish this, one must create records combining 

the pre-treatment results for the service areas that will eventually consolidate. A full description 

of this process and the resulting analysis sample is included in Online Appendix B. The final 

analysis sample contains one record per year for each geographic zone that will eventually 

consolidate. 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. 

To understand the effects of service area consolidation on fundraising costs and giving, 

this article uses a differences-in-differences analysis which exploits the time variation in 

consolidations. Formally, this is modeled using fixed effects ordinary least squares (OLS) 

regressions with CFC outcomes as the dependent variables. Control variables include the time-

varying zone characteristics described above (worker demographic characteristics, economic 

characteristics, and online activity), the number of workers in the zone (using both a linear and 
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quadratic term to increase flexibility), and zone and year fixed effects. In a second model, group-

specific linear time trends are added to the analysis and allow treated groups to follow a different 

time trend following consolidation. This change increases model flexibility by allowing both an 

initial and a long-term effect of consolidation.  

The analysis uses service areas that consolidate in a given year as the treated group. The 

control group for each treatment year includes zones which are treated in other years and those 

where treatment occurs pre-2009. The use of time-varying treatment years is common in the 

literature and requires that three assumptions be satisfied: parallel trends, random treatment 

timing, and non-time-varying treatment effects (Goodman-Bacon, 2018). Evidence supporting 

these assumptions is included in Online Appendix D.  

6 Consolidation Outcomes 

This section explores the main question of whether consolidation influences outcomes in 

the CFC. It begins with some figures based on the raw data that illustrate the mixed results of 

CFC consolidation but do not control for other important factors which may affect CFC 

outcomes over time. Next, it presents the results of the regression analyses that include controls 

and reflect the identification strategy discussed in Section 5. 

When consolidating zones are compared directly to non-consolidating zones, it becomes 

evident that the relationship between consolidation and outcomes is not straightforward. Figure 2 

shows the cost per dollar raised over time for consolidating zones and non-consolidating zones, 

by year of consolidation. For example, the first, upper-left, figure shows the cost per dollar raised 

for zones that consolidated in 2009, relative to zones that did not consolidate from 2004 to 2013. 

In these figures, post-consolidation years are to the right of the vertical lines, and pre-
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consolidation years are to the left of the vertical lines. Post-consolidation gains in cost per dollar 

raised would be shown by a solid line that decreases and diverges from the dashed line during 

the post-consolidation years. In most of the figures, immediate post-consolidation gains are not 

evident. However, the 2011 consolidations appear to have produced both immediate and longer-

term efficiency gains. The 2012 consolidations may also fit this pattern, although there is 

substantial noise in the analysis for this year, due to a small number of 2012 consolidations. 

These results tend to offer only weak support for hypothesis 3A, as they are inconsistent between 

years and do not include important control variables included in the main results. 

<FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE> 

Results from the basic differences-in-differences OLS analysis, including control 

variables, are shown in Table 4. Direct effects of consolidation are shown by looking at the 

coefficient on the treated and post-consolidation interaction variable. Most of the post-

consolidation coefficient values cannot be statistically distinguished from zero, and some of the 

coefficients have unexpected signs. These results do not show a statistically significant effect of 

consolidation on cost per employee, failing to support Hypothesis 1A. One possibility is that 

one-time costs from consolidation expenses are driving this result. The effect of consolidation on 

donor satisfaction is difficult to interpret from these findings. The results include a positive but 

insignificant coefficient on giving per employee (5.570), and therefore Hypothesis 2A is not 

supported. Examining the results for dollars pledged per donor and participation give some 

insights into the reasons for the positive coefficient. Here, the model finds that participation 

increases but the size of the average donor’s gift decreases. The average gift size appears to be 

affected by selection; increases in participation by small donors are driving the positive 
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coefficient. Here, it should be noted that only the result for the average donor gift is significant, 

the other values may be attributable to sampling variablity and should be re-examined using the 

preferred model. Finally, the model shown in Table 4 does not find a significant relationship 

between consolidation and cost per dollar raised, failing to support Hypothesis 3A. Here, the sign 

is as expected, but insignificant; it too will be re-examined using the preferred model.  

<TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE> 

The results in Table 4 can also be used to explore pure scale effects of larger zones by 

looking at the coefficients on the employee and employee-squared variables. The scale effects 

within the CFC seem to be consistent with theory. Adding more employees to a zone tends to 

lower costs per employee and lower dollars pledged per employee. Hypothesis 1B and 2B are 

supported. Changes of more than 134,000 employees (139,000 for costs)11 tend to have the 

opposite effect, but the fact that the average zone has around 25,000 employees makes this 

largely a moot point. Importantly, scale does not change the cost per dollar raised, and 

hypothesis 3B is not supported. Consolidation does not improve overall CFC fundraising 

efficiency based on scale alone.12 

Table 5 shows the preferred model, which includes group-specific time trends to account 

for any pre-treatment differences in the trajectories of the two groups.13 The model relaxes the 

                                                 

11 This figure has a large standard error and should not be relied on as a point estimate. 
12 It should be noted that these scale effects are not masking consolidation effects in this model. 
The data structure employed here combines the pre-treatment records for consolidating zones, so 
the records show the same number of employees before and after consolidation. The results here 
should be interpreted as the effects of adding new employees outside of a consolidation situation. 
13 The coefficients on the interactions for treatment and time are not significant, indicating that 
there is not a substantial different in pre-treatment trends. 
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assumption that consolidation leads to an immediate and permanent shift in efficiency measures. 

This reflects previous research which shows that contracting yields different short-term and 

longer-term outcomes (Máñez, Pérez-López, Prior, & Zafra-Gómez, 2016). After relaxing this 

assumption, the results related to the scale effects of consolidation remain the same. As in the 

previous model, Hypothesis 1B and 2B are supported, and Hypothesis 3B is not. However, some 

other results change substantially.  

<TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE> 

First, the inclusion of a differential post-treatment time trend does not change the 

relationship between consolidation and cost-effectiveness, measured by cost per employee, after 

controlling for number of employees and other relevant controls. The model finds that the initial 

cost-per-employee decreases, but the effect is not significantly different from zero. These results 

fail to find a statistically significant decrease in costs, either initially or over time, and therefore 

Hypothesis 1A is not supported.  

Second, after controlling for number of employees and other economic and demographic 

factors, consolidation is associated with a significant decrease in dollars pledged per employee of 

$18.57, indicating a decrease in employee satisfaction and supporting Hypothesis 2A. The 

coefficients on participation and dollars pledged per donor have the expected signs, given the 

decrease in dollars pledged per employee, but are not significant.  

The overall effect of consolidation on performance, measured by cost per dollar raised, is 

also non-significant; Hypothesis 3A was not supported. If significant, the positive coefficient on 

cost per dollar raised would indicate that increases in cost-effectiveness may outweigh decreases 



 

 
22 

in quality and employee satisfaction in determining overall performance. However, in the 

absence of a statically significant result, one cannot determine which effect is stronger. 

7 Discussion 

The present article is the first to look at the effect of changing the size of territory 

covered by a service provider through a governmental contract. The results indicate that 

consolidating small contracts into larger ones (decreasing “horizontal fragmentation”) involves 

tradeoffs between costs and quality and is not an effective way to increase efficiency, at least in 

this context. These results have implications for theory and policy regarding nonprofit-

government contracting and consolidation in the nonprofit sector more generally.  

The preferred model finds that, while larger service areas experience cost-reducing 

economies of scale, the consolidation process itself does not yield significant decrease in cost per 

employee. This suggests that differences between zones are generated by their inherent structural 

characteristics, such as the number of employees, not by the behaviors of the nonprofit 

organization administering the campaign in the local zone. This stands in contrast to recent work 

finds that the cost-saving effects of contracting out are limited or erode over time (see Hefetz, 

Warner, & Vigoda-Gadot, 2012 for a review). The disparity may be due to the combination of 

the CFC’s fixed and variable cost structure and the relatively structured process for 

administering the CFC. This finding suggests that, if cost control is the primary concern of 

government agencies, then the recent push toward contracting with larger organizations by some 

government agencies may be a useful strategy (Rees, Mullins, & Bovaird, 2012b; Bovaird, 

2014). 
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However, a push toward scale may come at a cost. Using the preferred model, I conclude 

that consolidation decreases performance, and larger zones also experience diseconomies of 

scale on this dimension. These results suggest that consolidation decreases local tailoring of 

programs to local preferences and fails to replicate the relationships between service providers 

and service recipients in the local federal workplaces. This finding supports the claim that local 

provision, either by local organizations or local government, is inherently more responsive to 

stakeholder concerns (Rees, Mullins, & Bovaird, 2012a).  

These cost-related economies of scale tend to counteract the diseconomies of scale 

related to donations per employee. Overall, the preferred model finds no differences in the 

efficiency of the CFC following consolidation. Economies of scale in cost per dollar raised are 

not present. The benefits of consolidation are, at best, more modest than CFC administrators had 

hoped. This supports previous research which finds cost and quality tradeoffs in both private 

provision and inter-municipal contracting (Elkomy, Cookson, & Jones, 2019; Hefetz, Warner, & 

Vigoda-Gadot, 2012). It also suggests that work which focuses solely on cost or quality may 

present an incomplete picture of the results of various contracting-related decisions. Future work 

should explore both cost and quality results in the context of other contract consolidations. 

To fully understand how the results observed in the CFC might translate to other 

contexts, it would be helpful to learn more about the underling details of the CFC consolidations 

observed here. Unfortunately, the data available does not include fine-grained details about the 

contracting relationship, such as the identity of the nonprofit intermediary, the qualifications of 

the staff, or the specific inputs used in fulfilling the contracts. It is possible that the average 

results recorded here mask important heterogeneity on these dimensions. While it is possible that 



 

 
24 

contractor-specific factors are important to the consolidation outcomes, it is less likely that the 

observed results are due to changes in giving over this time period, including important 

documented changes in workplace giving (Giving USA, 2018). The particular model employed 

controls for individual, community and structural factors related to fundraising. It also includes 

zone and year fixed effects, which control for unobserved cultural factors in particular zones and 

unobserved nationwide factors (such as government shutdowns) which might affect the giving of 

the federal workforce. Future work using richer consolidation data (in any context) would allow 

researchers to understand the effects of specific changes to the intermediary or contract 

characteristics and expand theory and practice in this area.   

In addition to extending our understanding of horizontal fragmentation and contract 

structure, the present research also contributes to the limited literature on the CFC and to 

ongoing policy discussions about its future. Empirical analyses of the CFC are limited and focus 

mostly on the role of overhead ratios (Bowman 2006) and other factors affecting employees’ 

decisions to donate (LePere-Schloop & Christensen 2014). No literature exists on the contracting 

structure of the CFC, even though it is experiencing active policy change. In 2017, the CFC 

implemented mandatory consolidations, reducing the number of zones to 37.  

Understanding the consequences of CFC consolidation over time also provides important 

evidence about the relationship between the scale of nonprofit fundraising and performance. 

Policymakers, foundation leaders, and other thought leaders in the nonprofit sector have focused 

a great deal of recent attention on “scaling,” a term used to represent the idea of increasing 

nonprofit organization size to a minimum efficient scale. In a survey of nonprofit leaders, 

Mitchell (2015) finds that nonprofit leaders believe organizational size is important to nonprofit 
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effectiveness. Unfortunately, there has been relatively limited scholarly work linking the scale of 

nonprofit operations and nonprofit efficiency or effectiveness, broadly defined.  

This work finds no evidence that economies of scale related to cost per dollar raised exist 

in workplace giving campaigns like the CFC. This result may explain the lack of positive results 

from the CFC’s recent mandatory consolidations which reduced the number of service areas 

from 100 to 37 (Strauss, 2018). Other types of workplace giving campaigns, like those conducted 

by United Way, operate at a much smaller scale (there are over 1,200 United Way zones in the 

United States), but share many of the CFC’s struggles (Barman 2006). This suggests that a 

fragmented approach may be optimal if the primary goal of the United Way is to maximize 

donor engagement and minimize cost per dollar raised. Future research is needed to determine if 

these types of organizations, or indeed other non-workplace giving nonprofits, are operating at a 

part of the cost curve where economies of scale might apply. 

In reflecting on the findings presented here, it is important to consider the extent to which 

the results are particular to the nonprofit contracting context. Cost changes from contract 

consolidation are likely to be shared by nonprofit and for-profit contractors. The relatively 

limited empirical literature on the effect of scale on nonprofits’ cost-effectiveness generally finds 

cost-related benefits to larger scale, particularly for those organizations which are large enough 

to compete for government contracts (Hyndman & McKillop, 1999; Lecy & Searing, 2015; 

Wise, 1997), making these organizations quite similar to for-profit organizations in this 

dimension. In contrast, performance changes from contract consolidation might be more 

pronounced in the nonprofit context. Connection to the local community is often cited as a 

reason for selecting nonprofit contractors (Rees, Mullins, & Bovaird, 2012a, 2012b); contract 
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consolidation removes this competitive advantage for nonprofits. Future research on for-profit 

contractors would clarify the extent to which the finding about the decrease in performance is 

related to the unique local character of nonprofit contractors.  

Finally, the CFC is unusual because its clients are government employees. Contracts 

between the government and nonprofit providers typically provide services to members of the 

public. Future research should examine if changing the size of the service area leads to efficiency 

improvements in other contracting relationships with different client types. This work opens up 

new research questions regarding the scale of government-nonprofit contracts in contexts 

ranging from child welfare services to refugee resettlement programs to job training centers.   

The present paper adds to the literature on the failures of contracting out. Many solutions 

have been proposed to counteract these failures, such as market management, monitoring 

changes, or even recentralization. The agency overseeing the CFC believed that contract 

consolidation through decreasing horizontal fragmentation provided a promising way to decrease 

transaction costs and perhaps improve the cost-effectiveness, performance, and efficiency of the 

program. However, the present paper indicates that benefits of this strategy were quite limited, 

mainly due to tradeoffs between costs and performance. Nevertheless, considering the scale of 

services in other contracting contexts may provide an opportunity for government to make 

thoughtful tradeoffs between costs and performance, particularly when local customization may 

be important. However, if the findings of this paper hold in other contexts, government agencies 

should not rely on contract consolidation to increase the overall efficiency of service provision
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Figure 1. Cost Function for the CFC (Showing Economies of Scale)

Note: All dollar amounts in 2011 dollars. Shaded areas (lines) are 95 percent confidence intervals. Only zones with
less than 200,000 employees are included. Pre-consolidation costs and employee counts are the the sum of the
values for the zones that will consolidate in the future.
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Table 1. Comparison of Nonprofit Participation in the CFC, Year-over-year differences for Consolidating and Non-consolidating Zones

Means

Consolidating Not Consolidating Difference, T-test

Change in Nonprofit Count, 2008 to 2009 -0.84 -0.28 -0.56*
Change in Nonprofit Count, 2009 to 2010 0.22 0.33 -0.12
Change in Nonprofit Count, 2010 to 2011 -0.01 0.02 -0.02
Change in Nonprofit Count, 2011 to 2012 -0.08 0.03 -0.11
Change in Nonprofit Count, 2012 to 2013 -0.04 0.01 -0.05*
Change in Nonprofit Count, All Years -0.06 0.04 -0.11**

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. First column includes zones that have simple consolidations from 2009 to 2013. Second column includes zones
with no consolidations and zones with simple consolidations that occur in other years. Only zone-years that are part of the final analysis sample are included
here. Only local organizations are included. If a single nonprofit appears in both zones pre-consolidation, it is only counted once to avoid artificially inflating
the pre-consolidation count.
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Table 2. Summary of Campaign Zone Consolidations

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Number of Zones 313 299 277 260 243 226 209 197 184
Standard Consolidations Next Year 20 31 21 23 20 21 12 21 36
Non-standard Consolidations, Boundary Changes Next Year 17 20 14 23 26 23 19 10 5
Unchanging Next Year 276 248 242 214 197 182 178 166 143

Note: In 2013, 163 zones remain. Standard consolidations are those where two or more zones are combined without changing the employees eligible for the CFC
in either zone. Non-standard consolidations are complex consolidations where the new zone includes individuals who were not part of either of the original
zones due to simultaneous county additions or subtractions. No data manipulation (combination) of zones that will consolidate in the future has occurred.
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Table 3. Summary Statistics for Zone-level Data

Year

2004 2013

Zone Information
Number Employees Solicited 12,731 24,783

(30,973) (40,996)
Giving Information
Total Zone Pledges (2011 $) 977,431 1,241,991

(4,026,308) (4,017,146)
Number Employees Giving 4,135 4,013

(12,339) (8,289)
Participation Rate 27.87 16.77

(12.564) (10.401)
Dollars Pledged Per Employee (2011 $) 62.78 48.87

(34.99) (34.16)
Dollars Pledged Per Donor (2011 $) 229.95 295.86

(78.33) (108.59)
Cost Information
Budgeted Cost for Zone (2011 $) 94,442 159,203

(305,590) (384,040)
Budgeted Cost Per Employee Solicited (2011 $) 7.56 7.79

(4.54) (5.61)
Budgeted Cost Per Dollar Raised 0.131 0.177

(0.058) (0.096)
Consolidation Information
Number of Zones that Ever Consolidated 170 58
Number of Zones with Constant Boundaries 70 70

Observations 313 163

Note: Standard deviations in parentheses. Based on records from CFC. No data manipulation (combination) of zones
that will consolidate in the future has occurred.
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Figure 2. CFC Cost Per Dollar Raised Over Time, by Year of Consolidation (and Comparison with Service
Areas That Never Consolidate)

Note: Vertical lines represent consolidation years noted in the figure titles. Dashed lines represent zones that do
not consolidate between 2004 and 2013. Consolidation year was defined as the first consolidation post-2009.
If there were 2 consolidations post-2009, data from after the second consolidation was dropped. If there was a
consolidation between 2006 and 2009, data before the pre-existing consolidation was dropped.
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Table 4. OLS Regression Results

(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 0.593 (1.050) 5.570 (4.212) 0.0183 (0.0163) -13.52* (6.227) -0.0137 (0.00920)
Employees (1000s) -0.448** (0.163) -2.455*** (0.657) -0.00931*** (0.00245) -0.245 (0.797) -0.000751 (0.00204)
Employees (1000s) × Employees (1000s) 0.00161* (0.000777) 0.00918** (0.00312) 0.0000310** (0.0000114) 0.00583 (0.00307) -0.000000905 (0.00000702)
Per Capita Personal Income ($1000s) 0.149 (0.265) -1.190* (0.521) 0.000213 (0.00229) -1.111 (1.713) 0.00433 (0.00506)
Unemployment Rate 57.73 (69.49) -65.93 (90.50) -0.251 (0.441) 109.5 (297.8) 1.689 (1.554)
Average Length of Service -2.658 (1.677) -2.400 (4.431) -0.00723 (0.0140) -18.52 (11.97) -0.0396 (0.0417)
Average Age 3.080 (3.543) -3.982 (6.301) -0.0324 (0.0313) 20.11 (19.59) 0.0808 (0.0727)
Average Salary ($) 0.000353 (0.000246) 0.00203 (0.00103) 0.00000812* (0.00000357) -0.00237 (0.00126) 0.000000252 (0.00000152)
Pct Female -43.53 (79.18) -244.3 (274.8) -0.501 (0.915) -468.9 (605.8) 0.608 (0.920)
Pct Permanent Status -23.52 (41.89) -18.75 (98.83) -0.332 (0.377) 223.6 (311.6) -0.788 (0.721)
Pct Professional Category -46.42 (83.97) -84.45 (179.8) -0.223 (0.742) -409.6 (723.9) -0.803 (1.395)
Pct Administrative Category -50.63 (50.57) -126.6 (145.4) -0.729 (0.502) 621.9 (369.8) -0.952 (1.050)
Percent Uniformed Military -4.147 (2.924) -23.64 (18.43) -0.0960 (0.0669) -93.94* (39.75) -0.00837 (0.0443)
Percent Postal Service 1.037 (7.575) -25.77 (19.18) -0.0801 (0.0830) -131.3* (64.13) 0.179 (0.218)
Offers Online Giving 0.0190 (0.844) -1.499 (2.799) -0.0138 (0.0106) 9.960 (6.735) 0.00457 (0.0128)
Zone and Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 250 250 250 250 250
Adjusted R2 0.501 0.809 0.781 0.920 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.
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Table 5. OLS Regression Results with Treatment-Specific Time Trends Affected by Treatment

(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 -1.690 (2.301) -18.57* (8.733) -0.0582 (0.0423) 19.98 (32.53) 0.0105 (0.0589)
Time -1.129 (0.855) -2.244 (1.918) -0.0124 (0.00690) 17.76** (5.625) -0.0146 (0.0227)
Treated× Time 0.139 (0.279) -0.296 (1.541) -0.000744 (0.00446) -3.409 (3.473) 0.00262 (0.00435)
Treated × Post-Consolidation× Time 0.259 (0.282) 3.019 (1.526) 0.00953 (0.00586) -3.576 (4.243) -0.00340 (0.00675)
Per Capita Personal Income ($1000s) 0.159 (0.272) -1.173* (0.558) 0.000279 (0.00214) -1.327 (1.585) 0.00443 (0.00520)
Unemployment Rate 60.19 (70.95) -44.97 (86.24) -0.184 (0.429) 69.55 (282.5) 1.674 (1.597)
Employees (1000s) -0.433** (0.157) -2.334*** (0.625) -0.00893*** (0.00238) -0.498 (0.822) -0.000819 (0.00189)
Employees (1000s) × Employees (1000s) 0.00153* (0.000758) 0.00865** (0.00309) 0.0000293* (0.0000113) 0.00730* (0.00308) -0.000000837 (0.00000613)
Average Length of Service -2.798 (1.831) -2.884 (4.615) -0.00887 (0.0136) -15.68 (10.45) -0.0404 (0.0443)
Average Age 2.922 (3.416) -5.381 (6.236) -0.0368 (0.0304) 22.65 (16.64) 0.0818 (0.0699)
Average Salary ($) 0.000392 (0.000241) 0.00217* (0.000952) 0.00000860* (0.00000348) -0.00315* (0.00131) 0.000000469 (0.00000192)
Pct Female -49.84 (74.93) -276.6 (264.4) -0.607 (0.886) -349.7 (563.3) 0.594 (0.855)
Pct Permanent Status -25.79 (44.84) -22.65 (116.3) -0.347 (0.426) 272.7 (306.4) -0.811 (0.752)
Pct Professional Category -48.03 (84.46) -86.95 (184.5) -0.232 (0.763) -374.6 (688.9) -0.820 (1.415)
Pct Administrative Category -51.26 (51.63) -111.1 (137.3) -0.682 (0.467) 648.3 (367.3) -0.997 (1.049)
Percent Uniformed Military -4.331 (3.055) -22.35 (17.39) -0.0922 (0.0667) -88.73* (41.58) -0.0139 (0.0461)
Percent Postal Service 0.716 (7.260) -24.27 (18.89) -0.0759 (0.0828) -122.8 (65.76) 0.171 (0.217)
Offers Online Giving -0.159 (0.960) -2.986 (2.630) -0.0186 (0.0106) 12.87 (6.535) 0.00554 (0.0160)
Zone and Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 250 250 250 250 250
Adjusted R2 0.499 0.812 0.783 0.923 0.560

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.
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